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2. LITERATURE REVIEW & THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The chapter is divided into three parts. The first section briefly deals with the concept 
of democracy and its constitutive elements. This is followed by analysis of 
democratization and the leading theories in this field. Special attention is given to 
literature discussing the international dimension of democratization, the role of 
external actor impact on this essentially domestic process and the extent to which 
promoting and assisting democracy can facilitate it. This section ends with an 
overview of functions that political parties are believed to perform in democratic 
political systems. The second part of this chapter deals with the post-conflict context 
that is central to this research. Literature on statebuilding is examined for lessons 
learned thus far in post-conflict reconstruction. Post-conflict political party 
development is discussed next, as well as the tensions and paradox inherent in 
externally-led post-conflict democratizations. The third section of this chapter is 
dedicated to analysis of political party assistance. Its main tenets, goals, tools and 
approaches are introduced here, and then followed by a review of existing policy 
evaluation documents, which give insight into general views on the effects and 
effectiveness as well as limits of political party assistance.   

 

2.1 On Democracy  

Democracy is not so much a form of government as a set of principles. 
 – Woodrow Wilson 

 

The spirit of democracy is not a mechanical thing  

     to be adjusted by abolition of forms.                              

It requires a change of heart.
1
  

– Mahatma Gandhi 

 
Democracy is a multi-faceted concept: it can be seen as an ideology, a form of 
government, a value. Its definitions range from minimal ones, which focus on basic 
procedures and institutional regulations such as free elections, while the more 
comprehensive ones contain institutional, procedural, participatory, societal and 
normative elements. This research defines democracy in the latter form, precisely 
because this substantive definition better encompasses the large-scale transformation 
that is inherent in the democratization process. Kaldor and Vejvoda also make a 
distinction between formal and substantive democracy, pointing out that  

   …the existence of formal mechanisms and procedures,  
   which represent an a priori safeguard against abuses of 
   power, is a necessary condition, but by no means a  
   sufficient condition for democracy in a substantive sense.2 

                                                             
1 Quote taken from the preliminary pages of Larry Diamond, The Spirit of Democracy: the Struggle to Build 

Free Societies throughout the World (New York: Times Books, 2008). 
2 Mary Kaldor, Ivan Vejvoda, “Democratization in Central and Eastern European Countries,” International 

Affairs 73:1 (January 1997): 63. 
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This substantive element lies in the domain of political culture, people’s attitudes and 
beliefs about democracy and support for its values. In the study of political party 
assistance in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo, it was precisely these cultural elements 
that were found to be important. Through their focus on the procedural and formal 
elements of democracy, it is argued in this research that party assistance organizations 
have omitted to promote development of substantive democracy. 

 Operationalizing or measuring (substantive) democracy is difficult. Democracy 
is a highly dynamic concept: it is a gradual process (often consisting of steps forward 
as well as backwards), with different levels of development, and it should be analyzed 
as such.3 As Gerring puts it,  

Concepts inevitably take on local color…Contextual 
definition…is achieved by adding properties to a minimal 
definition or subtracting properties from an ideal-type 
definition.4 

Democracy in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo is ‘assisted’ by international 
administrations and this makes the analysis of democracy in these two areas more 
complicated than in other, fully sovereign emerging democracies.5  

 Finally, democracy has in the last half of the twentieth century asserted its 
dominance as the preferred form of government, and one that is most likely to ensure 
individual liberty and human rights for those living under its auspices. It is widely 
believed that liberal democracies do not fight wars against one another, so 
democratization and democracy promotion supposedly also promote world peace.6 

 

 

2.1.1 Democratization 

Schools of thought in democratization studies have evolved throughout time by 
focusing on different elements of the process. For the purpose of this research, 
democratization is defined as the process of transition from an undemocratic to a 
democratic regime. This process entails the transformation of not only governance 
institutions and their functioning procedures, but also of values and norms associated 
with the previous system of government. Table 1: Overview of dominant theories of 

                                                             
3 Some of the widely used indexes of democracy are the Freedom House Index, Bertelsmann Transformation 
Index, Economist Intelligence Unit’s index on democracy, Polity IV. 
4 John Gerring, Social Science Methodology: A Criterial Framework, Cambridge University Press, p.85 
5 Assessing the level and state of democracy in these two countries is not the primary or secondary purpose of 
this research – these are simply necessary frameworks within which this research aims to explain the process of 
party assistance and its results in BiH and Kosovo. 
6 Democratic peace theory is a dominant one in today’s international political arena: based on assumption that 
liberal democratic countries do not wage war against one another, it serves as justification for many Western 
countries that have placed high importance on democracy promotion as part of their foreign policy activities. 
Today, this theory is widely critiqued due to the spuriousness in the argument, the difference between 
established and young democracies, wars waged by liberal democracies against authoritarian states. For more 
information on the debate: Bruce Russett, Christopher Layne, David E. Spiro, Michael W. Doyle, “The 
Democratic Peace,” International Security 19:4 (Spring 1995): 164 – 184; Sebastian Rosato, “The Flawed Logic 
of Democratic Peace Theory,” American Political Science Review 97:4 (November 2003): 585 – 602.  
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democratization on page 17 demonstrates how the general understanding of 
democratization processes has evolved from focus on the structure and historical 
context of these transformations, to encapsulating and involving the role of actors 
within these processes.  This research mostly relies on transition studies and social 
constructivism, as these two schools of thought focus on actors, institutions and 
political culture, and therefore include the procedural/formal and substantive 
democracy elements. 

 The last two decades of democratic transitions worldwide have given rise to 
hybrid regimes, caught in between the authoritarian departure point and consolidated 
democracy that is the elusive destination of democratization processes. In his 
influential article Fareed Zakaria concluded that as many as “half of the 
‘democratizing’ countries in the world today are illiberal democracies.”7 The 
confusion between which countries can, and which cannot, be defined as democracies 
has been expanded through  increased adoption of elections in the last few years: 
many so called, electoral democracies, “fail to meet the substantive test.”8 The birth of 
these contemporary ‘pseudodemocracies’, according to Larry Diamond, is a result of 
“unprecedented pressure (international and domestic) to adopt – or at least to mimic – 
the democratic form.”9 Wolfgang Merkel has further divided these ‘defective 
democracies’ into subtypes of ‘exclusive,’ ‘illiberal,’ ‘delegative’ and ‘tutelary’ and 
established that these are not necessarily transitional but surprisingly stable regimes.10 
Illiberal democracies are characterized by predominance of the executive and 
legislative branches, which are “only weakly limited by the judiciary.”11 Weak rule of 
law and authoritarian tendencies of parties elected to power in Bosnia-Herzegovina 
and Kosovo signal incomplete or sidetracked democratization processes in both 
countries under analysis and will be discussed in more detail later in this chapter.  

