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ABOUT THE PROJECT

This paper is the product of a multi-year CSG research project, titled Exploring the 
transition from first to second generation SSR in conflict-affected societies. Led by CSG 
Executive Director Mark Sedra, the project assesses and evaluates the impact of orthodox 
security sector reform (SSR) programming in conflict-affected countries. Employing a 
common methodology, the project features original research on four case study countries: 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, El Salvador, Sierra Leone and Timor-Leste. The case study countries 
chosen each feature two broad characteristics: they are recovering from conflict and 
making transitions from war to peace; and they are mature cases of SSR, in that they have 
been subjected to at least ten years of externally supported SSR programming of some 
form. It is also important to note that geographical diversity played an important role in 
case study selection, with four distinct regions represented— Balkans, Central America, 
West Africa, and Asia-Pacific. 

The SSR model as it is applied in war-to-peace transitions and broader state building 
projects is in the midst of a period of change. Over a decade of case study analysis, 
particularly in conflict-affected environments, has shown that the SSR model, as outlined 
in formative documents like the OECD DAC Handbook on Security System Reform, has had 
a meager record of achievement. A survey of key SSR implementation cases demonstrates 
a distinct conceptual-contextual gap. The principal tenets and features of the SSR model, 
like its holistic character, focus on governance, and human security orientation are rarely 
translated into practice in conflict-affected SSR settings. It can be argued that the SSR 
model in its fundamental form has never actually been applied as designed in conflict-
affected environments, prompting many scholars and practitioners to explore new 
approaches seen as more viable in difficult implementation settings. This thinking is often 
loosely grouped under the heading of second generation SSR, involving a move to a new, 
more contextually attuned reform approach. This second generation SSR discourse is still 
nascent and ill-defined but rapidly taking form and gaining momentum. 

The dominant objective that has united the still disparate second generation SSR thinking 
is the imperative of narrowing the conceptual-contextual gap. This discourse has already 
spawned some ad hoc programmatic initiatives in conflict-affected settings, often 
revolving around notions of empowering non-state security and justice providers as a 
means to build more sustainable and locally legitimate reform outcomes, or employing 
interim stabilization measures to help shape conditions for more conventional SSR 
interventions. In spite of the SSR model’s mixed record, SSR stakeholders and observers 
are not calling for its jettisoning, but rather a refashioning of the model’s core methods and 
good practices to make it more applicable in conflict-affected environments. 

CSG PAPERS
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This project seeks to contribute to the gradual shift or transition in SSR policy and 
practice, through comparative analysis of four prominent conflict-affected SSR cases. By 
investigating the impact of conventional SSR and tracking entry-points for alternative 
approaches, the project aims to generate innovative, evidence-based insights and practical 
recommendations to improve SSR policy and programming in conflict-affected contexts. 
Importantly, the project will provide a detailed evidence base on how SSR has been 
applied to transform the security and justice architectures of states making war-to-peace 
transitions. The project will ascertain what works and does not work in the application of 
the orthodox SSR model, and by extension if and how a second-generation SSR approach 
could deliver better results in conflict-affected environments. 

As already mentioned, alternative or second-generation SSR initiatives are already 
emerging organically in many reform contexts, thus part of the purpose of the project 
will be to identify these instances and investigate whether they can inform changes to the 
wider SSR model. On a broader level the project seeks to advance constructive dialogue 
on the future of the SSR model, which has come under increasing scrutiny and pressure 
among policy-makers, practitioners and analysts in donor and recipient states alike due to 
its mixed record of achievement in conflict-affected environments.

The project seeks to answer the following main research questions for each case:

1. To what extent and how have SSR efforts followed the orthodox SSR model as 
described in the OECD-DAC Handbook on SSR? In assessing SSR efforts in each case study 
country, how have orthodox SSR approaches succeeded and failed and why?

2. What alternative approaches or entry-points for security and justice development 
programs are available? Are they used, and if so, how? If not, why? 

The project has produced two reports per case study country—eight in total—one for each 
of the aforementioned research questions. The final report of the project—the ninth in the 
series—will synthesize the results of the case study research, drawing conclusions about 
the efficacy of orthodox SSR approaches and the potential for second generation SSR ideas. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Bosnia’s security sector reform (SSR) has largely been shaped by dominant approaches to 
peacebuilding and statebuilding. Orthodox approaches have contributed to the important 
rebuilding of Bosnia’s security framework, but have fallen short of fully transforming 
the security governance in the country. Importantly, given the imposing international 
presence in designing and carrying out the SSR agenda, there are concerns about the 
sustainability of the reforms given the lack of local ownership. In response, local and 
international SSR experts suggest there is a need to move away from state-centric, top-
down orthodox approaches to the more flexible, bottom-up approaches of the second 
generation SSR model. However, second generation approaches to SSR remain nascent 
in Bosnia. This is, in part, a result of the lack of political will of local and international 
actors to undertake ambitious reforms given Bosnia’s relative stability and maturity as a 
post-conflict country. But it is also due to continuing tension between the decentralizing 
model of security governance resulting from the 1995 Dayton Peace Agreement and 
the centralizing model favoured by the international community over the last 15 years. 
Indeed, a key criticism of SSR in Bosnia has been the politicization of SSR and its uses 
as an instrument of statebuilding. This paper points to some possible entry points for 
the development of second generation SSR, such as community policing and wider civil 
society engagement; however, it acknowledges that empowering local actors is no simple 
task as there are great power imbalances and little incentive for senior officials to accept 
these changes in approach. In addition, the top-down nature of the peacebuilding process 
in Bosnia has served to disempower local actors. Ultimately, the paper suggests that a 
second generation approach to addressing remaining gaps in SSR in Bosnia might involve 
working within existing political frameworks rather than using SSR as a political tool.  
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ACRONYMS & ABBREVIATIONS

CIN     Centre for Investigative Reporting 

CSS    Centre for Security Studies

DFID   Department for International Development 

EU    European Union

EUPM   European Union Police Mission

ICT    information and communication technologies 

IPTF    International Police Task Force 

NGOs   non-governmental organizations

OHR    Office of the High Representative

RS    Serb Republic (Republika Srpska)

SDC    Swiss Agency for Development and Co-operation 

SSR    security sector reform

UNDP   United Nations Development Program 

USAID    United States Agency for International Development 
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INTRODUCTION

Second generation approaches to SSR remain nascent in Bosnia-Herzegovina. While there 
is a growing recognition in Bosnia among domestic and international SSR specialists 
and practitioners that there needs to be a movement away from orthodox approaches, 
significant challenges remain. 

A second generation approach to SSR is understood here to be less ideological, and 
more accepting of bottom-up approaches and non-state actors, norms and structures 
in security governance and provision. In comparison, orthodox approaches are top-
down, state-oriented, and often more reflective of donor preferences than those of 
the local actors (see Sedra, 2015). Over the past 20 years, Bosnia’s peacebuilding and 
statebuilding experience has largely been shaped by more orthodox approaches. Indeed, 
the international community played a dominant role in Bosnia’s SSR process by designing, 
implementing and carrying out the reforms, with local actors being perceived as recipients 
of international blueprints. The first paper in this series examined the application of 
orthodox norms and principles to SSR in Bosnia and assessed the effectiveness of these 
efforts. Before discussing the potential second generation approaches, a summary of the 
findings of the first paper is provided, noting the advantages and flaws of the orthodox 
model. 

