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Executive summary
The Atlantic Initiative and Democratization Policy Council’s security risk analysis, conducted Spring-Fall 2011, as-
sesses a full range of factors in Bosnia and Herzegovina that have a bearing on the potential for interethnic violence

and renewed armed conflict. The following is a brief summary of the study’s conclusions.

The international community role — creating a rules-free environment

The assumptions that predicated the current international policy toward Bosnia and Herzegovina and the resulting
shift posture since early 2006 were pivotal factors in creating the current political and social environment. The unwill-
ingness to maintain and employ Dayton implementation and enforcement mechanisms — the OHR and EUFOR — and a
move to a “soft power” approach have generated a rules-free environment, in which political leaders feel free to pur-
sue their unfulfilled agendas without restraint. While the current approach is clearly not working, there is no collec-
tive political will to revisit its foundations. The result is an increasingly divided Peace Implementation Council Steer-
ing Board, divided between those members which believe the EU enlargement toolbox will be sufficient to prevent
further deterioration (Germany, France, Italy, Spain, Russia and the EU institutions themselves) and those who are
increasingly sceptical and frustrated by this approach (US, UK, Turkey, Japan, Canada, and sometimes the Nether-
lands). Lacking unity or leadership, the policy remains on bureaucratic autopilot with a course set in 2005. This has
increased the likelihood, and potential gravity, of political miscalculation by Bosnia’s leaders.

Domestic environmental factors

Inflammatory political rhetoric and hate speech

An analysis of hate speech and political rhetoric clearly shows that the political and public discourse in Bosnia has
radicalized over the last three years (2009-2011), increasing sharply since the October 2010 elections. The political
elites and most of the media in the country have played an active role in this deterioration. The analysis also reveals
the increasing questioning of the state of BiH itself. Discussion of the political crisis degenerating into violence — in
effect, talk about “war” — has also increased, with politicians and media figures using the 1992-1995 as the interpre-
tive lens and employed as a political instrument. Yet there is little to no factual assessment of the conflict potential —
physical, social, or political — in contemporary BiH. Popular fears appear to be rising: public talk of potential future
violence seems to have reached beyond political and other elites to the general public, with the 1990s war the domi-
nant reference point. All such public discourse is disconnected from the reality on the ground. Use of the term “war”
inevitably harks back to 1992. Since the current circumstances and forces available are substantially different, this
often leads to the conclusion that since war in the manner of 1992 is not possible, organized violence is also not possi-
ble. This second conclusion does not necessarily follow the first, and may allow a false sense of security both domes-
tically and internationally.

Capacity of state institutions and the role of political elites

Parallel to the escalation of political rhetoric over the past five years, the political elites’ confrontational relationship
has delivered poor and deteriorating performance in governing institutions. This holds true at the state, entity, and
cantonal levels, on a host of indicators: the governments’ own legislative agendas, EU integration, the 5+2 require-
ments for OHR closure, constitutional reform and compliance with the ECtHR’s Sejdi¢-Finci ruling, passing a census
law, meeting the requirements to access external credits, and protecting the domestic economy. A new state govern-
ment has yet to be assembled a year after general elections. Political leadership at all levels has been unwilling to
compromise on policies that would serve the public good — the basic needs, interests, and expectations of citizens vis-
a-vis government are not met. Not only does this negatively affect citizens’ ability to identify with their own state (and
political elites), it must certainly also have a negative effects on citizens’ perception of security — and their real securi-

ty.

Effects of the global economic crisis — danger of social unrest?

The global economic downturn hit Bosnia hard. The vulnerability of the economy was radically exacerbated by the
policy priorities of ruling elites, who diverted new revenues from 2006 into transfer payments to preferred constituen-
cies — war veterans (defined expansively) in particular. The onset of the recession — and reduction in remittances —
accelerated an already certain reckoning. Budgetary shortfalls, especially at the entity level, have ballooned. The lack
of a state-level government compounds the damage by impeding sovereign borrowing. Political elites in Bosnia and
Herzegovina have increasing difficulty in dealing with the weak economy. While the global economic crisis has exac-
erbated the problem, the patronage system that dominates the political system as well as the ruling elites’ relationship
with the economy is the main cause. BiH’s governments face a stark choice: either depart from the existing political
system and culture or face serious budgetary problems, possibly insolvency. How close the latter is, especially in the
RS, is difficult to ascertain given domestic and international unknowns, such as the future development of the Euro



crisis. There are many unknown variables. What has become clear is that the politics of ethnic confrontation and ab-
sence of compromise pursued by RS President Milorad Dodik and others over the last five years is increasingly having
self-destructive economic, and thus also potentially political affects. This is best demonstrated by the financial conse-
quences of the inability to form a new Council of Ministers. Whether rising social tensions will ultimately lead to
larger-scale — and potentially violent — social unrest is hard to predict.

What is clear is that the substantial rise in inflammatory rhetoric, continued and deepening government dysfunction,
rising economic problems and social tensions have all put major additional pressure on the ruling elites and increase
the possibility — and potential gravity — of political miscalculation.

Potential sparks

Substantial interethnic violence can be generated either by design or spontaneously and instrumentalized. The study
assesses several hot spots for a potential outbreak of violence.

Football hooliganism and juvenile delinquency

Youth in BiH are victims of a dysfunctional state, a poor economy, and of nationalist indoctrination. Juvenile delin-
quency — which is on the rise and increasingly violent — represents an individualized, direct product of this situation.
Football hooliganism adds ethnicity and organization to the mix.

Hooligan and criminal groups have already been used for political exploits in the country, as they are semi-organized
and relatively easy to mobilize. The FBiH Government building incident in particular shows that young football hoo-
ligans can be an “X-factor” that could make otherwise peaceful public gatherings — including political demonstrations
— violent. One can only assume that, should there be a need, these groups and individuals could readily serve as the
vanguard of a wider movement in a potential internal conflict.

Minority returnees

Minority return has lost the central political relevance it previously had. Yet minority returnees remain a vulnerable
social group; their relationship with the ethnic majority population in their communities is often difficult. While they
face structural discrimination, relations between minority returnees and the dominant local populations have normal-
ized considerably in the past decade. The increasingly heated political environment has clearly added to a subjective
feeling of insecurity among minority returnees, negatively affecting relations with the ethnic majority populations in
their communities — not only, but especially, in the RS. It is not clear whether this has led to a marked rise in the num-
ber of violent incidents, at least not to a level close to the one present during the time when minority return was at the
center of political conflict a decade ago. Nevertheless, the quality of some of the incidents singled out here is worrying.
Given the current political context, some of them clearly have the potential to spontaneously escalate into wider inter-
ethnic violent conflict.