 Finally, Eugene Mazo’s figure “The Stages of Democratic Transition” 
illustrates the multi-dimensionality of democratization processes: 

Figure 1: The Stages of Democratic Transition12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
7 Fareed Zakaria, “The Rise of Illiberal Democracy,” Foreign Affairs 76:6 (November-December 1997): 24. He 
has made this claim on bases of the Freedom House Survey Freedom Around the World 1997. Even though this 
argument was made in 1997, Zakaria’s analysis could be applied to many of today’s democratizing countries. 
8 Larry Diamond, “Thinking About Hybrid Regimes,” Journal of Democracy 13:2 (April 2002): 22. 
9 Ibid: 24. 
10 Wolfgang Merkel, “Embedded and defective democracies,” Democratization 11:5 (December 2004): 33. 
11 Ibid: 49. 
12 Eugene Mazo, “What Causes Democracy?” Stanford University Center on Democracy, Development, and the 
Rule of Law (CDDRL) Working Paper No.38 (February 2005): 7. 
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This figure, however, does not illustrate the fact that democratization is also a multi-
directional process. The emergence of contemporary “democracies with adjectives”13 
has drawn scholarly attention to the fact that democratization process can stop half-
way between its starting point and the end goal of liberal democracy, just as equally as 
it can revert to de-democratization.14 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
13 David Collier and Steven Levitsky, “Democracy with Adjectives: Conceptual Innovation in Comparative 
Research,” World Politics 49:3 (April 1997): 430 – 451.   
14 Charless Tilly discusses de-democratization in depth in his book Democracy (New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2007): 57 – 79. 
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Table 1: Overview of Dominant Theories of Democratization
15 

Theory  

(School of 

Thought) 

Emphasis Main themes Critique Prominent 

authors 

International 

Dimension  

Modernization 

theory 

 

Structure 

Capitalist development 
influence on democratic 
development; democracy = 
outcome of capitalism. 

Insufficient attention 
to ‘human’ factor, i.e. 
politics and human 
behavior. 

Seymour 
Martin Lipset 

 

Historical 

institutionalism 

 

Structure 

Interplay and changing 
relations between state 
structures and classes. 

Too simple view of 
the world; unable to 
explain sudden post-
1989 democratization 
wave. 

Barrington 
Moore 

 

Transition 

theory 

 

Agency 

The role + interaction of 
domestic political elites in 
negotiation and advocating 
transition from authoritarian 
to democratic rule. 
Democracy = created by 
conscious, committed actors 
(elites). 

Overly elitist; too 
narrow understanding 
of democracy (=set of 
procedures for go-
vernment/institutions); 
ignores civil society; 
insufficient attention 
to structural 
context/constraints 

Dankwart 
Rustow; 
Philippe 

Schmitter, 
Guillermo 
O’Donnell,  
Laurence  

Whitehead; 
Adam 

Przeworski; 
Juan Linz; 

Alfred Stepan 

Democracy 
promotion and 
assistance � 
emphasis on 
institutional 
rules / 
procedures, 
electoral law, 
constitutions. 
Contagion / 
control / 
consent / 
conditionality. 

Wave theory  

Structure 

Interconnectedness between 
democratization processes 
in different countries; far-
reaching influence of 
globalization. 

Too narrow 
understanding of 
democracy (=free & 
fair elections); 
overstating the role of 
globalization.  

Samuel 
Huntington 

Globalization 
i.e. 
demonstration 
effects 
(snowballing) 

Social 

Constructivism 

Political  

Culture 

Role of norms, values, 
beliefs, principles, attitudes, 
identity formation in 
democratic transition and 
consolidation. Ideational 
versus material factors.  

Difficulty of 
establishing cause-
and-effect 
relationships between 
variables. 

Larry 
Diamond;      

Martha 
Finnemore; 

Kathryn 
Sikkink 

Norms 
diffusion / 
socialization / 
democratic 
consolidation  

 

 

                                                             
15 This table draws on information provided in the following literature: Jean Grugel, Democratization: A Critical 

Introduction (New York: Palgrave, 2002), 32-67; George Perlin, Literature Review of Applied Research on Democratic 

Development, Commissioned by the International Development Research Centre, Research Support Grant Agreement No. 
105367-001, October 15, 2008, accessible online at:  
http://www.queensu.ca/csd/documents/Perlin_LiteratureReview_2009.pdf (accessed: July 20, 2009), 6-30; Amichai Magen, 
“Evaluating External Influence on Democratic Development: Transition,” Stanford University Center on Democracy, 
Development, and the Rule of Law (CDDRL) Working Paper No.111 (March 2009): 1-13; Mark Peceny, “The Social 
Construction of Democracy,” International Studies Review 1:1 (1999): 95 – 102. 
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2.1.1.1 The International Dimension of Democratization 

Democracy promotion constitutes a set of assistance programs, offered usually by 
Western states, institutions of global and regional governance and transnational 
NGOs.  Its aim is to influence the internal democratization processes in countries 
(formerly) governed by undemocratic regimes. Democracy is promoted by the 
provision of financial, organizational, ideological and systemic assistance to different 
sectors considered crucial for development and functioning of democratic states, such 
as rule of law, civil society organizations, political parties, parliaments, media, 
economy or human rights. The more stringent instruments in democracy promotion 
toolbox are the use of political conditionality and application of diplomatic pressure to 
comply with democratic norms. 

 Why promote democracy? Aside from the aforementioned theory of 
democratic peace, some authors have argued that the US also exports democracy due 
to a sense of obligation and moral leadership in the world.16 In general, theories of 
American pacifist idealism, democratic internationalism and exceptionalism all 
contain elements of the idea that US has the power as well as the burden of spreading 
democracy worldwide.17

 While during the Cold War, democracy promotion was seen 
as an additional tool for fighting the spread of communism, in the past two decades it 
has come to be perceived as a legitimate foreign policy in its own right. Established 
democracies together, currently,  invest billions of dollars annually on the promotion 
of democracy in the world’s authoritarian and undemocratic regimes, and on aiding 
those countries already marching the transition path. Former US President Bill Clinton 
stated back in 1995 that, “ultimately, the best strategy to ensure our security and to 
build a durable peace is to support the advance of democracy elsewhere.”18 This idea 
has been advanced by his successor George W. Bush who, in the aftermath of the 9/11 
terrorist attack claimed democracy promotion to be one of US’s principal foreign 
policy aims. A welcome element of democracy promotion has been the spread of 
capitalism, which has become an indispensable ingredient in the liberal democracy 
recipe promoted by the West. 

 Democracy promotion and foreign assistance to democratization are far from 
being universally accepted. Thomas Carothers’ article on the backlash against 
democracy promotion argued that an increasing number of countries have begun to 
view the US (and other Western countries’) democracy assistance programs and 
projects as an incursion into their policies, violation of their sovereign regimes, and in 
general, as “illegitimate political meddling.”19 This criticism customarily arrives from 
undemocratic and authoritarian regimes, which are increasingly taking a stance and 

                                                             
16 For e.g. Joshua Muravchik, Exporting Democracy: Fulfilling America’s Destiny, Washington D.C.: The AEI 
Press, 1992 
17 The idea of democracy promotion as “White Man’s Burden”  (reference to same title poem by Rudyard 
Kipling) has been explored by André Gerrits, Democratie door interventie: De nieuwe White Man’s Burden? 
(Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2006). [Democracy through intervention: The new White Man’s 
Burden?] 
18

 Bill Clinton, State of the Union address, 1994, at: www.let.rug.nl/usa/P/bc42/speeches/sud94wjc.htm  
(Accessed October 20, 2007). 
19 Thomas Carothers, “The Backlash Against Democracy Promotion,” Foreign Affairs, Mar/Apr2006, Vol. 85, 
Issue 2: 55 – 68.  
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trying to neutralize or banish domestic as well as international organizations focused 
on democracy building. 

 Fostering democratic development and supporting domestic democratization 
processes in new democracies has become a budding business, and in the past two 
decades many organizations have established their expertise in this area.20 During the 
past two decades of involvement in democracy support programs a consensus has 
emerged that certain sectors of society need to be strengthened in order to boost the 
democratization process. While agreeing on the sectors that need assistance, there is 
still debate in the international democracy promotion circuit about the timing or 
importance of different foci of assistance.21 Civil society organizations have been 
among the favorite recipients of foreign democracy aid.50 Other targets of democracy 
promotion are strengthening the rule of law and supporting the development of free 
and independent media.51 One of the beneficiaries of democracy assistance, however, 
has remained far from the spotlight and therefore now presents an understudied area 
of this policy: political parties in new democracies. 