Following Bosnia’s 1992–1995 war, the security sector was divided along ethnic lines with 
parallel institutions created by each of the three main communities. As such, a key aim of 
the initial reforms was to address the legacy of the war and dismantle the parallel security 
institutions. As the initial reforms were carried out, international actors, such as the Office 
of the High Representative (OHR) in Bosnia and Herzegovina, sought to bolster the weak 
central authority. The 1995 Dayton Peace Agreement created a highly decentralized state, 
which complicated the governance of the security sector. Post-Dayton Bosnia is comprised 
of two entities, the Bosniak-Croat Federation and the Serb Republic (RS), as well as the 
special status Brcko District. In addition, the Bosniak-Croat Federation is further divided 
into 10 cantons. As such, statebuilding in Bosnia, and particularly as it relates to security 
governance, has been focused on creating more centralized institutions. Over time, 
this goal became tied to Bosnia’s aspirations for European Union (EU) membership, as a 
strengthened central state in control of security institutions is perceived to be more ready 
for EU membership.

Orthodox SSR approaches have led to important rebuilding of Bosnia’s security framework. 
However, the orthodox approaches were ultimately not successful in fully transforming 
the security sector and fell short of ensuring greater centralization of security institutions, 
a key goal of the internationally supported SSR agenda. On the one hand, the defence 
sector reform and the creation of a state-level Ministry of Defence have been important 
developments, as are centralized institutions in other key areas, such as intelligence and 

CSG PAPERS
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border control. In addition, the police and defence forces were downsized, certification 
programs for police and judiciary were carried out, and international support for training 
programs has contributed to the professionalization of military and police personnel. 
On the other hand, the stalled reforms of the police and judiciary illustrate the limits 
of externally driven reforms. In other words, the push for centralization of security 
institutions in the deeply divided country with a highly decentralized Dayton-structured 
security sector has been seen as politicizing the SSR process. In other words, SSR has 
been used as an instrument of statebuilding by, for example, seeking to reduce the 
power of the entities and cantons over policing. This, in turn, resulted in pushback from 
some local elites, notably representatives from the RS and, to a lesser extent, the Croat 
politicians. This has led to serious concerns about backtracking on judicial reforms and 
the consolidation of the reforms that have already been achieved. The heavy-handed 
international presence, while necessary given the absence of domestic consensus on the 
reforms, has brought forward questions regarding the sustainability of the reforms, as 
well as the issue of local ownership. It is precisely the concerns with the sustainability, 
as well as the need for more local ownership, that have been pointed to by domestic and 
international SSR experts as necessitating second generation SSR programs.

However, a key challenge for the development of second generation approaches is the 
tension between Bosnia’s decentralized system of security governance as outlined by 
the Dayton Peace Agreement and the more centralizing approaches favoured by the key 
international actors in Bosnia, such as the OHR and the European Union. As such, more 
flexibility and acceptance of ad hoc approaches that are reflective of second generation 
SSR are then also not easily reconcilable with donor preferences. Moreover, while 
international actors recognize and often voice the need to include, for example, civil 
society representatives in oversight mechanisms, this is more of a tweaking of orthodox 
approaches to SSR than a movement toward actual second generation approaches. As 
a result, what emerges from the Bosnian case is more of an SSR 1.5, where the aim is to 
include more civil society engagement rather than to accept non-state actors as security 
providers.

This tweaking of dominant approaches to SSR in the country is also representative of the 
lack of political will among both domestic and international actors for a more ambitious 
second generation program. More than 20 years after the signing of the Dayton Agreement, 
and given Bosnia’s relatively stable security environment, there is little appetite amongst 
international and local elites to enact significant changes in their approach to security 
governance. For the most part, the recent challenges to stability in Bosnia have come from 
the socio-economic sphere rather than political or military spheres. While the constant 
threat of a referendum on the question of the Serb Republic’s independence is present 
and discussed by the Bosnian Serb leadership, it has not been carried out. However, in 
2014, significant street protests brought forward the socio-economic grievances shared 
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by the population including high unemployment levels and widespread corruption. Still, 
the protests have not recurred and while the Bosnian political reality is best described as 
muddling along, there is little incentive for local or international actors to undertake new 
approaches to SSR. As such, any movement toward second generation approaches to SSR 
is dependent on the ability to persuade local and international elites in the country of the 
need for an alternative approach rather than simply accepting the status quo.

Against this background, this paper provides an exploration of the possible emergence 
of second generation SSR ideas in Bosnia. It provides some entry points for discussion of 
alternative SSR approaches. Alternative approaches are labelled as such as they diverge 
from the orthodox SSR model by engaging civil society in security governance.  Namely, 
the paper highlights developments in the area of community policing, albeit a donor-
initiated project, and its subsequent adoption by certain local actors as one possible way 
to address the concerns with sustainability of reforms and gaps in local ownership of the 
SSR process. In addition, the increased engagement of civil society actors in the security 
sphere, as well as the wider community, through new technologies, also points to a 
possible development beyond orthodox approaches. However, much remains to be done 
and these are only initial shifts. Importantly, a challenge for these alternative approaches 
is the great power imbalance that exists between community champions and civil society 
actors and the security institutions of the state. Ultimately, the paper suggests that a 
second generation approach to SSR should also consider how best to improve the efficiency 
and accountability of security institutions within existing political structures. This would 
address the key criticism of the orthodox SSR approach in Bosnia that used SSR as a 
political tool to transform the decentralized Dayton structures. In assessing Bosnia’s SSR, 
the paper draws on academic literature, policy reports and research interviews conducted 
in Bosnia in September 2013 and July-August 2015, with local and international experts and 
practitioners, as well as civil society members. 

ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES TO SSR 

While there has not been a significant move away from orthodox SSR approaches, 
several projects and initiatives have been launched that aim to build closer ties between 
local communities and the security establishment, to increase public trust in security 
institutions such as the police, and engage civil society organizations to provide oversight 
and monitoring of reforms. While these initiatives remain largely dependent on donor 
funding and support, many have been carried out in partnership with local civil society 
organizations, such as the Sarajevo-based Centre for Security Studies (CSS). Indeed, there 
is some evidence pointing to growing engagement of civil society, and not just elites, in the 
SSR process. 
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Community Policing 

The projects promoting community policing offer an instructive view of potential second 
generation approaches to SSR. Community policing philosophy was introduced early 
on in the police reform process by the United Nations and continued with the European 
Union Police Mission (EUPM). The EUPM eventually focused most of its energy on other 
aspects of the reform process (Blaustein, 2014a: 48). Other international actors took the 
lead on community policing, most prominent among them being the UK Department for 
International Development (DFID), the Swiss Agency for Development and Co-operation 
(SDC) and later on the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) (ibid.). The CSS has 
also participated in community policing initiatives in partnership with Saferworld. As 
Andy Aitchison (2007: 336) notes, the involvement of these domestic and international 
civil society actors is important as it signals a “shift from wholly state-focused assistance.” 