Terrorism and Islamist radicalization

Unsubstantiated allegations of an increased terrorism threat in Bosnia, based on the preposterous claim that some
100,000 Wahhabis reside in the country, are not aimed at deterring such a threat but rather at pigeonholing Bosniaks
as terrorists and delegitimizing their political aims. In response, the Bosniak “side”, and particularly the official Islam-
ic Community, has descended into default denial of any security threat that may be posed by the presence of danger-
ous individuals and ideologies associated with Islam, calling all such references hostile and Islamophobic. Conse-
quently, law enforcement officials have been left to balance between two opposing, and equally flawed, perceptions —
and they have adjusted their analysis and reaction to the terrorism threat to suit the outcomes desired by their respec-
tive political elite. The real empowerment of radical, extreme, or violent groups and their opportunity to have visible
impact on a society comes when political elites exploit them in pursuit of their own agendas. Opportunities for such
exploitation in BiH are substantial since the same political elites, through formal and informal ties, exert control over
both law enforcement agencies and some militant groups. Effective deterrents remain few, while enablers of terrorism
and political violence are many. They include a weak (failing) state, an abundance of readily available arms and am-
munition, widespread corruption, weak border controls, and the mobilization of uncontested ideologies.

Public security setting

Police

Police services in BiH have gone a long way towards re-professionalization, modernization and democratization. But
their professional evolution is far from complete, not least due to the remaining institutional-legal disassociation of the
now 16 police agencies. In the current political framework, police are subjected to increasing political pressure, both
to relinquish their relatively new operational autonomy and to submit to ethnic political loyalties. The first major roll-



back in more than a decade of substantial police reforms occurred this year. These developments raise questions about
the capacity of the police agencies to successfully combat serious problems such as organized crime and corruption,
particularly in cases where members of the political elite and representatives of state institutions might be involved.
Police capacity to uphold public order and security in the event of violent inter-ethnic incidents is also in question.
While all policing experts and officials interviewed for this study agree that the police in its current shape would not
be the first to take up arms to “defend” its ethnic group, but try to keep public order, they all agreed that given suffi-
cient pressure, the police forces would split along ethnic lines. The European Union is in the process of dismantling its
institutions dealing with local police and reducing its leverage. Since it signed the SAA in return for the local political
elites’ mere declaration of will to reform, Brussels is clearly reluctant to seriously engage on policing issues at all.

Judiciary

The judiciary has so far failed to effectively deal with the most prominent of all problems that hinder the effective rule
of law in BiH — the systemic corruption and the widespread organized and economic crime. It has revealed that it is
not immune to corruption itself. In spite of the presence of many courageous judges, prosecutors and attorneys invest-
ing their expertise and courage in upholding the rule of law, there is a clear, worrying trend of substantial erosion of
the judiciary and the rule of law more generally. The single most important factor responsible for this development is
the ongoing political crisis in the country: the undermining of the state, political attacks and pressure on the judiciary,
on judicial institutions and on the achievements of previous judicial reforms, as well as a problematic general attitude
and behavior of political elites vis-a-vis the judiciary and the rule of law. Contrary to its proclaimed aims to strengthen
rule of law and fight organized crime and corruption, the international community has effectively contributed to a
rules-free environment. The failure of the judiciary to hold public officials accountable contributes to the breakdown
of a sense of limits.

The BiH Armed Forces

The result of a reform inconceivable when Dayton was signed, the AFBiH had the misfortune of coming into being
just as the reform process in BiH ground to a screeching halt — and in many areas shifted into reverse. The develop-
ment and professionalization of the force has been stunted by politics, including mixed signals from Banja Luka on
whether BiH should even enter NATO, let alone meet its requirements.

The AFBiH are unlikely to pose a first-instance security problem. But given the increasing political polarization of the
environment, it could be an ingredient in a volatile “cocktail” of factors: political actors, entity and cantonal security
forces, veterans’ organizations, and private security firms. The structure of the force, with ethnicized infantry battal-
ions, lends itself to disintegration under pressure, absent external stabilization of the overall political environment. In
that sense, it is truly a microcosm of the state.

In the event of organized violence, the best that could be hoped of the AFBiH would be for it — and the considerable
range of arms and munitions it possesses and secures — to remain out of it.

Surplus arms and munitions

Thousands of tons of unstable munitions and explosives remain dispersed throughout BiH, along with surplus arms in
varying states of repair. As of July 2011, the Expert Working Group (including EUFOR, the OSCE, UNDP and
NATO HQ) calculated the total AFBiH stockpile as including: 3,275 pieces of heavy armament, 89,625 pieces of
small arms and light weapons (SALW), and 29,246 tons of ammunition. Of these, the AFBiH was deemed to require
396 heavy weapons, 23,747 SALW, and 7,500 tons of ammunition. The surplus was then calculated to include 3,329
pieces of heavy armament, 65,878 SALW, and 21,746 tons of munitions. Of the surplus munitions, 4,500 tons were
already deemed unsafe by the Expert Working Group (EWG). The composite picture of control of arms and munitions
by public authorities is cause for alarm — in terms of the volatility of the ordnance on hand (78% is presently assessed
as unstable), the security of the facilities in which it is housed, and the lack of professionalism or active criminality of
some of those entrusted to protect these stockpiles. Also worrisome and indicative of the deterioration in the security
environment is the expressed desire by ruling political parties in the Federation to expand domestic production capaci-
ty of arms and munitions.

Privately-held weapons

The abundance of arms and ammunition that remain from the 1992-1995 war in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the rela-
tive ease with which they can be obtained, continues to be one of the most disconcerting side effects of that conflict.
In the immediate aftermath of the war, many of these weapons — mostly AK-47 assault rifles, rocket-propelled gre-
nades, handguns, and hand grenades — were stashed illegally out of a fear of renewed conflict, and for the protection
of family and property. This practice was particularly widespread in the countryside, where the terrain and the struc-
ture of typical village houses provide more opportunities to hide weapons and ammunition. Gradually, though, small
arms and light weapons (SALW) have also been acquired for sport, hobby, or as a result of traditional gun culture.