 Initially, the main strategy of democracy assistance was institutional modeling 
and the assistance programs targeted a “set list of institutions…that US aid providers 
believe are the constituent elements of democracy.”22 However, in 2002 a prominent 
expert in the field put forward a convincing argument that the transition paradigm on 
which much of democracy promotion has relied, has outlived its analytical and 
prescriptive purpose, because real-life democratization involved more complex 
characteristics – and that ‘institutional checklist’ on which the democracy assistance 
programs were based on was no longer appropriate.23 Moving away from 
institutionalism, social constructivists began studying the way democracy assistance 
influences and shapes political culture and attitudes of the elites within countries in 
transition.  In that sense, organizations assisting democracy could also be considered 
norm entrepreneurs: 

Norms do not appear out of thin air; they are actively built 
by agents having strong notions about appropriate or 
desirable behavior in their community. Norm 
entrepreneurs are critical for norm emergence because 

                                                             
20 In the US: United States Agency for International Development (USAID), National Endowment for 
Democracy (NED), Open Society Institute (OSI). In Europe: Westminster Foundation for Democracy (UK), 
Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IDEA), etc. An overview of organizations involved in 
democracy promotion and research can be found at: World Movement for Democracy web site www.wmd.com 
and Community of Democracies web site www.community-democracies.org. 
21 This debate is best illustrated in the article by Thomas Carothers, “How Democracies Emerge: the Sequencing 
Fallacy,” Journal of Democracy 18:1 (January 2007): 10-27. 
50 Some accounts of democracy assistance to civil society: Marina Ottaway, Thomas Carothers, Funding Virtue: 

Civil Society and Democracy Promotion, Carnegie Endowment, 2000; Peter J. Burnell, Peter Calvert, Civil 

Society in Democratization, Routledge, 2004; Marc Morje Howard, The Weakness of Civil Society in Post-

Communist Europe, Cambridge University Press, 2003, etc.   
51 For more information, consult: Thomas Carothers, Promoting the Rule of Law Abroad: In Search of 

Knowledge (2006); Center for International Media Assistance web site containing various reports, 

http://cima.ned.org. 
22 Thomas Carothers, “Democracy Assistance: the Question of Strategy,” Democratization 4:3 (1997): 112. 
23 Thomas Carothers, “The End of the Transition Paradigm,” Journal of Democracy 13:1 (January 2002): 5 – 
21. 
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they call attention to issues…norms may become so 
widely accepted that they are internalized by actors and 
achieve a ‘‘taken-for-granted’’ quality that makes 
conformance with the norm almost automatic.24 

This automatic conformance with democratic norms is what democratization scholars 
view as the endpoint of transition processes, namely – consolidation.  

 Finally, how significant is the impact of external support to democratization in 
new democracies? Does democracy promotion work? Thomas Carothers has voiced 
his concern regarding the extent of the influence that international actors yield through 
democracy aid on receiving countries’ democratization processes, concluding that 

… democracy programs are at best a secondary influence  
because they do not have a decisive effect on the 
underlying conditions of the society that largely determine 
a country’s political trajectory – the character and 
alignment of the main political forces; the degree of 
concentration of economic power; the levels of education, 
wealth and social mobility; the political traditions, 
expectations, and values of the citizenry; and the presence 
or absence of powerful antidemocratic elements.25 

This primacy of domestic or local conditions echoes throughout the literature on 
democratic transitions. External actors are seen as having a minor role in 
democratization, since “regime change is primarily a dynamic process which is 
internally motivated.”26  

 

 

2.1.2 Political Parties 

Modern democracy is unthinkable save in terms of the parties.
27

 

- Eric Schattschneider 
 
Even though Schattschneider made this claim over half a century ago, this belief still 
seems to hold today. What functions do parties fulfill that makes them so essential to 
modern democracies? Diamond and Gunther identify several roles of political 

                                                             
24 Martha Finnemore, Kathryn Sikkink, “International Norm Dynamics and Political Change,” International 

Organization 52:4 (Autumn 1998): 887–917. 
25 Thomas Carothers, Aiding Democracy Abroad: the Learning Curve (Washington D.C.: Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace, 1999), 341. 
26 Geoffrey Pridham, “The International Dimension of Democratisation: Theory, Practice and Inter-Regional 
Comparisons,” in: Geoffrey Pridham, Eric Herring, George Sanford (eds), Building Democracy? The 

International Dimension of Democratisation in Eastern Europe (London: The Leicester University Press, 1997), 
9. For more information on limited effectiveness and motives behind democracy assistance, turn to: Peter 
Burnell (ed.), Democracy Assistance: International Co-operation for Democratization (London: Frank Cass, 
2001); Michael Cox, G. John Ikenberry and Takashi Inoguchi (eds.), American Democracy Promotion: 

Impulses, Strategies and Impacts (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000). 
27 E. E. Schattschneider, Party Government, (New York: Rhinehart & Co., 1942), 1. 
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parties.28 Core function is elite recruitment, which leads to candidate nomination and 
electoral mobilization. Parties also facilitate the process of structuring the choices and 
alternatives on different policy issues and they act as social representation 
organizations by advancing different groups’ specific interests. Furthermore, they 
form coalitions, negotiate joint policies through inter-party cooperation, which 
constitutes their interest aggregation function. Once elected, they take part in forming 
and sustaining governments in office through performing different roles and holding 
power positions. Finally, they also play a social integration role through enabling 
citizens to participate in the political processes. In other words, their functions as 
articulators, aggregators and representatives of social interests and demands place 
political parties in the position to shape public opinion and perceptions of the society. 

 The political party system is the domain of parties’ interactions with one 
another, and is defined most often by the number of parties within it, their dominant 
ideologies, interest aggregation-base and the interaction between the parties. Ware’s 
framework for classifying party systems will be used later on for an analysis of BiH’s 
and Kosovo’s party systems: it involves looking at the extent to which parties 
penetrate society, party ideologies, parties’ stance towards the legitimacy of the 
regime, as well as the number of parties in the system.29 

 Finally, party system institutionalization is another useful tool for analyzing 
party systems. It is defined as, 

…a process by which a practice or organization becomes  
well established… Actors develop expectations, 
orientation, and behavior based on the premise that this 
practice or organization will prevail into the foreseeable 
future.  In politics, institutionalization means that political 
actors have clear and stable expectations about the 
behavior of other actors.30 

It is now generally accepted that party system institutionalization or lack thereof 
influences the consolidation of democracy within countries in transition.31 Countries 
undergoing transition are generally characterized by weakly institutionalized party 
systems, which undermine the process of democratization and may prevent these 
countries from becoming consolidated democracies.32   

 Before continuing, it should be emphasized that thus far mentioned literature is 
largely based on investigations of political parties in established democracies. Some 
scholars believe that the concepts and theories created through studying the parties in 
established democracies do not translate well to the study of parties in new 
                                                             