The philosophy of community policing was a new idea in the Bosnian context, given 
the history of the police in the former Yugoslavia. Prior to the outbreak of the 1992 war, 
the police in Bosnia was perceived to be the “extended hand” of the communist regime 
(Deljkic and Lucic-Catic, 2011: 176). As such, there was no model of community policing in 
Bosnia.1 Following the signing of the Dayton Peace Agreement in 1995, police involvement 
in human rights violations committed during the war meant that there was a great need 
to rebuild public trust in the police. Community policing is seen as appealing by external 
actors as it is a way to provide legitimacy to the police following violent conflict and has 
been exported to diverse post-conflict contexts (Baker, 2008: 40). From 1996 to 2002, the 
International Police Task Force (IPTF) led the police reforms and introduced the concept of 
community policing to Bosnia. During this time, all Bosnian police officers were required 
to attend a training course on community policing (Deljkic and Lucic-Catic, 2011: 176). 
From 2003 to 2005, the EUPM continued the focus on community policing by further 
introducing the concept across all the police stations in Bosnia (ibid.). However, as Irma 
Deljkic and Marija Lucic-Catic (2011: 176) point out, the EUPM community policing project 
was only partially successful. As they explain, in some police stations, community policing 
was still not well understood and taken to mean more “friendly police officers” (ibid.). As 
a result, the top-down approach employed to introduce the concept, first by the IPTF and 
then by EUPM, meant that much remained to be done to further embed the philosophy of 
community policing. 

Around the same time that the EUPM was providing support for community policing, 
other international organizations also developed their own projects on this theme. In 
contrast to the broader introduction of community policing across the board by the IPTF 
and the EUPM, international organizations worked closely with selected police services 
to further entrench the concept. For example, one of the earliest projects on community 
policing was carried out by UK’s DFID in the municipalities of Prijedor (in the RS) and 
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Zepce (in the Federation) (Deljkic and Lucic-Catic, 2011: 177). The selection of these two 
municipalities was important as they were representative of the two entities and the range 
of challenges that Bosnia faced following the conflict, such as inter-ethnic and communal 
tensions as a result of wartime atrocities (Deljkic and Lucic-Catic, 2011: 177; Aitchison, 
2007: 336). These particular municipalities were seen as difficult cases for the community 
policing philosophy, thus any success achieved would bode well for wider implementation 
(Aitchison, 2007: 336). 

Interestingly, as Aitchison (2007: 336) highlights, the pilot projects featured two important 
dimensions, which pointed to a more holistic approach to security provision. The first 
focused on the police services and provided officers with key skills and knowledge. The 
second looked beyond the state institutions, and sought to involve the local communities. 
This was done through consultative groups and crime audits as well as allowing the 
community to identify other security concerns around minority returnee safety (ibid.). 
Ultimately, the goal was to have these two dimensions lead to a review of lessons learned 
that would then be introduced to the different ministries (ibid). What was particularly 
novel about this approach was the goal of including community input as part of the project 
and having these community concerns shape the police priorities (ibid). This reflected the 
DFID view on the necessity of including civil society actors in the SSR process. 

In its police reform programming, DFID endeavoured to highlight that the state was 
the key provider of security and had a responsibility for the security institutions (ibid.). 
Indeed, the goal was to have the ministries implement the necessary changes based on 
the experiences of the officers and the community. The community input was crucial, and 
for the Bosnian context represented an important shift from the typical top-down reforms 
of the security sector carried out by the OHR, the United States, the European Union and 
other international actors. What set the DFID initiatives and those of similar organizations 
apart from the work of the IPTF and the EUPM was that the latter were internationally 
mandated and had direct access to executive power (ibid., 337). This means that the work 
of DFID was slower, but it was also more flexible, and allowed for greater relationship and 
trust building with the local communities. Community policing was one of three areas that 
DFID focused on, the other two being a project offering strategic assistance to the entity-
level police ministries and a set of pilot projects on judicial reform.

Around the same time, the SDC also became involved in community policing. In 2004, 
the SDC had carried out a pilot project on community policing in Zenica, a town in the 
Zenica-Doboj canton (Hvidemose and Mellon, 2009: 3). The project was then scaled up to 
the cantonal level in 2005 and included the municipality of Doboj, which is located in the 
RS. There was some delay in participation from RS authorities in Doboj, and the project 
started in the spring of 2006. According to Deljkic and Lucic-Catic (2011: 178), the pilot 
project revealed that there was support for the notion of community policing and that it 
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simply required further support and development. The pilot project also revealed that the 
problem of domestic violence was significant and needed further attention by the police 
services as well as other community organizations.2 As such, community policing and the 
building of trust between citizens and police were seen as having a very positive impact, 
allowing the police to develop a better understanding of the issues facing the community. 
It also brought together the police and different community organizations to at least start 
cooperating on finding ways to tackle domestic violence. 

Another project that advanced the idea for more bottom-up reform was developed by the 
SDC in the Sarajevo canton. As Jarrett Blaustein (2014a: 4) highlights, the SDC focused on 
a “micro-level community policing model.” According to Blaustein (2014a), what set the 
SDC approach apart from earlier efforts, particularly those of the IPTF and the EUPM, was 
the view that community policing should be carried out by officers assigned to specialized 
community policing units. The rationale behind this approach was that these specialized 
officers would demonstrate the usefulness of the approach to their colleagues and 
supervisors (ibid.: 14). Among local participants, this became known as the Swiss model, 
as it was indeed based on the “best practices” of community policing from that donor 
country (ibid.: 5).3 However, the model became applicable in the Bosnian context because 
it focused on low-ranking officers and it empowered them to become norm entrepreneurs 
in their stations. As Blaustein (2014a: 8) notes, this embracing of the agency of the officers 
was particularly useful in promoting cultural transformation of policing norms.  

Interestingly, in his analysis of two different units in the Sarajevo canton, Blaustein (2014a) 
also identifies several other factors that shaped the development of the Swiss model 
of community policing. In his examination of the implementation of the SDC projects, 
Blaustein highlights that one of the units was more successful in promoting community 
policing. Officers in the successful unit were able to apply the model in a culturally 
sensitive way and recognized that it was up to them to interpret the external model (see 
Blaustein, 2014a: 12–14). They sought to show the relevance of the model by contributing to 
the work of their colleagues and by sharing the knowledge learned from their engagements 
with the community. They were also well-educated and younger. In addition, this unit had 
robust support from its leadership, which allowed it to carry on with the project even when 
it was difficult to demonstrate positive impacts (ibid.: 11). 

The second unit was less successful due to several challenges, including its location in the 
city centre. The location meant that those selected for the community policing project 
frequently ended up working on additional assignments due to budget constraints. This, 
in turn, prevented them from establishing the same rapport with the community that 
the first unit was able to build (ibid.: 15). The second unit also did not have the same 
support from management and included veteran officers who were not as interested 
in new approaches to their work (ibid.). Moreover, the group had the perception that 
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their colleagues did not take them seriously; thus, instead of trying to demonstrate the 
effectiveness of their efforts, they tended to adopt a defensive posture (ibid.). They simply 
did not buy into the model and the new norms it espoused.