Recent research indicates that out of 1,224,142 total pieces of small arms and light weapons in BiH, 1,098,762 are in
civilian possession. Of those, 349,366 are legally owned, while 749,366 are owned illegally. These numbers suggest
that every third citizen of BiH owns arms. Given the size of an average Bosnian household, this effectively means that
nearly every household in the country owns a gun. In addition, every fifth citizen (19.5%) owns an illegal firearm.
Screening procedures are questionable. The presence and easy availability of firearms is another unwelcome addition
to an already complex security situation, with little or no effective deterrents to their sale or ownership.

Private security companies

Substantial consolidation and regulation in recent years have made the private security sector less of a known un-
known. But all international security officials in BiH to which the authors have spoken believe that members of PSCs
would be among the first to take up arms in case of a violent ethnic conflict. They consider PSC personnel — especially
special forces and intelligence veterans — to be among the best trained among the security agencies in BiH, public or
private. Many also note they are well-equipped, having access and skill to use weapons that their firms do not (at least
officially) possess. A group of 100 people from one of the smaller (and less scrutinized) PSCs could have a major im-
pact if activated in the early stages of a conflict.

EUFOR - going, going, gone?

EUFOR has shrunk from 7,000 troops at its launch in December 2004 to an estimated 1,300 today. The downsizing of
the force in early 2007 left it without forward bases outside Sarajevo, making it dependent on roadbound transport. It
lacks helicopter lift for operational purposes. Unilateral withdrawals of contingents by troop contributing countries
since 2007 have left the force incapable fulfillment of its Annex 1A obligations under the Dayton Peace Accords. Ma-
jor EU members such as Germany and France wish to abandon the UN Security Council’s Chapter 7 executive man-
date altogether. This would amount a unilateral abrogation of the commitment the EU made when taking on the peace
implementation task of maintaining a “safe and secure environment.” Britain would like to see the current force man-
date maintained and augmented. Austria, which holds EUFOR’s command, has made a proposal together with 4 other
EU members to stabilize the force at its current level.

EUFOR’s current configuration, strength, deployment plan and posture put it in danger of failing under even moderate
strain. It has lost its ability to provide a credible deterrent; its reactive capacity is threadbare. Given the accelerating
political deterioration and the increased possibility — and potential gravity — of miscalculation by BiH politicians, it is
more than a mere theoretical possibility that EUFOR may be called upon to act to maintain or restore a safe and secure
environment. Without the political will to prepare for such a challenge, the EU’s Common Security and Defense Poli-
cy (CSDP) may face yet another Balkan humiliation, as it did with EULEX in Kosovo in July/August 2011.

Conclusion and recommendations

The deterioration of the prevailing political dynamic is not only continuing, but accelerating one year after the general
elections of October 2010. The mix of variables makes political miscalculation all the more likely. The costs of such
miscalculation by local political actors are likely to be far greater than they were prior to 2005 because of the per-
ceived potential to realize long-held — but previously forbidden — goals. Social pressures, particularly on issues of em-
ployment and transfer payments, may also compel political actors to move more precipitously to redirect popular an-
ger that might otherwise be directed at them. There are numerous potential ingredients that could come into play to
produce significant violence. Given the reduction of countervailing external deterrence, this creates — as one inter-
viewee put it — “a very dangerous cocktail.”

The shift in international posture in BiH since early 2006 has directly contributed to the current instability. While rec-
ognizing a problem, the PIC Steering Board agreed to disagree on the nature of that problem and what to do about it,
muddling along rather than adjusting its policies to the ground reality. The undermining of international institutions
and their credibility — both for peace implementation (OHR, EUFOR) and for European integration (EUPM) — has
continued. The result is that the international community (encapsulated in the PIC and EU) has never had less credibil-
ity — or on-the-ground capability: a deterrence failure. There is little appetite for honest analysis, since findings might
run contrary to the desired policy outcome — reduced responsibility and justification for current policies. In essence,
there can’t be a security threat in BiH, since it would belie the declarations of progress made since 2005.

The costs of catastrophic failure — meaning organized violence (perhaps not contained to BiH) — exponentially out-
weigh the costs of effective prevention and deterrence. What’s more, there is no downside to restoring deterrence —
except to those invested in the current policy. A policy shift will require senior political engagement in PIC SB capi-
tals, wresting policy formation from the bureaucracies that have driven to this dead end. This is first and foremost —
but not solely — a question of political will, posture, and messaging.



At the policy level, this shift would mean accepting, at least implicitly, that the path pursued since 2005 has failed and
must be redesigned, starting from the identification of the strategic goal. That goal must be that BiH function well
enough to meet the requirements to join the EU and NATO. Until that goal of durable functionality is reached by pop-
ular consent and demonstrated, it should be clear to all in BiH that the Dayton rules will continue to prevail and be
enforced. That the country will not be allowed to fall apart, and that efforts in that direction will bring appropriately
strong responses, needs to not only be articulated forcefully and clearly, but be believed.

To that end, EUFOR’s strength, posture, mobility, and deployment pattern all require reinforcement. A professional
threat assessment and needs assessment should be conducted by the EU, in conjunction with NATO and force contrib-
uting countries, to determine the proper force strength and configuration. Without prejudice to such an assessment’s
outcome, the authors believe that restoring EUFOR’s capacity to perform its deterrent mandate would necessarily in-
volve the following elements:

- Additional troops from EU and non-EU members. EU/NATO member PIC SB countries not presently participat-
ing in EUFOR should make significant contributions.

- Sufficient helicopter lift for a quick reaction force based at Butmir of at least platoon, preferably company,
strength.

- Forward deployment in company strength to obvious potential flashpoints: Brcko and Mostar.

- Regular patrols between Tuzla airfield and Brcko, also to areas of minority return.

- De-emphasis of EUFOR activities not directly linked to the Chapter 7/Annex 1A SASE mandate.

Restoration of credible deterrence would not only prevent a return to violent conflict, but would create the potential
for forward movement on the political and social fronts by stripping the entrenched political elites of their current abil-
ity to leverage fear. This would create space for citizens and potential leaders who want to find a way to make the
country function consensually. Restored, credible deterrence is the sine qua non of any political and social progress in
Bosnia and Herzegovina.