28 Larry Diamond and Richard Gunther, “Types and Functions of Parties,” in: Larry Diamond and Richard 
Gunther (eds), Political Parties and Democracy (Baltimore/London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 
2001), 7-8. 
29 Alan Ware, Parties and Party Systems (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), 149. 
30 Scott Mainwaring, “Party Systems in the Third Wave,” Journal of Democracy 9:3 (July 1999): 67-81. 
31 Scott Mainwaring, Mariano Torcal, "Party System Institutionalization and Party System Theory: After the 
Third Wave of Democratization," paper accessible online at: 

www.ics.ul.pt/agenda/seminariocienciapolitica/pdf/Party_Systems.pdf, (accessed: October 21, 2007) 
32 Joseph W. Robbins, “Party System Institutionalization and the Level of Democracy,” paper presented at the 
Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association (Chicago: 2007): 1. 
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democracies because there, political parties have followed different trajectories of 
development.33 Ingrid van Biezen’s analysis of party formation in new democracies 
concludes that the international actors’ involvement in this process “has encouraged 
these parties to adopt an organizational style largely resembling their contemporary 
counterparts in the older democracies.”34 It was this swift reproduction of 
organizational party models from the West coupled with party adaptation to 
established ideological groups in old democracies that contributed to these countries’ 
successful transitions and eventual entry into the European Union. Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Kosovo’s party system development, however, cannot be compared 
to either those of established democracies, or to those of Central and Eastern Europe’s 
new democracies. The environment in which their parties developed was profoundly 
different from post-communist transitions of the third wave. The next section is 
dedicated to the analysis of this unique post-conflict context. 

 

2.2 Post – Conflict    

The post-Cold War world witnessed the changing nature of conflict from inter-state to 
intrastate wars. These wars are usually characterized by ideological and/or geo-
strategic competing claims of identity, political authority, access to resources; 
disparate armed groups; they are fragmentary; taking place against the backdrop of a 
weakened or collapsing economy and societal infrastructure; they often have higher 
incidence of civilian victims and population displacement.35 The highly destabilizing 
influence that these intra-state conflicts carry for their neighbors and regions make 
their resolution one of most pressing imperatives in the international system. 

 The damage that conflict leaves behind is extensive, ranging from a devastated 
economy, shattered infrastructure and sky-high unemployment to destruction of the 
social fabric. In addition, the peacekeepers have to demobilize and disarm the warring 
parties and deal with the complex rebuilding of the political system: 

The old political process has been discredited (you do not 
want to re-create the political system that resulted in a 
civil war), there is no single legitimate government… 
there is often little democratic tradition, and the police and 
judicial systems are seen…as part of the problem rather 
than as part of the solution because they have no 
legitimacy for much of the population.36 

                                                             
33 Richard Gunther, Jose Ramon Montero and Juan J. Linz, eds., Political Parties: Old Concepts and New 

Challenges (Oxford University Press: 2002). 
34 Ingrid van Biezen, “On the theory and practice of party formation and adaptation in new democracies,” 
European Journal of Political Research 44 (2005): 147. 
35 Vesna Bojičić – Dželilović, “World Bank, NGOs and the Private Sector in Post-War Reconstruction,” 
International Peacekeeping 9:2 (Summer 2002): 82 – 3. 
36 Roy Licklider, “Obstacles to Peace Settlements,” in: Chester A. Crocker, Fen Osler Hampson, Pamela Aall 
(eds), Turbulent Peace: The Challenges of Managing International Conflict (Washington D.C.: United States 
Institute of Peace Press, 2001), 698. 
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If one adds the problems of deep mistrust and grievances between the groups resulting 
from atrocities committed during the war, the issues of reconciliation and justice get 
added to the already long list of concerns to deal with during the statebuilding process. 
Include the grave problems of common occurrence in war-torn countries – organized 
crime and corruption – and the result is somewhat of a nightmare.37 

 This section provides an overview of the major aspects of the post-conflict 
context in which party assistance was provided in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo. It 
first analyzes the practice of statebuilding, the question of political system design and 
the role of international administrations. It goes on to detail post-conflict political 
party development, discussing all of the different factors and actors playing a role in 
it. Finally, this section is concluded by a discussion on the paradox of externally-led 
post-conflict democratization. Throughout this section, BiH and Kosovo are used as 
examples in order to introduce the specificities of their transition processes, but also 
because much of the literature on post-conflict reconstruction and statebuilding has 
been informed by the experiences from these two cases. 

 

2.2.1 Statebuilding 

In this research, statebuilding stands for the overall set of activities in which 
international community engages in weak or post-conflict countries, with the goal of 
creating a viable, preferably liberal democratic state: 

…the term ‘state-building’ has evolved to refer to 
extended international involvement...that goes beyond 
traditional peacekeeping and peace-building mandates, 
and is directed towards developing the institutions of 
government by assuming some or all of those sovereign 
powers on a temporary basis.38 

Democracy has been hailed as the preferred model for post-conflict societies, so its 
specific institutional design deserves more attention. Most of the authors on the 
subject of post-conflict governance reconstruction advocate the institution of a power-
sharing system for ethnically divided societies.39 The model that has received 
                                                             
37 For more information on organized crime and corruption in post conflict countries, read:  Cheyanne 
Scharbatke-Church,  Kirby Reilin, “Lilies that fester. Seeds of corruption and peacebuilding,” New Routes, 

Pilfering the Peace. The nexus between corruption and peacebuilding, 2009 (Vol. 14), No. 3–4, p. 4; Phyllis 
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sieve”, ISN Security Watch, 19 February 2009. More on corruption in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo, 
especially as relating to political parties: Maja Nenadović, “Political parties and corruption in Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Kosovo: exploring how and why the international community turned a blind eye to the issue,” 
in: Zdenka Mansfeldova, Heiko Pleines (eds), Informal relations from democratic representation to corruption. 

Case studies from Central and Eastern Europe, Changing Europe book series, vol.8, Stuttgart (Ibidem 
Publishers, 2011) 
38 “State-building and the United Nations,” Strategic Survey, Strategic Policy Issues Series, 103:1 (May 2003): 
51. 
39 For more on power-sharing models, look at: Timothy D. Sisk, "Power Sharing", in: Beyond Intractability, 
Guy Burgess and Heidi Burgess (ed) (Conflict Research Consortium, University of Colorado, Boulder: 
September 2003). Available online at: www.beyondintractability.org/essay/power_sharing/ (Accessed: October 
5, 2008). Samuel H. Barnes also discusses the uses of consociationalism and corporatism in his article “The 
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substantial attention is consociationalism, first introduced by Arend Lijphart, which is 
based on power sharing, group autonomy and representational proportionality of 
different cleavages in society.40 Its downsides are an excessive and often 
insupportable amount of bureaucratic structures and stalemate made possible by the 
constitutional presence of veto power in cases of ‘vital group interest.’  At the same 
time, Timothy D. Sisk and Anna K. Jarstad warn that: 

some types of power-sharing systems may contain the 
seeds of their own self-destruction as the search for 
consensus turns into deadlock by political leaders aware 
that they hold the power of veto over governmental 
action.41  

This warning echoes strongly with assessments of BiH consociational political system 
and its functional flaws. Finally, in answering their own question – can democracy be 
designed? – Bastian and Luckham point out that,  

Institutional design is an apparent oxymoron… because 
institutions…evolve, grow, become rooted... And where 
attempts are made to design them, history, ‘accident and 
force’ and political manipulation may turn them on their 
heads and produce perverse and unforeseen outcomes…42 

Similarly, Fukuyama cautions against the limits of institutional design and stresses the 
importance of society’s norms, traditions and values for shaping the (political) actors’ 
behavior.43 In short, there is no theory to fall back on when it comes to creating or 
resurrecting political systems after war. Likewise, the literature seems to issue more 
warnings than advice regarding the design of governance institutions. 