Beyond the unsuccessful unit, community policing projects in Bosnia have generated 
concerns from local stakeholders. One of the key concerns is that much of this work is 
project-based.4 Once the projects are completed, there is a lack of funds to further integrate 
the new norms and practices into local police culture. Without the necessary resources, 
local security experts are in agreement that the projects will not be sustainable and will 
not spread across the country. Another challenge is that the Swiss model, by virtue of 
the fact that it features a small number of specialized officers in dedicated units, can 
foster problems with knowledge transfer and institutional memory. When an officer in 
a community policing unit is promoted or leaves, gaps in knowledge and experience 
tend to emerge (Blaustein, 2014a: 14). As such, the sustainability of these efforts can 
be challenged. As Aitchison (2007) notes, these micro projects are also sensitive to the 
greater police restructuring attempts by the OHR and the EU. In other words, the bottom-
up approaches are vulnerable to major structural changes by elites, both domestic and 
international. 

Some of these concerns are visible in relation to the development of local security 
forums. In 2003, DFID and the SDC introduced “citizen security forums” to compliment 
the community policing projects (Blaustein, 2014b: 303). The aim of the forums was to 
provide another way for the police to engage with the community and allow them to start 
addressing local security concerns (ibid). However, by 2009, the donors had stopped or 
were withdrawing their financial support of the forums (ibid.). Recognizing the value of 
the forums, the UNDP’s Small Arms Control and Prevention team put together a proposal 
to ensure the continued support for five forums (ibid.). These included forums in Bratunac, 
Prijedor, Sanski Most, Visegrad and Zenica. The UNDP approved the project allowing the 
Small Arms Control and Prevention team to provide some funding, including the salary 
for an in-house community policing adviser (ibid.). In addition, a small grant from the 
Danish government was provided to support the operation of the forums. The UNDP team 
then worked with the forums to develop their administrative capacities (ibid.). Still, the 
dependency on donor funds remains an ongoing concern. The UNDP (2015) continues to 
champion the development of the security forums, launching new pilot projects in the 
municipalities of Mostar, Bijeljina and Prijedor. In the case of Mostar, the UNDP is working 
with local officials to develop a 2016–2020 operational security plan, which includes 
the formation of citizen forums. Whether these citizen forums become self-sustainable 
remains to be seen. More research is needed to examine the role of the citizen security 
forums and their contribution to security governance in the country.

Indeed, a central critique of efforts to export the community policing model and its various 
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aspects, such as the community forums, to conflict-affected countries holds that there 
is little evidence showing that such approaches are effective (Baker, 2008). In practice, 
it is not clear what elements of the community policing model are actually useful. There 
are also important concerns that this is yet another export of Western norms to contexts 
where they may not be viable. Moreover, introducing community policing models while 
simultaneously advancing systemic police reforms may be too ambitious (ibid.: 40). In 
most recipient countries, the adoption of the community policing approach is dependent 
on the work of junior officers, who often lack the “decision-making authority” and even 
basic levels of capacity (ibid.: 39). This concern is not insurmountable, though the support 
of the police leadership level is critical as there are significant power imbalances between 
the junior officers and the senior officials and state institutions. Bruce Baker (2008: 40) 
notes that the success of community policing is dependent on wider reforms of policing 
and, crucially, the effectiveness of the justice sector. As he rightly notes, the police often 
face criticism from the communities when there is a perceived failure to prosecute and jail 
criminals, even if it is a result of the shortcoming of the judiciary rather than the police. 

Despite these challenges, the dual engagement of police and communities in Bosnia 
offers important insights for approaching future SSR initiatives in Bosnia and beyond. By 
empowering individual police officers, the DFID and the SDC recognized the agency of 
frontline police, not just their superiors, in implementing reforms. International donors 
also allowed frontline police to “localize” the process, to use their local knowledge to 
adapt and contextualize the community policing philosophy. In peacebuilding projects, 
and SSR in particular, donors often focus on elite interests and elite-level agreements, 
prompting the employment of reform strategies and models that do not reflect the local 
context or serve the interests of local communities (Berg, 2012: 5). However, the bottom-
up approach in community policing sought to be more inclusionary and go beyond the 
elites, embracing citizen engagement. Moreover, the appreciation of the agency of local 
actors meant that local actors were able to take ownership of the process. As highlighted 
earlier, the norm entrepreneurs were predominantly well-educated, younger officers who 
adopted the newer philosophy and adapted it to the local context. The support of their 
management was important, but they were also keen to demonstrate the relevance of their 
approach to policing. As such, the community policing project reveals that the SSR process 
has to involve a wider array of local actors, and to focus on building bottom-up change, 
hallmarks of the second generation approach. Still, whether the community policing 
model is accepted more widely in Bosnia remains to be seen. Some of the challenges to the 
export of community policing are not specific to the Bosnian case, but rather are visible 
across different cases (Baker, 2008: 40). In general, further study and more empirical 
evidence of the community policing projects are needed as they could inform important 
shifts in SSR orthodoxy (ibid.). At the same time, a broader question of how to provide 
incentives for senior officials to accept more bottom-up approaches remains relevant for 
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the success of programs such as community policing and the move toward more second 
generation approaches.

Civil Society Involvement 

Over time, international donors, including the European Union, United States Agency for 
International Development (USAID), Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe 
and the UNDP, among others, have also sought to encourage wider participation of civil 
society in the monitoring of the security sector. Civil society development and support 
is a key part of the liberal peacebuilding agenda and the SSR concept; a plethora of non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) sprang up in Bosnia following the war as international 
funds poured in (Caparini, 2005; Belloni, 2001). As critics have pointed out, most of these 
organizations were disconnected from the local populations and focused more on donor 
preferences. Many were also established to exploit the influx of aid and were short lived 
as donor attention turned to other conflict zones (Caparini, 2005: 82). While international 
actors were keen to engage civil society in other areas of peacebuilding, the SSR process 
was initially focused on technical aspects and institution building. Still, as the reforms 
unfolded, the OHR and other international organizations wanted to engage civil society 
groups in the oversight, monitoring and functioning of the security sector. Much of 
this effort has been ad hoc, looking for organizations that can be institutional partners, 
often as a form of box ticking to demonstrate local ownership. However, there is also a 
growing recognition of the need for practical involvement of local communities to provide 
oversight and to monitor security institutions. Moreover, and perhaps more interestingly, 
international and domestic NGOs have also sought to influence the SSR process and have 
been able to find innovative entry points and methods to engage with the security sector. 
For instance, some Bosnian NGOs and civil society members have used social media to 
monitor the activities of the police and call attention to the corruption of different state 
institutions.5 

The involvement of civil society in the security field is relatively new in the Bosnian 
context (Caparini, 2005). Much like the community policing project, the inclusion of non-
state actors in the field of security is novel. Bosnian government officials tend not to be 
receptive to the involvement of civil society actors in security issues, instead drawing on 
internal experts or international actors when creating new policies (ibid.: 82). However, it 
was the donors who pushed for civil society involvement with somewhat mixed results. 
The number of NGOs that have the necessary expertise and interest in the security sector 
is small. This is partly a result of the “projectization” of civil society work in the area, 
denoting the heavy reliance of civil society actors on donor-funded projects that do not 
always support sustained attention to issues (Perry, 2015). Still, the focus by donors on 
engaging the civil society did contribute, albeit slowly, to a shift in perspectives on the 
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engagement of non-state actors in the security field. 