Foreword: rationale and methodology of the study

Members of the Peace Implementation Council and its
Steering Board, along with the European Union,
broadly recognize that the political situation in Bosnia
and Herzegovina has deteriorated considerably over
the past five years. Yet while official statements and
analyses recognize and sometimes chastise the lack of
progress on reform, the fact that state institutions are
inert and in the process of being hollowed out, and the
rise in inflammatory rhetoric employed by political
leaders, these facts are rarely believed to carry with
them any security implications. = This disconnect
strikes the authors as curious in a country that remains
traumatized by a wrenching war, increasingly polar-
ized, and heavily armed. Furthermore, threat assess-
ments, to the extent they are conducted at all, seem to
focus primarily on the intent of potential instigators of
organized violence, attempting to get into the heads of
political leaders and others who could play important
roles. Actual capabilities — and the interaction of in-
tent, capabilities, and other factors that could influence
both — seem not to be taken into account in official
assessments of what international capabilities are re-
quired in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

The Atlantic Initiative has conducted and showcased
independent research and analysis to inform policy-
makers in the Euro-Atlantic community and within
BiH, as well as the public at large, of the nature of the
security situation and how best to address it. At a poli-
cy roundtable co-organized by the Democratization
Policy Council (DPC) in Berlin in May 2010, a large
number of those assembled rebuffed the dominant in-
ternational assessment that the country’s security situa-
tion is stable, drawing attention to the huge grey area
between full-fledged war a la 1992-1995 and a com-
plete lack of violence. Participants identified a consid-
erable number of security threats, including a number
of violent and contentious interethnic incidents, a rise
in hate speech, and a consequent rise of fear among
citizens — a condition which some fear makes further
violent incidents more likely. Participants warned that
due to the international community’s willful ignorance,
there is little reliable information on the security situa-
tion in its totality.

The rationale of the present study is to look more deep-
ly into these questions. In particular, the authors — the
Atlantic Initiative and DPC — have attempted to weigh
the capabilities of potential conflict actors as well as

" See “USNATO-USEU: NAC-PSC Meeting Highlights Concerns
Over Fragile BiH Political Situation,” leaked diplomatic cable,
October 27, 2008, at
http://wikileaks.org/cable/2008/10/08USNATO403.html, in which
then-EU military commander/DSACEUR Gen. McColl described
the situation in BiH as “stable.” See also page 39 of the 2010 tes-
timony of then-US Director of National Intelligence Admiral Den-
nis Blair at

http://www.dni.gov/testimonies/20100203 _testimony.pdf

intent, framing the security situation in the overall po-
litical and economic context. The role of international
actors, particularly those who have a responsibility to
uphold the Dayton Peace Agreement and to maintain a
safe and secure environment in BiH, is a dynamic vari-
able in the overall equation. The aim of the assessment
is to provide decision-makers, particularly those in EU
and PIC Steering Board capitals, with information to
give them a fuller appreciation of the potential for or-
ganized violence in BiH. With it, the authors believe
that these countries could better calibrate their policies
and posture in the country.

The study was designed to analyze a wide range of
security-relevant factors and areas. These include: as-
pects of the current deep political crisis that contribute
to a general sense of insecurity; agencies, institutions,
and other actors that play roles in upholding public
order and security; potential hot spots for the outbreak
of ethnic violence, selected on the basis of the recent
history of violent incidents that have, thus far, re-
mained below the threshold of generating widespread
violence; and finally the international community’s
role in ensuring a peaceful, stable environment in BiH
and the state of its main institutions charged with the
implementation of that task.

In conducting their research into the various areas and
aspects of this study, the authors have made use of
publicly available material and literature, as well as
media sources. In addition, a number of interlocutors
provided the authors with relevant documents that are
not publicly available. As a central element of the re-
search, the authors conducted numerous interviews
with domestic and international officials and experts.
Interviewees were assured of anonymity to ensure
candor; they are cited in generic terms, though the in-
terviews are dated in the endnotes. The authors have
made an effort into checking information received
from interview partners against other available sources.
No information is contained in the text that is not
based on at least two independent sources. However,
given the sensitive nature of the research topic, the
authors cannot absolutely guarantee the accuracy of all
information provided to them.

The authors wish to wholeheartedly thank all those
who granted interviews or otherwise facilitated their
research. This study would not have been possible
without the support of the Royal Norwegian Embassy
in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Open Society Founda-
tion BiH, the Geneva Center for Democratic Control of
Armed Forces (DCAF) and the Embassy of the Repub-
lic of Turkey in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The authors
wish to thank them for their generous support.

The opinions expressed in this study are solely those of
the authors.

Sarajevo and Berlin, October 2011



I. Dismantling the Dayton instruments: is the
international community contributing to a
rules-free environment?

The approach of the international community' toward
Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH) evolved from the sig-
nature of the Dayton Peace Accords onward, as it be-
came increasingly involved in both enforcing the pro-
visions of Dayton and in efforts to retro-engineer the
capacities of the state and municipalities. This process
accelerated in the year following the Kosovo war, after
which the EU and NATO formally opened their doors
to the eventual membership of the Western Balkan
countries, pending their meeting of their requirements.”
This allowed the use of the requirements of these or-
ganizations, along with those of the Council of Europe
and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe (OSCE), as drivers for the state-building pro-
cess. From 2000-2005, the pace of this process quick-
ened; it benefitted from a more conducive regional
environment following the democratic transitions in
Croatia and Serbia and the discovery of illicit activities
of entity-level security services, which allowed radical
security-sector reform.’ These efforts reached their
apogee under the leadership of High Representative
and EU Special Representative Paddy Ashdown. New
state institutions were set up, including an intelligence
service (the Intelligence and Security Agency, OSA), a
state police service (the State Information and Protec-
tion Agency, SIPA), the Court of BiH with specialized
chambers for war crimes and organized
crime/corruption, a State Prosecutor, the High Judicial
and Prosecutorial Council, the Ministry of Defense,
and a unified Defense Forces of BiH (OSBiH).

At the end of Ashdown’s tenure, over the course of
2005, the prevailing view among members of the
Peace Implementation Council (PIC) was that the im-
plementation of the Dayton Accords and of state-

building was an overwhelming and irreversible success.

There was recognition that there was some unfinished
business, most notably the European Commission (EC)
requirement of police restructuring, and there was also
a recognized need to reform the Dayton Annex 4 con-
stitution to clarify and strengthen state competences
and meet Council of Europe standards.* But neither of
these was seen as unattainable in the short term. There
was a prevailing sense that BiH had progressed so
much as a result of the state-building effort and the
improved regional context that its governance struc-
tures were capable and willing to respond to the incen-
tive of potential membership in the EU and NATO.
The push of Dayton would be replaced with the pull of
Brussels. The only question was how long this process
would take.