 Several authors have voiced criticism against the prevailing insistence on 
instituting democratic forms of governance in post-conflict countries. Roland Paris 
points out that “peacebuilding exposes the inherently conflictual character of 
democracy and capitalism, both of which paradoxically encourage societal 
competition as a means of achieving political stability and economic prosperity”44 and 
goes on to argue that these characteristics of democracy and capitalism hinder rather 
than aid the peace building process in the long run.45 He believes that instead, 
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“peacebuilders should pursue a strategy of ‘institutionalization before 
liberalization.’”46 He has even suggested the institution of ‘temporary directorship’ 
under the control of the international community, arguing that only in this way, 
provided there is long term commitment, could local institutions of democratic 
governance grow strong enough to sustain themselves.47 Finally, Ben Reilly warns 
against premature elections in post-conflict situations: 

…if held too early, elections in fragile situations can easily 
undermine the longer-term challenge of building a 
sustainable democracy. First, elections in conflictual 
situations act as catalysts for the development of parties… 
which are primarily (and often solely) vehicles to assist 
local elites gain access to governing power. Second, 
because of the …deeply divided nature of most post-
conflict societies, elections often have the effect of 
highlighting societal fault lines and hence laying bare very 
deep social divisions.48 

These warnings also highlight the fact that unsuccessful introduction of democracy in 
a post-conflict area is likely to lead to democracy’s loss of legitimacy, which may 
result in undesirable de-democratization.49 

 
 

2.2.2 Political Party Development 

The attention political elites have received in post-conflict countries is markedly 
disproportional to their importance as key actors in democratization and transition 
processes. As creation of functional democratic states is the final mission objective of 
international administrations in both BiH and Kosovo, local political elites play a key 
role in the eventual fulfillment of this goal. While the international actors have 
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received ample attention from the scholarly community,50 local political actors have 
been largely overlooked as subjects of analysis.51  

 Despite the lack of attention they receive, political parties are believed to have 
“magnified importance” in post-conflict and conflict-prone societies.52 They are 
furthermore seen as important post-conflict “agents of democratization”.53 At the 
same time, Roland Paris advises that – before allowing a party to be registered and to 
function – “parties should be obliged to have members from all of the formerly 
warring groups and to espouse cross-factional compromise and coexistence as a 
principal goal.”54 Timothy D. Sisk concurs with him, saying that creating multiethnic 
parties and coalitions would serve “to create incentives for political leaders to be 
moderate on divisive ethnic themes, and to enhance minority influence in majority 
decision making.”55 Political parties can be influenced in various ways through “using 
institutional incentives and constraints”: party regulation (on party formation, 
financing, and distribution of members), electoral law design, strengthening parties in 
the parliament (top-down approach aimed at building greater intra-party discipline) 
and international party assistance interventions.56 

 Owing to the complexity of the context in which post-conflict party 
development takes place, contemporary literature on parties does not offer a suitable 
framework of analysis. The following sections concentrate on actors that play a role in 
post-conflict party development, as well as on the dominant contextual factors that 
shape these processes and their outcomes. 
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2.2.2.1 Actors Influencing Party Development in Post-Conflict BiH and Kosovo 

Figure 2 on the following page illustrates the multiplicity of actors influencing party 
development in post-conflict environments, of which international party assistance is 
only one element. 

 International administrations effect on parties in BiH is discussed in detail in 
chapter four. It is however important to mention here that in BiH, the High 
Representatives imposed legislation and removed local elected officials from power, 
while together with OSCE they made various amendments to the electoral system 
design. The international administration also identified and promoted some parties as 
‘pro-European’ options and steps were taken to ensure their rise to power; however, 
the nationalist rhetoric repeatedly ensured the election of nationalists in BiH.57 In 
Kosovo, the situation was somewhat different, as one of the supposed ‘lessons 
learned’ from international administration in BiH was that removing local elected 
politicians from power was not very conducive to the creation of local governance 
capacity. Therefore, here the international administration has not removed local 
officials but has strived to work alongside them. At the same time, equal to the case of 
BiH, both local and international officials recognize that there is little local ownership 
over the governance process and that both countries are effectively semi-sovereign 
and incapable of conducting their own governance independently of the international 
administrations.58 

 International party assistance organizations have been an active factor in 
political party development in BiH and Kosovo from the very beginning of the 
international community involvement in the region. In the past decade, they have 
provided numerous trainings on party organization, voter outreach, electoral 
campaigning, intra-party democracy, media relations and policymaking. The general 
goal of their work in these two countries has been the leveling of the political playing 
field and one of results and supporting moderate professionalization of the political 
party sector. As the influence of party assistance organizations on party development 
in BiH and Kosovo is the central subject of this dissertation, chapters five and six 
discuss it in depth. 

 The influence of the former military groups on the political party development 
is rather high in post-conflict environments. Due to their organization into different 
veterans’ clubs or continuing activism in the police, army and different private 
security organizations, they exert substantial influence on the political actors. In the 
early years of Kosovo’s post-conflict reconstruction it was not uncommon for political 
parties to resolve their political differences through use of guns, bombs and political 
assassinations. Kosovo political elites’ links with former military groups add to their 
perceived symbiotic relationship with organized crime.59 Finally, in some cases 
                                                             
57 For more information on the international community policy of trying to get ‘the right’ local political elites 
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former military groups transformed into political parties after conflict: this was not an 
overnight processes and it involved adaptation, reform and extensive influence of the 
international administrations and international party assistance present in Kosovo.60 

 
Figure 2:  Actors Influencing Party Development in Post-Conflict BiH and Kosovo 

 
 
  

 Religious actors’ impact on parties is exemplified best by the BiH case. With 
three ethnic groups and three main religions in the country, religious actors affiliated 
themselves with the nationalist parties during the conflict and after the signing of the 
Dayton Peace Agreement. The Islamic Religious Community,61 supporting the 
Bosniak parties and the Catholic Church supporting Croat nationalist parties have 
played an active role in the political space of BiH. Similarly, the Serbian Orthodox 
Church supported the Serb nationalists. These different religious actors not only 
campaign together with the political parties during the elections, but they went as far 
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as to instruct the mosque/church-goers which numbers to circle on the ballot.62 This 
continuing symbiosis of politics and religion in the country has not facilitated the 
reconciliation and coexistence between the formerly warring ethnic groups. 
Furthermore, the presence of religious influence in the political space brings to 
question the secularity of the BiH state and the level of democratic development. 
Finally, the symbiosis between the religious and political actors points to absolute 
politicization of the public space. This adds to the voters’ disillusionment with the 
political processes and results in religion being a divisive rather than uniting element 
in this post-conflict country.63  

 Neighboring states also play a role in BiH and Kosovo’s party development. 
There was a historical tradition of political parties from Serbia and Croatia organizing 
their branches in Bosnia-Herzegovina from the very beginnings of party politics 
functioning in these countries.64 Considering the most recent conflict and the Croatian 
and Serbian territorial pretensions over BiH lands that were the cause behind them, it 
does not come as a surprise that Croat and Serb ethnic groups in BiH nurture close 
links with their counterparts in the neighboring countries. The same stands for several 
Serb parties in Kosovo, though situation here is somewhat different, as Serbia does 
not recognize Kosovo’s proclamation of independence that took place in February 
2008. The implication of these continuing relationships and of neighboring countries’ 
involvement in BiH and Kosovo issues is that the countries and political parties within 
them do not function as sovereign entities. Their semi-sovereignty therefore is caused 
not just by the presence of the international administrations, but also by continuing 
advice seeking and relationships with political elites from the neighboring countries. 