Some of the projects focusing on greater civilian involvement were aimed at building 
bridges between state institutions and civil society organization. For example, the 
UK government contracted Atos Consulting to provide support for the involvement of 
community organizations in the state-level Ministries of Justice and Security (Worner, 
2009: 16). The goal of the project was to work with both ministry officials and civil society 
groups to develop capabilities and identify areas where mutual engagement would be most 
useful. However, the project was not able to nurture wider civil society involvement in 
the work of the ministries for a number of important reasons. Crucially, the key functions 
of the Ministries of Justice and Security include harmonization and coordination of the 
different security and rule of law institutions in the country, as well as international 
cooperation (ibid.: 18). As such, it is difficult to find suitable partner organizations in civil 
society, as most of these are focused on grassroots, bottom-up issues rather than high-level 
policy and coordination (ibid). For local organizations, the issues that they are concerned 
with are within the jurisdiction of the entity, or the cantonal and municipal governments, 
not the state (ibid).

However, the project did make some headway in some areas. For example, the Sector 
for Immigration of the Ministry of Security cooperated with civil society organizations 
to find safe houses for victims of trafficking (Worner, 2009: 18). In 2005, the Sector for 
Immigration approached local NGOs to help it address this issue — five organizations 
responded and in 2007 another organization was brought on board (ibid.). The local 
organizations are empowered to help and offer confidential medical and psycho-social 
assistance to victims of human trafficking (ibid.). In addition, the Ministry of Security 
works with the legal aid network, Vasa Prava, to ensure that individuals in safe houses 
have access to legal aid (ibid.). As Jane Worner (2009: 19) shows, cooperation between civil 
society and the ministries was regarded as pragmatically necessary by both parties. For 
the ministries and the civil society groups, the key benefit of the greater cooperation was 
that it brought them forward on the EU Accession agenda. Civil society organizations also 
agreed that their involvement was a positive step for the community and that everyone 
would benefit from the greater engagement. Once again, though, a lack of resources has 
proven to be a barrier as the continued cooperation requires financial support and staff 
time (ibid.: 19-20).

Still, a few civil society groups and representatives have found ways to engage with 
the SSR process. Most visible have been research organizations such as the CSS and the 
Atlantic Initiative. In addition, the NGO Žene Ženama (Women to Women) has focused on 
gender issues related to the security sector. The success of these groups stems, to a large 
degree, from their networking abilities and donor project support. While this reliance on 
donor support is less than ideal, it has contributed to some capacity building among local 
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groups. 

This engagement of civil society organizations in the SSR process is particularly visible 
on the issue of anti-corruption. The CSS, for example, has cooperated with the Ministry 
of Interior in the Sarajevo canton to develop an online tool that would allow citizens to 
report corruption (Dnevni Avaz, 2015). The government’s partnership with the CSS on 
this project sends an important signal about the importance of cooperation between 
civil society organizations and the police. Alternative media outlets have also played an 
equally important role in bringing the corruption challenge into the light. The Centre 
for Investigative Reporting (CIN), an independent media agency, regularly investigates 
instances of corruption in all sectors of the government.6  

Bosnian civil society activists regularly turn to social media platforms, such as Twitter 
and Facebook, to share their concerns about different security institutions, most often 
the police. These comments often focus on everyday public grievances, such as the 
uneven enforcement of parking and traffic laws by the police officers, or different forms of 
corruption and clientelism across the security and justice sectors. However, it is difficult 
to measure whether these social media activities are having an impact on the behaviour of 
the security institutions or if they are even paying attention to them, although there have 
been several reports of police in Bosnia, particularly in the RS, searching the apartments 
of activists who have been critical of political elites and institutions (see Buka, 2016). 
While the use of social media as a form of oversight in the security sector is typically 
spontaneous and not organized, it represents an important platform to engage the public, 
particularly the youth, on SSR issues. 

Over the past few years, Bosnian citizens have used social media to organize protests as 
well as to respond to emergencies, such as natural disasters. The power of social media was 
especially visible in 2014 when Bosnians took to the streets to protest state corruption and 
the lack of economic opportunities in the country. Citizens used social media platforms 
to share information about the protests, strategize and organize follow-up protests. 
Interestingly, the police response to the protests was also tracked with information about 
mistreatment of protestors during their time in custody widely shared on Twitter and 
Facebook. 

The protests saw the emergence of “citizens’ plenum” or open meetings where attendees 
could speak and share their concerns. This was seen as further evidence of the changing 
nature of social and political engagement in the country (International Crisis Group, 
2014: 3). However, the plenums have faded away and have not had the transformative 
impact on Bosnian politics that some had expected, but their importance should not be 
completely disregarded as the plenums did present a “novel institutional framework” 
and one that citizens had organized themselves (ibid.). Also in 2014, when floods hit parts 
of Bosnia, many citizens used social media to organize their efforts and provide aid and 
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assistance to the most affected regions (Boračić-Mršo, 2014). In this case, individuals and 
groups coordinated their efforts over Facebook, filling a gap in governance, as Bosnia’s 
institutions were slow to react to the crisis. 

Despite these encouraging examples, greater involvement of civil society largely depends 
on donor support and funding. This reliance on external assistance means that the focus 
on the security sector by some organizations is not sustainable. Simply, civil society actors 
are forced to follow funding from sector to sector, which could create funding gaps in the 
monitoring of the security institutions. Another challenge, as Marina Caparini (2010: 252) 
notes, is that the organizations that are consulted and partnered with are policy-oriented 
and may not be “well-rooted in the society.” In other words, the staff are not necessarily 
representative of the broader society and may not have links to the community. Caparini 
(2010: 252-253) clarifies that is not to say that these organizations do not play an important 
role, but rather that there is a need to include the broader community, particularly the 
more marginalized segments. The availability of social media has provided another avenue 
for engagement but it remains underutilized by wider society, civil society organizations 
and government institutions. Moreover, social media use is not without drawbacks as 
individuals have used these platforms in ways that have undercut the work of police 
and other security actors rather than advance their reform. This includes, for example, 
the broadcast of the location of police traffic checks.7 More importantly, civil society 
engagement, whether in community policing forums or through social media activism, 
is also faced with the same issue of power imbalances between these individual and the 
senior officials and state institutions.