Based on this assessment, the international actors in
BiH determined that the executive capacities embodied
in the Office of the High Representative (OHR) and
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EUFOR (established in December 2004 to take over
from NATO’s Stabilization Force, SFOR — presaging
the shift toward the EU) could reduce their footprint
and be discontinued in a relatively short period of time,
to be replaced by an EU-led effort for Euro-Atlantic
integration.

The first visible element of this approach was the se-
lection of Christian Schwarz-Schilling, a former Ger-
man politician and former mediator in the Federation
of BiH, as Ashdown’s successor. In his opening speech
on BiH television upon taking the post, he made clear
that he intended to use his executive “Bonn Powers”
only in specific circumstances, and that he would gen-
erally “step back.” Over the course of his first year in
office, it became evident that he meant what he had
said — and that the EU intended to maintain that ap-
proach. But then, the challenges began mounting.

In what seemed a foolhardy move to some at the time,
the leader of the Union of Independent Social Demo-
crats (SNSD), Milorad Dodik, became Prime Minister
of the Republika Srpska (RS) in March 2006, seven
months in advance of general elections. Cooperation
from Banja Luka on previously agreed (and interna-
tionally required) reforms ground to a halt at this
point.®

The following month, a set of constitutional reforms
negotiated among eight political parties since late 2005,
initially driven by a non-governmental initiative, was
put to the BiH House of Representatives, garnering 26
of 42 votes — two votes shy of the required two-thirds
majority. Numerous factors contributed to the failure
of what became known as “the April package,” includ-
ing political opportunism ahead of general elections.
Among these was the fear of the international commu-
nity, particularly the United States, “checking out,”
and the joint position of the three main RS parties that
this was the last such reform they would support.

Whatever the reasons for the failure to pass the “April
package,” the event launched the electoral campaign
and drove the political discourse in a decidedly retro-
grade direction, surprising many citizens of BiH and
internationals alike, who had thought that the time for
such ethnically divisive rhetoric had passed. Particular-
ly inflammatory was the launch of discussion of an
undefined referendum by Dodik (following Montene-
gro’s independence referendum in May 2006) and
statements of former foreign minister and future mem-
ber of the BiH Presidency Haris Silajdzi¢. These two
politicians effectively generated votes for each other
and worked to polarize the overall atmosphere, rein-
troducing a sense of insecurity. The international pos-
ture through the campaign was aloof, which did little
to reassure citizens that the gains of the past decade
would be protected, whatever the outcome of the elec-
tions.



The SNSD’s electoral gains shocked many: it com-
pletely supplanted the Serb Democratic Party (SDS),
long the ruling party in the RS, as the dominant politi-
cal factor, with Dodik in tight control. Silajdzi¢’s Party
for BiH (SBiH) performed decently, even though it
failed to replace the Party of Democratic Action (SDA)
as the predominant Bosniak party, but more important-
ly to him, his own candidacy for the Bosniak member
of the state presidency was successful.” The state-level
government that was formed in 2007 was by any
measure ineffectual in terms of policymaking and im-
plementation, falling far behind the pace needed to
maintain its lead over all its Western Balkan neighbors,
save Croatia, in meeting EU and NATO requirements.®
Council of Ministers Chair Nikola Spiri¢ was a Dodik
loyalist. The center of power for political decisions at
the state-level was now unequivocally Banja Luka.
Any reforms to the state structure or practice became
increasingly unlikely, let alone constitutional reform.

Police restructuring had become an EC requirement for
talks on a Stabilization and Association Agreement
(SAA) to begin. Yet there was no agreement toward
the end of Ashdown’s term in late 2005 from the RS
on how the three principles of police restructuring —
state budgetary control, no political interference in po-
licing, and jurisdictional areas based on functional cri-
teria — would be met. The fudge in late 2005 that al-
lowed these talks to begin was to get then-RS Presi-
dent Dragan Cavié to commit to the three principles at
a meeting of the PIC, and then establish a Directorate
for police restructuring to work out the details of a plan,
including the EU Police Mission and OHR along with
all relevant BiH authorities. Soon after Dodik became
RS Prime Minister, the RS withdrew its participation
in the Directorate and reduced it to observer status,
effectively (though not formally) scuppering the exer-
cise. A 2007 high-level negotiation brokered by inter-
national actors came close to a deal, only to be rejected
by Haris Silajdzi¢ because it maintained the formal
existence of the RS police.’

In 2007, new HR/EUSR Miroslav Lajc¢ak wanted to
sidestep a stalled process and shift gears. His effort to
shift the narrative to Dayton implementation by impos-
ing changes to the quorum rules of Council of Minis-
ters meetings met fierce resistance from the RS Gov-
ernment, which had previously withdrawn from the
state government to protest a lack of international sup-
port for an investigative report similar to the previous
Srebrenica report on the fate of Sarajevo Serbs during
the war. The EU wanted to avoid confrontation in BiH
while Kosovo’s status was under discussion. In the end,
HR/EUSR Lajc¢ak engaged in what he called an “au-
thentic interpretation” of his own order — effectively a
negotiation with the RS. To change the subject, the EU
initialed the SAA with Bosnia and Herzegovina in De-
cember 2007. It was signed in June 2008, following an
EC decision that two minor cooperation bodies be-

o1l -

tween the entities would constitute their requirement of
police restructuring.'” The avowed hope was that the
SAA would generate momentum for reform processes.
This launched the trend of declaring progress in the
hope that doing so would conjure real progress.