 

2.2.2.2 Contextual Factors Influencing Party Development in BiH and Kosovo 

In addition to various groups influencing party development in post-conflict countries, 
it is also the context that shapes the environment of electoral competition and political 
processes. This section discusses different contextual and historical factors that bore a 
legacy on party development in BiH and Kosovo, as illustrated in the Figure 3 on the 
next page. 

 Communist legacy played an overarching role in the development of parties in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo. As with many other communist regimes, the legacy 
of the dominant (one) party system permeated deeply into the political culture of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo: 

After decades of extracting from society, communist 
regimes created and maintained an enormous public 
domain that served as a depository of all productive 
societal resources. It was precisely this domain that the 
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state’s competitors targeted after 1989. The dominant 
predatory elite project in post-communism is extraction 
from the state. Balkan states are rarely, if ever, trusted by 
their citizens.65 

At the same time, others have pointed out that state weakness in the Balkans is 
ingrained, since “it does not necessarily lead to state failure. It is self-perpetuating...”66 
In terms of the post-communist legacy, BiH (and in many ways similarly, Kosovo): 

…is the victim of state capture by private interests 
subjugating the public good, bloated bureaucracies 
devouring public funds while impairing, rather than 
providing adequate government services, privatized media 
masquerading as independent, and the near complete 
absence of social capital…67 

The post-communist legacy is deeply embedded in the political culture of both 
countries, and with introduction of multi-party systems, though many parties put 
‘democratic’ into their names, this communist legacy continued to influence their 
development and functioning. 

 

Figure 3: Contextual Factors Influencing Party Development in Post-Conflict BiH and 

Kosovo 
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 The list of influences that stem directly from the conflict is extensive. This 
section constitutes a brief introduction to explaining the linkages between conflict and 
party development.68 

 The post-conflict legacy is one of deeply seated mistrust between the former 
battlefield enemies. The lack of reconciliation initiatives and no agreement on the 
historical facts of the conflict and the committed crimes against humanity make 
coalition governments and consensus politics highly susceptible to crises and 
stalemates. As Benjamin Reilly explains, 

In societies divided along ethnic lines…it is often easier 
for campaigning parties to attract voter support by 
appealing to ethnic allegiances rather than issues of class 
or ideology. This means that aspiring politicians have a 
strong incentive to mobilize followers along ethnic lines, 
and unscrupulous leaders who ‘play the ethnic card’ can 
be rewarded with electoral success.69 

In other words, in cases like BiH where three dominant ethnic groups dominate the 
political landscape through ethnic political parties, nationalism equals votes. Finally, it 
is also a legacy of the conflict that civil society sector is non-existent or weak, and that 
there is no independent media. The international community active in rebuilding post-
conflict areas and engaged in democracy promotion has invested massive funds into 
the creation of a vibrant civil society sector and an independent media in both BiH and 
Kosovo, but the results of this exercise have been deemed largely unsatisfactory. The 
printed media tends to be affiliated with different political parties, which makes access 
to independent and objective reporting difficult.  The civil society, despite the invested 
funds, fails to set a genuinely local agenda and is dictated by the donor programmatic 
goals. As Roberto Belloni explains, 

Civil society has become the weak link in the chain of 
power that is inaccessible and obscure to most Bosnians. 
Thus, the expectation that local organizations will hold 
political leaders accountable is a fundamental illusion.70 

Another extensive evaluation of assistance given to civil society sector in Bosnia-
Herzegovina has similarly concluded that various mistakes have been committed in 
the process (such as externally set priorities, overly bureaucratic procedures, lack of 
donor coordination, providing only project support, lack of flexibility, working with 
same grantees, etc.) and that continued civil society assistance needs to be refashioned 
to better fit the needs of the society in question.71 
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 Finally, the international administrations mandate has in both countries 
created a rather unique context for party development. There is a consensus between 
the international community and the local stakeholders in BiH and Kosovo that 
domestic governance institutions and public officials are too dependent upon external 
aid. Both groups believe that local ownership should be strengthened in order to 
facilitate a smooth and effective transfer of power. This will allow international 
administrations to wrap up their missions and hand over the power to their domestic 
counterparts. Some scholars point out that political parties may pose a threat to the 
peace process by having former military groups transform into political ones or by 
establishing their identity and support base on divisive issues such as nationalism, 
suggesting that “one way of avoiding these problems is to remove political parties 
from the process.”72 In BiH and Kosovo, however, this move has not been considered. 
On the contrary, elections were one of the primary tools that international 
administrations have used to introduce democracy in these two countries. This brings 
us to the issue of post-conflict democratization paradox, which is the subject of the 
next section. 

 
 

2.2.3 The Democratization Paradox 

Among different cases and trajectories of the democratization processes, none is more 
influenced by external actors than the countries placed under international 
administration in aftermath of conflict. The analysis of BiH and Kosovo offers insight 
into the complexity of externally-driven, internationally-administered democratization 
processes. This section will discuss some of those complexities, detailing the issue of 
tensions inherent in post-conflict democratization, the question of external actor 
impact and the paradox of parallel statebuilding and democratization.  

 As argued previously, scholars warn against premature introduction of 
democracy owing to the tensions inherent in the liberalization and democratization 
processes. Jack Snyder, for example, points out that the process of democratization is 
not always smooth or conducive to peace. He shows that it can destabilize a society 
because transitions create the conditions under which nationalism can flourish: 
freedom of speech and media, free elections and the ‘elite persuasion’ (i.e. 
manipulation) of the political and public space hold the potential to make 
democratizations turn violent.73 In their work, Mansfield and Snyder explain that the 
process of democratization includes volatile dynamics of large-scale societal change, 
which introduces an important caveat to the democratic peace theory.74 They therefore 
urge caution against “naïve enthusiasm for spreading peace by promoting 
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democratization.”75 Susan Woodward, in her book Balkan Tragedy, confirms Snyder’s 
hypothesis by viewing the breakup of Yugoslavia as a case of ‘interrupted 
democratization.’76 In the book she describes Yugoslavia’s gradual opening up and 
early post-communist transition, as well as the beginnings of multi-party politics and 
shows how these processes coupled with a large foreign debt and rising nationalism in 
the country’s constituent republics resulted in war.   

 Perhaps the best example of this tension within democratization process is the 
practice of free elections. While indispensable as one of the building blocks of 
democracy, political competition for votes can turn volatile and jeopardize the 
fragility of the post-conflict peace agreement. Nevertheless, elections were a 
prominent element in international community’s democratization strategy in both BiH 
and Kosovo. Lord Paddy Ashdown, one of Bosnia’s High Representatives, in 
retrospective also advised against premature post-conflict elections: 

The Bosnians got very tired of constant elections, belief in  
Democracy suffered, and, because elections were held 
before the rule of law was established, the result was that 
those who ran the war, and profited from it politically or 
criminally, reinforced their positions by becoming elected 
to government. Very frequently, early elections prove not 
to be a short route to Western-style democracy, but rather 
a quick road to the criminally captured state.77 

Similarly, Krishna Kumar examines the two main objectives of post-conflict elections 
– transferring power to a democratically installed government and initiating and 
consolidating the democratization process in the country. He concludes that elections 
may stifle rather than facilitate democracy when introduced prematurely.78 

 In terms of external actor impact, international assistance to post-conflict 
societies, according to de Zeeuw and Kumar, has been based on several premises: not 
mere rehabilitation of the shattered system of governance that existed before the 
conflict, but instead aimed at building new institutions and promoting changes that 
would prevent reoccurrence of conflict. In addition, the second premise on which 
international assistance to post-conflict areas is based is that it should be 
“comprehensive, covering social, political and economic sectors.”79 However, despite 
the ample material for study of peace-building missions of the past few decades, there 
is little literature that suggests what these strategies should consist of. Christopher 
Coyne believes that the failure of international community in reconstructing post-
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conflict societies “is due to the gap between the know-what and know-how.”80 He 
returns to culture as the key variable in this gap, explaining that: 

Culture is perhaps the greatest constraint on the 
reconstruction efforts. Francis Fukuyama has argued that 
democratic consolidation must take place on four levels, 
Culture is the “deepest” level and therefore is “safely 
beyond the reach of institutional solutions, and hence of 
public policy.”81 

Kumar confirms this belief, stressing that democratization is not just about building 
institutions but also involves the countries in question developing 

…behavior patterns, and a political culture…a gradual 
internalization by the populace of a set of beliefs, values, 
and norms that promote political tolerance, compromise 
and mutual accommodation.82  

Post-conflict democratization is therefore a far more complex and multi-
dimensional process when one takes into account the cultural aspect. 