CRAFTING A SECOND GENERATION SSR MODEL 

The alternative approaches to SSR taken in the Bosnian case highlight the need for a 
flexible and responsive second-generation SSR model. This section outlines a second 
generation SSR agenda that draws on the Bosnian experience and focuses on greater 
engagement of local actors and communities. Indeed, any second generation approach 
to SSR should empower local actors and allow them to translate proposed donor norms 
and practices into locally meaningful and impactful reform programs. This may, at times, 
result in the emergence of hybrid structures that were perhaps not originally envisioned by 
donors, but may be more suitable to the local context (see Mac Ginty, 2011). This hybridity 
is not without its own problems and careful thought should be given to the dilemmas that 
this literature brings to the surface (Donais, 2015). Namely, as Timothy Donais (2015: 228) 
notes, “the extent to which any actor, or set of actors, is capable of exercising ownership 
amid the complexity and contingency of peace-building contexts.” This does not mean 
that international actors should not engage with local actors and the domestic political 
context. Quite the contrary, international donors should provide long-term support and 
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guidance for SSR processes, but in a contextually attuned manner. Furthermore, the 
importance of the Bosnian political context in shaping donor approaches shows that 
SSR does not occur in a vacuum in conflict-affected environment. The success of SSR is 
shaped by other peacebuilding activities and should be seen as part of that wider agenda 
(Andersen, 2011: 10).     

An important point to highlight is that alternative approaches to SSR in Bosnia have sought 
to strengthen or improve the functioning of state institutions. While non-state actors in 
the form of civil society organizations are involved, security provision ultimately remains 
the responsibility of the state. This is not simply an imposition by the Western donor 
countries, but is rather an expectation of the local population.8 As such, the case does not 
feature alternative security providers, such as paramilitaries or other non-state structures. 
There are also no specific traditional structures or approaches to peacemaking, such as, for 
example, the Gacaca courts in Rwanda. Moreover, while ethnic elites continue to struggle 
for control over various security institutions and the Bosnian political system is complex, 
the Bosnian state is relatively stable. In that sense, the second generation approach to SSR 
that emerges from Bosnia is ultimately focused on greater local ownership of the necessary 
reforms and involvement of the community in holding state security institutions and 
actors to account. A second generation approach would then also mean that the focus on 
remaining gaps in SSR, such as police and judiciary reform, should work within existing 
decentralized political structures to improve efficiency and accountability, rather than to 
use SSR as a means of transforming Bosnia’s political structures.

Mark Sedra (2015: 172) identifies three schools of thought on the future of the SSR model: 
monopoly, good enough and the hybrid. The monopoly school highlights the need for 
more institution building and greater commitment of donors. The good enough school 
calls for more interim measures while accepting the current condition of the state. The 
hybrid school is the most critical and sees the need for more indigenous approaches and 
recognition of local approaches to peacemaking. The second generation SSR that emerges 
from the Bosnian case could be described as a hybridity-lite approach.9 The hybrid school 
of thought asserts the need for more authentic local ownership of the peacebuilding 
project. It recognizes that more traditional approaches are better suited to the local context 
than imposed institutions and norms. As such, a second generation SSR process in Bosnia 
needs more local ownership and greater civilian oversight of the security sector. As Roger 
Mac Ginty and Oliver Richmond (2016: 225) point out, this inclusion of the local should 
not be taken to mean “enabling external trusteeship via ‘native’ (that is, friendly local) 
administration and power-holders.” Instead, the agency of the local population should be 
central to the peacebuilding agenda. At the same time, the Bosnian case can be seen as 
hybridity-lite as much of the remaining work in SSR is ultimately about bolstering state 
institutions, albeit through a more inclusive role for non-state actors. As such, the paper 
outlines a proposed second generation approach that draws on the Bosnian experience.  
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To begin with, the alternative approaches employed in Bosnia show that the SSR process 
should be shaped by a more inclusive approach, involving a diverse actors set of actors, 
including mid-to-low level security professionals and NGOs. These actors should be 
engaged to identify and develop responses to pressing issues and challenges. Rather 
than donors approaching them with already crafted models, actors’ input should be 
employed to craft contextually appropriate strategies. Bosnia has competent security 
professionals who have, over the past two decades, worked closely with international 
actors and agencies. These individuals understand the local context better than external 
experts and have the necessary skills and knowledge to design effective reform programs. 
However, they are often not consulted and donors often approach them to rubber stamp 
already developed agendas.10 Moreover, any concerns that these individuals raise with 
the proposed plans are ignored, particularly if they are seen as “foot soldiers” rather than 
higher-ranking officials.11

NGOs are also central in supporting, monitoring and advocating for greater accountability 
of the security sector. As orthodox SSR is inherently state-centric, NGOs are often 
brought in late in the process, after major transformations have occurred. Involving these 
organizations much earlier on and not simply as observers is crucial. There should be 
several streams of civil society involved. The role of NGOs is important, as is forming a 
local expert community that includes civil society, academics and journalists focused 
on the security sector. This local expert community could play a vital role in monitoring 
reforms and tracking progress. While this type of knowledge community often emerges 
organically, they are concentrated in major cities and few have access to key security 
sector institutions. Donors play an important role in ensuring that this type of civil society 
engagement is included in the SSR process. In many countries, engaging non-state actors 
in security provision is novel and donors can support their inclusion by leveraging their 
financial support. 

At the same time, civil society engagement should go beyond formal organizations 
and experts. Community forums, for example, provide an opportunity for the police 
and citizens to interact and address security concerns at the grassroots level. These 
community-level initiatives are often more relevant to the everyday life of the population 
and are more likely to bring together a wider group of citizens. Individual citizens are more 
likely to see the value of participating in community-level consultations than national-
level policy processes. The establishment of “citizens’ plenum” forums, similar to those 
that emerged during the Bosnian protests, provide one medium for individual citizens to 
bring forward issues of concern within their neighbourhoods and towns. The forums could 
generate grassroots solutions to security and justice challenges that could be scaled up to 
the regional and state levels.

New technologies allow for the engagement of a wider cross-section of the community in 
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the monitoring of the security institutions. In their examination of the role of information 
and communication technologies (ICTs) in post-conflict reconstruction, Tim Kelly and 
David Souter (2014) suggest that ICTs could increase transparency and accountability. 
They go as far as to state that, “The opportunity exists now, through ICTs, to make public 
participation part of the culture of governance, including transparency and accountability, 
rather than a supporting mechanism for stabilization” (Kelly and Souter, 2014: 26). 
Some of the possible ways to engage citizens in security governance is to crowd-source 
information on the issues in their communities as well as to conduct opinion polls through 
mobile phones (ibid.). As Kelly and Souter note, this data should then be used not only 
by governments, but also civil society organizations and media, among others. However, 
they caution that despite their great promise, these new technologies are still plagued by 
issues of representation. Some groups, such as women and minorities, might be worried 
about the consequences of their involvement (ibid.). Another concern is that the data could 
be manipulated by elites to suit their own purposes. In conflict-affected environments, 
ethnic groups could use their group’s dominance of a particular area to their advantage, at 
the cost of the security of the minority groups. For example, in consultations on changes 
to laws and other governance issues, ethnic minorities might be fearful to voice their 
opinion, particularly if it is critical of security institutions such as the police. As such, the 
views and preferences of the dominant ethnic group would continue to shape the political 
context in that particular region or area. In addition, many conflict- affected countries lack 
the infrastructure for widespread use of this technology. 