The international hope to “transition” from its execu-
tive instruments of OHR and EUFOR (which drew
down considerably in early 2007) was stalled by the
deteriorating political environment. The shift from a
time-driven to a standard-driven approach was adopted
at the PIC Steering Board meeting in February 2008,
with the adoption of five objectives and two conditions
that must be met to the satisfaction of the PIC SB be-
fore OHR closure.'' These objectives were chosen
with the goal of being able to meet them by the end of
2008; other potential ingredients were discussed, such
as constitutional reform and implementation of the
BiH Constitutional Court’s “constituent peoples” rul-
ing, but left out as too ambitious."? The reaction of the
RS Government was swift, denouncing the conditions,
stating that it would not respect any use of the Bonn
Powers, again talking of secession, and initiating a uni-
lateral bond issue for wartime foreign currency ac-
count reimbursement." Yet there was no international
reaction to these statements, showing the PIC SB’s
October 2007 statement that it would counter “at-
tempts to undermine the Dayton Peace Agreement” to
be hollow.'* The EC Delegation’s attitude toward
“completed” objectives was that once done, they could
not be revisited, despite backsliding or even reversal."
This negative trend continued through 2008 and well
into 2009, despite initial hopes that the discussions
among the three leading nationalist party leaders, Mi-
lorad Dodik, the HDZ’s Dragan Covi¢, and SDA’s
Sulejman Tihi¢ (the so-called “Prud Process” begun in
November 2008) would result in progress toward the
completion of the 5+2 and other international require-
ments, including a census. In January 2009, HR/EUSR
Lajcak abruptly announced he would leave his post to
become Slovak foreign minister, admitting that the
5+2 were nowhere near completion.

In May 2009, US Vice President Joseph Biden came to
Sarajevo as the first stop on a Balkan tour, declaring
American concern that things in BiH were going in the
wrong direction and castigating the country’s politi-
cians for their irresponsibility. He also outlined some
baseline state competences the country needed, includ-
ing the legal supremacy of the state and its “authority
to negotiate with the EU and other states and imple-
ment its obligations.”'® Many, including the authors,
took Biden’s visit as a hopeful sign that the US would
act as a catalyst with the EU members and institutions
to develop a coherent strategy for Bosnia.'’

It was not to be. The US government failed to follow
up with a clear effort to realize the potential of Biden’s
message, and pushback from both within the EU and



the Republika Srpska filled the void."® The West con-
tinued to struggle in the face of continued backsliding
on reforms and provocation from the RS, including
regarding the strategic Brcko District. The High Rep-
resentative and the Br¢ko Supervisor both employed
their executive powers, to react to challenges to Day-
ton’s enforcement structures and the stipulations of the
Bréko Final Award."”

In desperation, the EU Presidency under Swedish For-
eign Minister (and former High Representative) Carl
Bildt and US Deputy Secretary of State James Stein-
berg came to Sarajevo to chair a meeting of Bosnia’s
political party leaders, in the hope of reaching a deal to
end the impasse. The effort included the EU institu-
tions in a leading role, but not the member states or the
EU Special Representative in Bosnia. The aim was to
achieve a deal in one session at the Butmir
NATO/EUFOR base adjoining Sarajevo Airport.
However, even before Steinberg and Bildt arrived, this
plan was jettisoned in favor of a “process.” The pack-
age initially included a set of minor constitutional re-
forms (derived from the failed “April package” of
2006%%) and measures to allow the international com-
munity to claim completion of the “5+2” criteria and
closure of the OHR.

OHR closure — “transition” — was clearly Bildt’s pri-
mary goal. The Butmir process was from the outset a
marriage of competing imperatives, with the US fo-
cused on a minimal package of constitutional changes
and meeting 5+2 criteria, and the EU Presidency and
institutions aimed at the bare minimum to be able to
transition — and it showed. Bildt gained the upper hand.
But despite flailing international efforts to water down
the package to a sufficient degree that Dodik might be
willing to sign on, the effort failed. Dodik repudiated
the very concept of internationally convened constitu-
tional discussions, but attended the second meeting at
Butmir on October 20-21 regardless, at which he
mooted the “peaceful dissolution” of the state.”' In so
doing, he showed he had taken the measure of an in-
ternational community desperate for a “deliverable,”
and continued to manipulate it into further lowering
the bar while giving nothing away. At the PIC meeting
a month later in Sarajevo, he claimed that Bildt had
told him that any constitutional change, however minor,
would suffice.”” Throughout the process, the EU and
PIC ordered High Representative Valentin Inzko to
avoid provocative actions — essentially not to act as
High Representative.” So long as the EU and US be-
lieved there was a shadow of hope it might deliver any
results, this remained the policy.

Though Butmir was dead, such high-level involvement
precluded openly admitting as much. It thereby pro-
duced collateral damage in the December 2009 High
Representative decision to only impose three-year ex-
tensions on the mandates of those international judges
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and prosecutors in the Court of BiH’s special chamber
for war crimes — and not for those in the organized
crime and corruption chamber. Prior to Butmir, the US
had supported an imposed extension for both.** Its new
position to let this go in the hope of reviving the dead
Butmir process was decisive among the Western PIC
SB members, with only Turkey and Canada openly
backing full extension. The American shift essentially
left the UK, the Netherlands, Japan and even Spain to
consider whether they wanted to maintain their posi-
tions against the US. The decision was justified on the
basis of “ownership.” * The Russian Ambassador
openly stated he was “happy” about the decision.”® RS
Prime Minister Dodik immediately attacked extension
of the war crimes personnel, stating that he would call
a referendum on it.*’

The overarching signal given through Butmir and its
aftermath to BiH’s political leaders and citizens was to
underscore what many had already concluded over the
preceding four years: that there was no will on the part
of the international community to meet its obligations
and enforce the rules that had governed behavior
through Dayton implementation. The American shift
following Butmir was particularly hard felt among
Bosniaks, whose faith in the EU was never high re-
garding defense of the state or security matters, but
who had believed the US would defend certain red
lines. A common theme over the course of the winter
of 2009-10 and later could be summed up as: if the
Americans aren’t going to defend the state and us, we
will have to take care of ourselves.”

The October 3, 2010 general elections saw Dodik’s
SNSD lose some ground but maintain its relative
strength in the RS, with Dodik now elected RS Presi-
dent. The elections heralded a major gain for the Social
Democratic Party (SDP), a weakened but still formida-
ble SDA, and an HDZ BiH threatened for only the se-
cond time since Dayton with being excluded from
power in the Federation and state. Government for-
mation was widely expected to be protracted, especial-
ly in light of Dodik’s vow not to enter a state govern-
ment with the SDP and his backing of the HDZ’s
claims on the Chair of the Council of Ministers and
within the Federation.

US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton visited Sarajevo
little more than a week after the elections on the first
stop on her Balkan tour in October 2010. Her decision
to overrule her own deputy on whether to support
BiH’s receiving NATO’s Membership Action Plan
(MAP) at Tallinn in April 2010 led many analysts (in-
cluding the authors) to believe she might signal a break
from the Butmir policy and demonstrate a willingness
to lead the Western members of the PIC.* She did re-
portedly back the use of the Bonn Powers by the High
Representative.’® But the opportunity to lay down pub-
licly new markers on BiH’s sovereignty was lost. Over



the course of 2010 and 2011, the US quietly distanced
itself from the Butmir failure and strengthened its posi-
tion in the PIC SB, but did not act decisively to cata-
lyze a new alternative policy. Its policy remained reac-
tive.