 “Democracy…has become a ‘settled norm’ in the post-Cold War period,”83 
but the origins of democratization aided by external actors can be traced earlier than 
that. Some authors have compared democracy promotion to the concept of 
‘civilizing mission’, arguing that the “…diffusion of imported norms represents the 
precise telos of a mission civilisatrice of a postcolonial institution-building 
mission.”84 Kimberley Coles in her ethnographic work on democratization 
confirmed this view through interviewing international officials working in BiH, 
who stated: “Democratization is a new form of missionary work – elections simply 
replace the Bible.”85 Barnett and Finnemore also refer to international organizations 
and their staff as “the ‘missionaries’’ of our time”, who have “a desire to shape state 
practices by establishing, articulating and transmitting norms that define what 
constitutes acceptable and legitimate state behavior.”86 Finally, in diffusion of 
norms, it is of highest importance “where the stimulus for emulation comes 
from:”87 

                                                             
80 Christopher J. Coyne, After War: The Political Economy of Exporting Democracy (Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 2008), 21. 
81

 Francis Fukuyama, “The Primacy of Culture,” Journal of Democracy 6:1 (1995): 9. In: Christopher J. Coyne, 
After War: The Political Economy of Exporting Democracy, 23 – 24. 
82 Krishna Kumar (ed), Post-Conflict Elections, Democratization & International Assistance, 215-216. 
83 Richard Caplan, International Governance of War-Torn Territories: Rule and Reconstruction (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2005), 129. 
84 Bernard Knoll, “Beyond the Mission Civilisatrice: the Properties of a Normative Order within an 
Internationalized Territory,” Leiden Journal of International Law 19 (2006): 275. 
85 Kimberley Coles, Democratic Designs: International Intervention and Electoral Practices in Postwar Bosnia-

Herzegovina (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 2007), 16. 
86 Michael N. Barnett, Martha Finnemore, “The Politics, Power, and Pathologies of International 
Organizations,” International Organization 53:4 (Autumn 1999): 713. 
87 Harvey Starr, “Democratic Dominoes: Diffusion Approaches to the Spread of Democracy in the International 
System,” The Journal of Conflict Resolution 35:2 (June 1991): 359. 



35 

Perhaps the most important element of a theory of 
diffusion is the existence of a 'model' or prototype. The 
prototype exhibits certain behavior patterns and an 
observer matches these behaviors.88 

The model in both BiH and Kosovo was based on Western liberal democracies. At the 
same time, one of the biggest warnings in post-conflict peace- and state-building 
literature is to steer clear from ‘cookie-cutter approaches’, and for intervening actors 
to tailor their strategy and the post-conflict reconstruction solutions to the specific 
context of the society they are administering.89 In other words, “attempting to 
transplant a formal institution is not the same thing as transplanting the entire social 
system that generated the institution in the first place.”90 The failure of interventionist 
and statebuilding practices to yield desired results in post-conflict societies has given 
rise to critique of the liberal peace model and the assumptions on which it is based. 
The tensions of promoting the liberal democratic model in societies ravaged by war 
have given birth to unstable and worrisome peace, causing some authors to accuse the 
Western interveners of hubris.91 The liberal peace critique literature therefore calls for 
re-examination of the activity of exporting democracy and the assumptions that are its 
guide.92 

 David Chandler was one of the first authors to explore the limits of external 
actor impact in post-conflict statebuilding in depth. Having studied the case of BiH, 
where he accused the international administration of ‘faking democracy’, he 
concluded that, 

Bosnia has become a parody of democratization because 
international action in Bosnia appears to be geared 
towards the democratization process as opposed to 
democracy. [In time]…more and more barriers to 
international withdrawal have been flagged-up and in the 
process Bosnian people and politicians portrayed in an 
increasingly unflattering light. The extension of 
democratization has necessitated the continual 
postponement of self-government.93 

The international administration has been accused of being a very undemocratic agent 
that has imposed supposedly democratizing measures into local legislation and on the 
local elites. Instead of fostering the development of democracy, this in turn has 
generated dependency and further emphasized the raison d’être for international 
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administration’s continued presence in the area. This Catch-22 situation lies at the 
heart of the paradox of post-conflict democratization in countries under international 
administration. The reason why international intervention in the form of statebuilding 
is paradoxical is because the processes of statebuilding and democratization run 
parallel to one another. Can one democratize a non-state? According to Dankwart 
Rustow, the resolution of statehood is one of the basic conditions for democratization 
to be successful.94 However, both BiH and Kosovo suffer from the fact that their state 
formation process is unfinished. The challenge to BiH’s statehood stems from the 
different ethnic groups’ inability to come to an agreement on the constitutional 
amendments and setup of the country. Similarly, Kosovo Serbs do not recognize 
Kosovo’s proclamation of independence and Serbia is actively lobbying for the 
withdrawal of the recognition of independence that Kosovo has thus far received from 
less than half of UN member states. The challenge to statehood, however, also has an 
external element: as long as the international community retains administrative as well 
as military control over their territories, BiH and Kosovo will continue to be 
protectorates or semi-sovereign entities, rather than full-fledged, self-governing states. 

 Are statebuilding and democratization mutually exclusive or contradictory 
processes? Thomas Carothers seems to believe so: 

In certain situations, democratization does need to wait for 
statebuilding. Where a state has completely collapsed or 
failed under the lash of civil conflict…moving rapidly 
toward open political competition and elections makes no 
sense. The state will need to have at least minimal 
functional capacity as well as something resembling a 
monopoly of force before such a country can pull itself 
onto the path of sustainable, pluralistic  
political development.95 

Nevertheless, the international administrations have attempted to push ahead both 
processes simultaneously. Recent evaluation of their track record in statebuilding in 
BiH and Kosovo by Niels van Willigen suggests that, though successful in creating 
political institutions, international administrations have not succeeded in making those 
same institutions sustainable: 

In 2008, Bosnia and Kosovo were weak states with weak 
institutions…dependent on support from international 
organizations and foreign states. Furthermore, instead of a 
positive peace, defined as the absence of violence of all 
kinds, both international administrations had created a 
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negative peace, in which there is (merely) an absence of 
direct violence.96 

It was in this context of simultaneous internationally-administered statebuilding and 
democratization that international party assistance organizations attempted to 
encourage and generate democratic political party development. 