Another feature of an emergent second generation SSR model should be that local actors 
have the ability to choose, adapt and even dismiss external models or standards. This 
proposition is not without some problems. In their analysis of SSR processes in Timor-
Leste, Liberia and the Palestinian Territories, Ursula C. Schroeder, Fairlie Chappuis 
and Deniz Kocak (2014: 227) highlight three varieties of hybrid security governance: 
normative shells, ceremonial structures and capacity improvements. Normative shells 
include instances where the norm was supported but there was no follow-through on 
implementation. Similarly, ceremonial structures point to structures that were created 
but remain symbolic. Finally, capacity improvements resulted in operational capacity 
being improved, but democratic standards fell by the wayside. At times the models and 
standards that are being exported vis-à-vis SSR may not be making much of a difference 
in particular contexts. The question then is whether these standards and norms should be 
promoted in the first place.

However, not all external models or approaches are irrelevant. In the case of community 
policing in Bosnia, donors were keen to promote their models of community policing. 
In the case of one unit in Sarajevo, these models were interpreted and implemented by 
individual officers. In the case of Zenica, the focus on community policing uncovered the 
prevalence of domestic abuse that might have otherwise remained hidden. This interplay 
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between donor ideas and the local implementation is evidence of hybridity. Moreover, 
even if the concept of community policing was new in the Bosnian context and introduced 
by the donors, this does not mean that it is automatically an imposition or unsuitable to 
the local context. In Bosnia, there were aspects of community policing that were regarded 
with skepticism by local police officers. For example, as one senior police officer points out, 
“This idea of police officers engaging in activities with the public, take youth for example, 
is great and we need more engagement. But some of the ideas for this engagement, such as 
police officers going to the movies with the youth, is simply not suitable.”12 However, the 
police representatives interviewed felt that community policing was needed and should be 
made relevant to the local context.  

Furthermore, the Bosnian case also offers a valuable lesson about the uses of SSR as a 
political instrument. While the push for centralization by international actors made sense 
in relation to some institutions, such as the Ministry of Defence, it has proven to be more 
controversial in relation to police reform. Defence reform and the creation of a common 
military were necessary steps in the efforts to build peace in the country and prevent a 
return to conflict. After all, if the three main ethnic communities maintained their own 
militaries the security situation in the country would be more unstable as there would be 
even greater mistrust between the former warring parties. However, centralization and 
the goal of creating EU-ready institutions was more problematic when used in relation to 
police reform for two reasons. One, it entailed using police reform as a way to reduce the 
power of the sub-units of the states rather than to improve the accountability of the police 
forces and to improve the overall functioning of policing. Two, some EU countries also 
have quite decentralized institutions in policing and there is no single European standard 
for governance of policing. Then it became clear that some actors, particularly the OHR, 
had perceived police reform as yet another instrument to use in attempts to overcome 
political division in the country. A more hybrid approach to remaining gaps in SSR should 
then accept the decentralized political structures and work within them to improve the 
functioning of different security institutions. Whether such an approach would be more 
effective remains to be seen.

The second generation approach to SSR outlined above highlights the need for the SSR 
field to ensure more local ownership of reforms through the involvement of civil society 
organizations as well as the wider community. The problematique of local ownership is 
often discussed in the academic literature as well as policy papers (Donais, 2008; 2015). 
There is a general agreement among academics and practitioners that while it often 
receives rhetorical support, in practice it has often been missing.  Timothy Donais (2015: 
229) points to two issues that need further consideration. First, local ownership can lead 
to outcomes that are not in line with the standards of “good governance” promoted by 
the donors. As such, there is a tension between the commitments to international norms 
and to local ownership. Donais (2015: 229) notes that in some cases, accepting “illiberal 
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practices” may be what donors have to do. In other words, there should be recognition that 
some approaches may not suit the visions of the donors, but are more reflective of the local 
context and should be accepted. 

However, this does not mean that there should not be certain norms and standards that are 
non-negotiable. Donors have resources that give them leverage and allow them to support 
minority rights and rights of women, for example, that are common challenges in post-
conflict countries. Second, Donais highlights an on-going concern that local ownership 
is reserved for elites and that there is a disconnection between the elites and the masses. 
Some of the suggestions provided here regarding more inclusive ways to engage the 
broader public as well as civil society organizations through community forums and new 
ICTs start to address this concern. But more attention needs to be paid to the context-
specific ways that the broader community could be engaged and to ensure that local 
populations have the means to hold elites to account. 

As such, second generation approaches should address the main weaknesses of the 
orthodox model. Namely, the need to go beyond top-down approaches and elite-level 
interventions to meaningfully engage local civil society organizations and the broader 
community. Crucial here is the notion of meaningful, as the involvement should 
encompass more than merely the buy-in of local actors to already designed agendas, but 
rather their active involvement in shaping those agendas. This focus at least provides 
possible ways to address the issue of imposed reforms and the sustainability of these 
reforms. As Safal Ghimire (2016: 13) observes, input of local actors is necessary to 
“legitimize” SSR as well as to avoid creating a disconnection between international and 
local perceptions of the security environment. Moreover, a hybrid approach to SSR would 
entail that external actors also be more accepting of the political realities on the ground 
and not politicize the reforms.

CONCLUSION 

Further reforms and consolidation of previous reforms of the security sector will continue 
in Bosnia. However, given the lack of international pressure and political will to intervene 
in the domestic context, any future reforms will occur at a much slower pace.13 Moreover, 
donor funds for SSR have already decreased and this trend is likely to continue. Still, donor 
projects, such the 2014–2019 justice project by USAID, worth some US$9.4 million, shows 
that there is still some donor commitment to SSR in Bosnia.14 The key unresolved issue 
of police restructuring and judiciary reform will be the main focus of future SSR efforts. 
The RS government’s attempts to rollback reforms in the judiciary will be a major concern 
for international and local SSR stakeholders, including the OHR and the European Union, 
moving forward.
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The European Union, in particular, will be working with Bosnian institutions and 
elites to improve security governance in the country. In February 2016, Bosnia formally 
applied for EU membership and the European Union has made it clear that this is only 
a first step and that Bosnia must follow through on many reforms, including in the 
judiciary (Baczynska, 2016). Chapters 23 and 24 of the conditions for EU membership deal 
specifically with the security sector and judiciary. Interestingly, shortly before the Bosnian 
government announcement, Bosnians were caught by surprise when they discovered that 
the state government had adopted a legal mechanism to coordinate the EU integration 
process (Latal, 2016). In previous years, the various ethnic leaders could not agree on 
the coordinating mechanism and the process was stalled. The lack of transparency 
regarding the adoption of the mechanism was criticized by local political analysts who 
saw this as more proof of the disconnection between the elites and the population (ibid.). 
More problematically, EU representatives had been “engaged in intensive negotiations” 
regarding the mechanisms with local elites (ibid.). As such, some analysts, such as Jasmin 
Mujanović (2016), have questioned the European Union’s willingness to confront the ethnic 
leaders in Bosnia, and see the European Union as “complicit in their rule.” It remains to be 
seen whether the European Union will be more engaged with Bosnian political dynamics 
and how it will advance the SSR process. Particularly interesting given these latest events 
will be the commitment to greater civil society oversight and community involvement in 
SSR. 