In addition, over 2010-2011, individual contributors to
EUFOR began unilaterally withdrawing or radically
shrinking their contributions to the force, cutting deep-
ly into an already thin operational and deterrent capaci-

ty.

In early 2011, the struggle between a coalition of par-
ties formed around an SDP-generated platform — SDP,
SDA, the Croat Party of Rights (HSP) and Working
for Improvement (RzB) (the Platform Coalition) — and
a post-election alliance of bitter rivals HDZ BiH and
HDZ 1990, amplified tension and uncertainty in the
Federation among Croats and Bosniaks. The failure of
four cantons to form assemblies by December 3, 2010
(thereby impeding the process of constituting the FBiH
House of Peoples) put these cantons in violation of the
Federation Constitution. But international pressure was
not applied at the time, since there were hopes of a
broad deal that would draw together a sufficient par-
liamentary majority to pass a minimal set of constitu-
tional and other reforms. German Chancellor Angela
Merkel’s office drove this effort in the winter of 2010-
11. While it produced no results, it did run the clock,
putting the Federation in a budgetary and constitution-
al crisis. The Platform Coalition vowed to have a gov-
ernment in place by March 31 to avoid default on obli-
gations, and proceeded through the steps to do so, be-
ginning with electing a Federation President, the
HSP’s Zivko Budimir. The Central Election Commis-
sion ruled the election was illegal. The High Repre-
sentative and PIC SB overruled this decision in the
interests of legal clarity. The two HDZs challenge Bu-
dimir’s election before the FBiH Constitutional Court.
An OHR-devised and internationally supported com-
promise was proposed that split the two camps’ bottom
lines and positions in the FBiH Government. The
HDZs rejected the deal as it failed to hand them all the
positions slated for Croats (though an overwhelming
majority of them). This allowed the Platformists to
form a FBiH Government without the HDZs, which
later withdrew their FBiH Constitutional Court chal-
lenge. Essentially, the HDZs made a bad bet and lost
everything.

While the Federation was consumed with the govern-
ment formation crisis, the RS Government and Assem-
bly raised the stakes by passing conclusions which
characterized the entire post-Dayton state building ef-
fort as unconstitutional and the result of “legal vio-
lence.”®' RS President Milorad Dodik also vowed to
hold a referendum on the constitutionality of state-
level legal structures, including the Court of BiH — as
he’d threatened in December 2009. In early May 2011,
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it appeared that High Representative Valentin Inzko
had the backing of all PIC SB members except for
Russia to annul the referendum order and the related
conclusions if they were not withdrawn by RS authori-
ties. But on May 13, EU High Representative for For-
eign Affairs and Security Policy, Baroness Catherine
Ashton, went to Banja Luka to meet with Dodik, after
which Dodik agreed to refrain from holding a referen-
dum “for now” while waiting to see what the results of
the promised EU “structured dialogue” would deliv-
er. > The move undercut the High Representa-
tive/EUSR, who had believed he had EU backing for
his policy. Soon after, the EU Delegation in Sarajevo
demanded a 10% across-the-board cut from the OHR
budget, aiming to close or radically curtail OHR activi-
ty in rule of law, economics, and Brcko supervision, on
the grounds that the “reinforced” EU Delegation, tak-
ing on the EUSR powers and personnel, would likely
handle these matters. The unilateral move was resisted
by the US, Turkey and Japan, and a compromise was
reached that left these functions intact. The friction
among PIC SB members reached new heights.

Conclusions

The idea that EU enlargement alone is capable of in-
ducing reform and dissuading divisive and polarizing
politics should be discredited after five years of
demonstrated failure. But its advocates continue pre-
scribing EU “soft power” orthodoxy as the solution,
claiming that the taint of hard power tools — executive
mandate-bearing institutions — is the problem. For
Brussels and many EU member capitals, doctrinal pu-
rity (with the convenient bonus of reducing political
responsibility) is the answer.

The overall impact on the mindset of BiH leaders and
citizens at large of the events of the past five and a half
years and of the international posture on bureaucratic
autopilot cannot be underestimated. Leaders have con-
cluded they can pursue their agendas unimpeded by
external actors. This has increased political risk-taking
and potential for miscalculation.

Citizens are well aware that the certainties of the first
decade after Dayton no longer apply — the international
community cannot be relied upon any longer to main-
tain security or stability. Most BiH politicians are em-
bracing the new rules-free environment, while many,
perhaps most, citizens are unnerved by it, whatever
their views on what shape the state should take.



Il. Inflammatory palitical rhetoric and hate
speech — palitical elites and the media

Political rhetoric has become increasingly heated and
divisive in Bosnia and Herzegovina in recent years,
reflecting the deepening political crisis that began in
2006. The language and messages used by political
players, amplified and echoed by the media in report-
ing and commentary, has strong nationalist overtones,
radicalizing public discourse. The dominant theme is
the very future of the state, raised by those questioning
its durability — and even desirability. The word “war”
has re-entered public discussions on current political
developments. To the authors’ knowledge, no publicly
available study has been recently conducted to analyze
hate speech and measure its rise.’

Hate speech is commonly understood as “any form of
expression regarded as offensive to racial, ethnic and
religious groups and other discrete minorities, and to
women.”** The following chapter documents the de-
velopment of hate speech and inflammatory public
speech in Bosnia and Herzegovina from 2009 to date —
September 2011 — and assesses its influence on public
security. It analyzes both the performance of political
representatives in their public appearance and of the
media in their role as opinion-makers.

The main source for this chapter is the Media Center
Archive, a Sarajevo-based online media database that
includes four of the most influential daily papers,*
along with most of the relevant weekly and bi-weekly
magazines. Internet media outlets and portals, especial-
ly those contributing to the radicalization of public
discourse and with a high level of hate speech, were
also reviewed (also to compensate for those lower-
circulation dailies not included in the Media Center
database). In addition, a number of press-clipping ser-
vices working for international organizations have
been studied, mainly to cover important public state-
ments by politicians given to electronic/broadcast me-
dia that have not or were only partly been reported in
the press. The research covers the period of 2009-2011
(ending in August 2011), with a particular concentra-
tion on 2010 and 2011. In this period, BiH’s political
crisis began to draw international and domestic recog-
nition.