In many ways, the Bosnian case is better suited for the orthodox SSR model than other 
post-conflict countries. Much of the institution-building and technical aspects of the 
orthodox model were necessary in the aftermath of the Bosnian war. The local context 
was also receptive to the state-centric approach as security governance is considered by 
the citizens to be the responsibility of the state. Bosnia also does not have more traditional 
approaches to dispute resolution or peacemaking. However, even in this more receptive 
context, orthodox SSR and liberal peacebuilding approaches displayed significant 
shortcomings, as the implementation of the reforms depended on the intrusive role of 
the OHR. This has meant that in order to achieve some of the reforms envisioned, the 
stakeholders of the liberal peacebuilding agenda resorted to illiberal practices. Crucially, 
international actors politicized the reform of the security sector and used SSR as a tool to 
transform the decentralized, Dayton-created structures, into more centralized, EU-ready 
structures. In this way, SSR was then used to attempt to take back power from the entities 
and to thus address the ethnic divisions in the country.

The first generation approaches to SSR in Bosnia were, in part, necessary due to the 
divided domestic political context (see also Berg, 2012). Without an intrusive international 
presence, many of the reforms that have been achieved would likely not have happened. 
Due to the top-down nature of the reforms, state-level security institutions were created, 
such as the Ministry of Defence. At the same time, the full reform of the police and 
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judiciary was unsuccessful. Moreover, as the international community become more 
reluctant to intervene in local politics, some of the reforms achieved, for example, in 
the justice sector, have been eroded. The move of the international community to step 
back from reforms highlighted how political parties in the country were seeking to 
maintain factional control over security institutions (ibid.: 23). In regard to the extent of 
the international involvement in SSR and statebuilding, the Bosnian case is particularly 
notable for the attention it received. However, the SSR process was still based on short-
term projects and goals. The domestic political context requires longer-term involvement 
and a focus on the structural issues that contribute to domestic political incentives (ibid.). 
In addition, not enough attention was paid to the need to empower local communities and 
to encourage them to engage in oversight of the security sector. A state-centric, top-down 
strategy to SSR needs a complimentary bottom-up approach (see Gordon, 2014).

As such, the Bosnian case does inform the developing second generation SSR model. 
It shows the need for more flexible responses and greater involvement of the local 
community. Empowering local actors to take on certain reforms and projects is crucial as 
was visible in the community policing projects. Including civil society is also key and there 
should be more focus on developing expert communities amongst civil society. 

In Bosnia, domestic political factors have constrained the development of the SSR process 
and will likely continue to do so. While there are no quick-fix solutions for the remaining 
challenges, there are ways to move the process forward. For example, instead of tackling 
policing in a country-wide manner, more incremental changes can be pursued at the entity 
levels. This could involve streamlining the different administrative tasks and putting in 
place mechanisms for cooperation. At the same time, other efforts could focus on the RS 
police and working with the wider community to develop more effective and responsive 
policing. Such a focus would shed light on the extensive influence of political elites on 
operational policing in the RS. Additional training and work with judges and prosecutors 
to improve standards and effectiveness should be carried on despite the political struggles 
over the judicial reforms. The European Union should continue to monitor developments 
in the judiciary and apply pressure on local political actors to advance reforms. This 
would be a movement away from attempts at greater centralization and would reflect an 
acceptance of the existing frameworks.

Another critical issue, given the extensive international role in Bosnia’s SSR process, is the 
sustainability of the reforms. For instance, in the military, more work remains to be done 
at the lower ranks where battalions are still divided by ethnicity. This separation of the 
battalions by ethnicity means that the integration achieved at other levels is potentially 
reversible (see Krebs and Licklider, 2015/2016: 123).  

Therefore, there should not be a one-size-fits-all model or formula for SSR, a key tenet of 
second generation SSR. What works in Bosnia may not be suitable in other contexts. In 
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fact, as noted earlier, in many ways the Bosnian context is more receptive to orthodox SSR 
approaches than other conflict-affected countries. Still, the uses of SSR as a political tool to 
transform Bosnia’s decentralized political system has proven to be problematic. As such, 
a more flexible second generation SSR model that can accommodate and adapt to existing 
political structures is more viable and desirable. While some may argue that a more 
fragmented SSR approach could exacerbate some of the damaging disconnects prevalent 
in the Bosnian security sector, a more adaptable second generation SSR model could be 
precisely what is needed to address persistent challenges. Finally, a lesson that should 
be learned from the Bosnian case for second generation approaches to SSR is the need to 
empower local actors early on in the peacebuilding process. Applying second generation 
approaches is that much harder when there has been some 20 years of top-down orthodox 
approaches that have for the most part disempowered the local population.  
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NOTES
1. There is some debate about this, see, for example Smajovic and Piracha (2013). The general point from those 

disputing the lack of community policing in Bosnia is that prior to the war, the police were involved in the 
communities and sought to engage in preventive action. However, given the political context, much of this 
interaction would have been guarded as anything said to the police that could have been perceived as critical of the 
regime would have had consequences. As such, I would argue and most scholarship agrees that it is correct to say 
that the concept of community policing that emerges following the end of the war is new to the Bosnian context. 

2. Personal communication with police representative Sarajevo, September 13, 2013. 

3. Personal communication, civil society representative Sarajevo, September 11, 2013. 

4. Personal communication with police representative Sarajevo, September 13, 2013.

5. Much of this monitoring of, for example, police activities is done by local activists on platforms such as Twitter and 
Facebook. Some NGOs, such as Centri Civilnih Incijativa, regularly update their Facebook pages with information 
on corruption in the country. There is also evidence of spontaneous monitoring of security institutions, particularly 
the police, by individual citizens who share pictures and information on these platforms when they observe or 
experience activities that are not in line with the law. 

6. CIN was established in 2004 with the support of a USAID grant and continues to be funded through grants from 
international donors. See www.cin.ba/en/about.

7. For example, a Facebook group, “Policija Zaustavlja- Banja Luka,” has updated information on police traffic checks 
in Banja Luka, RS. It is unclear whether the police authorities in the RS are aware of this group. 

8. Personal communication with a non-governmental organization representative, Sarajevo, July 28, 2015. 

9. See Roger Mac Ginty (2011) for a discussion of different liberal peacebuilding approaches. Mac Ginty points out 
that in some cases, such as Northern Ireland, there is a soft touch approach that is not as coercive as in some other 
cases, such as Bosnia. This paper suggests that a similar lite approach to hybridity exists as it not fully based on 
accepting non-state actors as security providers, but can nonetheless involve greater civil society engagement.

10. Interview with legal professionals, Sarajevo, July 29, 2015. 

11. Ibid.

12. Personal communication with police representative Sarajevo, September 13, 2013

13.  As one international bureaucrat interviewed in Sarajevo on September 10, 2013 points out, for international actors, 
“There is no sense of urgency. There is also no commitment to the longer-term, it is hard to sell back home.”

14. The project aims to provide technical assistance, training and mentoring to prosecutor’s offices. See USAID (2016) 

for more information. 

http://www.cin.ba/en/about
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