The database and other sources were searched for arti-
cles and references dealing with current political de-
velopments and events and including terms “state de-

T Over the last few years only one study on hate speech has been
conducted. It analyzed hate speech in the reporting on two singular
events from 2009 — violent clashed ahead of a soccer game in the
Herzegovinian town of Siroki Brijeg and violent protests against a
gay parade in Sarajevo. Apart, no more generalized study on hate
speech has been conducted. See: Strategija iskljucivanja: Govor
mrznje u BH javnosti, Mediacentar Sarajevo, July 2010.

i Oslobodenje, Dnevni Avaz (both Sarajevo), Nezavisne Novine
(Banja Luka) and Dnevni List (Mostar).
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struction,” “dissolution,” “division” (raspad drzave,
rusenje, etc.), “secession” as well as “war” and “vio-
lent conflict.” The research then moved on to more
general terms and themes of hate speech directed at
upholding or deepening inter-ethnic antagonisms (col-
lective threats and victim myth patterns). Beyond these
more general themes, key political events from the last
12 months were selected as case studies: the formal
general election campaign (September 2010), the con-
flict over Federation government formation (esp. Janu-
ary-March 2011) and the Republika Srpska referendum
attempt (March-May 2011).

Qualitative content analysis was employed in assessing
identified texts.** Hate speech patterns were analyzed
by the authors based on their background knowledge
on ethnic nationalist ideologies, hate speech and war
propaganda during the 1990s. The original idea — to
quantitatively measure the public use of the term “war”
— was changed during the course of research, in part
because the Media Center’s online database was not
fully representative. This concept was also discarded
because war narratives of the 1990s and WWII have
been omnipresent in the BiH media, but much of this
bears no direct relationship to current political devel-
opments. Instead, the research concentrated on the
qualitative analysis of main themes of political dis-
course, its main actors, and its relevance in shaping the
contemporary public discourse in BiH.

State destruction, secession

RS President (and formerly RS Prime Minister) Mi-
lorad Dodik, leader of the ruling Union of Independent
Social Democrats (SNSD), has been a central actor in
the political deterioration in BiH since 2006. Dodik
has occupied much of the political and public space by
leading attacks on the state, questioning its sustainabil-
ity, and mooting possible future RS secession. His
leading role in radicalizing the public discourse is
demonstrated by the following statements and inter-
view excerpts:

“We see Bosnia is falling apart and it will fall apart
in the same way Yugoslavia did. That will become
a political fact. What will remain will be just the
part that functions, and what functions is RS — un-
like Bosnia, which does not function.”*

“BiH is still an experiment created by foreigners...
the only way forward is dissolution... it is no long-
er a state and it could never be a state.”®

“We believe BiH is unsustainable in the long
term... I definitely think the RS will exist forever,
BiH for as long as it has to... we proceed slowly.
We have passed referendum legislation and I am
convinced the RS will have a referendum on its sta-
tus...When the RS is in a position to do it, it
will.””’



“[the Intl. court of Justice’s ruling on Kosovo’s in-
dependence] has created a precedent on the basis of
which the RS can secede. This could take place in
the course of the next four years.”*

These sorts of statements are strikingly similar in
structure to the political discourse established by Ser-
bian President Slobodan MiloSevi¢ on Yugoslavia in
the late 1980s, creating an aura of inevitability and
generating ethnic polarization which played an im-
portant role in the breakup of the SFRJ. This usurpato-
ry character of the discourse on the Bosnian state — the
state will either be the way I say (in the name of my
ethnic people, territorial unit, and self-interest), or it
won’t be at all, is clearly in evidence in the following
quotations:

“Bosnia, as it used to be, cannot exist. A discussion
on a different internal structure must begin. Bosnia
may survive as a territorially unified country, but
with strong confederal units and wide autonomy for
the RS, extending to the degree of full independ-
ence within BiH. That is our future goal. For this
we have the support of the people... If someone
wants to preserve Bosnia — it can be done just in
this way.”*® [author’s emphasis]

“BiH can only survive if the rights of RS obtained
by the Dayton Agreement are respected. Bosniaks
should also embrace the Dayton Agreement and in
that manner preserve BiH. The way they are doing
it is the best way for this country to disappear... At
this moment BiH is a divided country. There is no
chemistry that can unite it, and that is confirmed by
its history. As for us, BiH can be a successful con-
federation or union® whose entities would transfer a
part of their statehood and powers to the common
bodies.”*

Dodik developed and employed these themes since
becoming RS Prime Minister in March 2006 and the
subsequent general election campaign, contributing to
the deterioration in political discourse. Yet the fre-
quency of such public messages has markedly in-
creased recently, particularly since the October 2010
general elections. These themes and argument are pre-
sented on a weekly, often even a daily basis in inter-
views and public speeches given and held mostly in
the RS and Serbia.

As another pattern reminiscent of the 1990s, Dodik’s
message is further radicalized by lower-ranking party
affiliates, leaving him appear as a (more) moderate
political figure. In the case of the SNSD and the RS
regime this role frequently falls to SNSD General Sec-
retary Rajko Vasi¢. Vasi¢, who regularly publishes his
comments in blogs on the SNSD website and opinion
pieces on the radical Croat nationalist internet news
portal Poskok, invented the terms naseobina (an as-

$ These Bosnian Serb wartime positions were deliberately not in-
cluded in the Dayton Peace Agreement.
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sembly of dwelling, too coincidental and negative-
sounding to be able to call it a state or even a proto-
state) and raspadiste (from raspadanje — something
dissolving from within) to express his political disre-
spect for the Bosnian state, stating that “BiH today can
hardly be subsumed under any collective organization-
al-territorial form of human organization.” He contin-
ues with an illustration that “For me BiH is an ordinary
waiting room. My relationship towards BiH is that of a
cold realist. This is like in an anatomy lesson in the
morgue, in which I am the surgeon-demonstrator and
Bosnia is the corpse/cadaver.”"!

With the failure of Bosniak member of the BiH Presi-
dency Haris Silajdzi¢ to get re-elected in October 2010,
Dodik lost Bosniak foil in radicalizing the political
discourse, which suited them both in the 2006 general
election. Neither the biggest Bosniak party, the Party
for Democratic Action (SDA), nor the multiethnic So-
cial Democratic Party (SDP) have since filled that v