 

2.3 Political Party Assistance 

Political party assistance is aimed at helping parties “improve their organizational 
capacities, promote internal democracy, recruit women and minorities, and effectively 
participate in the legislative processes.”97 Several organizations have emerged at the 
forefront of political party assistance.  German political party foundations (Stiftungen) 
exist since the 1950s, with the notable exception of Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, which 
was founded in 1925.  The US party institutes National Democratic Institute for 
International Affairs (NDI) and the International Republican Institute (IRI) began their 
work in the 1980s.  The German as well as US party institutes are affiliated with their 
respective political parties, as can be seen in Table 2 on page 38. This research also 
encompasses the work of Dutch political party foundations providing assistance in the 
Balkans, namely the Alfred Mozer Stichting of the PvdA (Labor) party, VVD (liberal) 
International, and D66 (social liberal) International Democracy Initiative. The main 
difference in the approaches between European and American party assistance 
organizations is that while the Stiftungen and Dutch party foundations tend to provide 
bilateral assistance to their ideologically-close sister parties in new democracies, NDI 
and IRI provide multilateral assistance to all parties deemed to be democratic, viable 
and capable of absorbing the assistance.98 

 The principal party assistance organizations under this investigation – the 
American and German party foundations – are funded through their respective state 
development agencies (United States Agency for International Development and 
German Federal Ministry for Cooperation and Development i.e. BMZ). Thomas 
Carothers, the author of the book on international party assistance, “Confronting the 
Weakest Link: Aiding Political Parties in New Democracies”, points out that, 
“obtaining hard numbers for the amounts of party aid is very difficult.”99 Other 
authors have encountered similar difficulties in pinpointing the exact costs of party 
assistance activities.100 All foundations are busy with various democracy assistance 
activities such as civil society or independent media support, or legislative/electoral 
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processes support, so this multitude of activities makes it difficult to discern the 
amount of money spent exclusively on political party activities. As an illustration, 
German Stiftungen were believed to have spent anywhere between $40 million and 
$80 million on international party assistance in 2004, while the US institutes NDI and 
IRI together allocated an estimated total of $68 million to party aid in the same 
year.101 Carothers arrives at the estimate that “party aid is…somewhere between five 
percent and seven percent of democracy aid overall.”102 

 Interpreting the term ‘party assistance’ literally would entail all types of 
external assistance to political parties, ranging from professional for-profit political 
consulting services to dubious financial ‘gifts’ from communities in diaspora. 
However, party assistance in this research is understood exclusively as the work of 
international party assistance organizations conducted within the framework of 
democracy promotion. Where relevant, other types of external assistance to parties are 
discussed separately.   

Table 2: Party Assistance Organizations and their Affiliations 

Country of 

Origin 

Party Assistance Organization Affiliation 

 
USA 

National Democratic Institute (NDI) Democratic Party 
International Republican Institute (IRI) Republican Party 

 

Germany 

Friedrich Ebert Stiftung Social Democratic Party 
Konrad Adenauer Stiftung Christian Democratic Party 
Friedrich Naumann Stiftung Free Democratic Party – 

liberals 
Heinrich Boll Stiftung Green Party  

 

The Netherlands 

Alfred Mozer Stichting Partij van de Arbeid (PvdA) – 
Social Democrats 

VVD International Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en 
Democratie (VVD) – Liberals  

International Democracy Initiative Democraten 66 (D66) – Social 
Liberals 

 

United Kingdom 

Westminster Foundation for Democracy 
(WFD) 

Labour Party; Conservative 
Party; Liberal Democrats 

Sweden Olof Palme Center Social Democratic Party 
 

 This section will analyze the main tenets of political party assistance, exploring 
first the goals behind this particular type of democracy assistance, and the 
assumptions that are inherent therein. It continues with a look at the party assistance 
toolbox, focusing on the methods, strategies and activities that party assistance 
programs entail. Finally, the section concludes with an overview of contemporary 
literature on party assistance and a summary of existing evaluations on its general 
successes and failures. 
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2.3.1 Why Parties? The Analysis of Goals behind Party Assistance 

Why do established democracies assist parties in emerging democracies? Parties, as 
argued earlier, hold special importance for development and functioning of 
democratic states. Carothers points out that no alternative has yet been devised that 
could replace parties and the function they hold in the democratic process: “in a well 
functioning democracy, parties’ represent citizens’ interests before the state, engage 
and involve citizens in democratic participation, structure the political choices that 
citizens have in elections, and for the governments and take responsibility for 
governing.”103 Parties in new democracies are believed to experience many problems 
that prevent them from fulfilling this important role that they are meant to have for the 
functioning of democracy, and party assistance is meant to assuage some of those 
issues. Carothers has identified major perceived problems with parties in new 
democracies (and increasingly affecting parties in established democracies as well), 
and compiled them in a list he refers to as ‘the standard lament’: 

Parties are corrupt, self-interested organizations dominated 
by power-hungry elites who only pursue their own 
interests or those of their rich financial backers, not those 
of ordinary citizens; Parties do not stand for anything: 
there are no real differences among them. Their ideologies 
are symbolic at best and their platforms are vague or 
insubstantial; Parties waste too much time and energy 
squabbling with each other over petty issues for the sake 
of meaningless political advantages rather than trying to 
solve the country’s problems in a constructive, cooperate 
way; Parties only become active at election time when 
they come looking for your vote; the rest of the time you 
never hear from them; Parties are ill prepared for 
governing the country and do a bad job of it when they do 
manage to take power or gain places in the national 
legislature.104 

Bearing in mind this negative image of political parties in new democracies, it is not 
difficult to understand why they are thought to be organizations in dire need of 
assistance. Party assistance is therefore an attempt to address the problems associated 
with political parties in new democracies and the following section looks at its the 
methods and strategies.  

 
 
2.3.2 The Party Aid Toolbox 

We can distinguish between indirect and direct forms of party aid.105 Indirect forms of 
aid are those activities and programs “whose primary objective is something other 
than party strengthening” but which may have side benefits/effects on parties, such as 
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supporting the legislative process and the work of parliamentary committees.106 The 
primary focus of this research is direct party aid, or those activities whose primary 
objectives are to strengthen political parties. 

 As Kumar details, party assistance can involve organizational development, 
election campaigns, focus on improving women’s participation, parties’ performance 
in legislatures, multiparty collaboration and legal/regulatory reform. Within these 
different sectors, aid can further be divided into financial, technical, 
seminars/workshops, training of party leaders and functionaries and foreign visits and 
tours.107 This assistance involves expert consultancy on inside party organization, 
improvement on party statutes, campaign management, party platform development, 
voter outreach, membership strategy, and public relations. Assistance is provided to 
different sectors within parties, for example women and youth. Focusing assistance on 
women and youth branches of political parties is considered important in terms of 
addressing gender balance within parties and with goal of providing democratic 
education to a new generation of political leaders. Party assistance organizations also 
work on connecting parties with the electorate through public opinion research, or 
through opening constituency outreach offices. Policy-making capacity within parties 
is supported through encouraging development of internal party think-tanks and policy 
research centers.  

  Finally, it is important to note the criteria for party organizations to enter into 
working relationship with local political parties in BiH and Kosovo. Two principles 
that the USAID policy on party assistance is based on are that their programs “support 
representative, multiparty systems” and that “USAID does not seek to determine 
election outcomes.”108

 In the spirit of those two principles, the criteria for receiving 
assistance are that parties need to be democratic, as assistance to non-democratic 
parties is prohibited; parties should be significant i.e. politically viable, as can be 
evidenced by legitimate election results; they should have the ability to absorb the 
assistance.109 

 

2.3.3 What Do We Know about Party Assistance? 

The field of party assistance within the democracy promotion literature did not receive 
attention comparable to that directed to civil society, media, human rights or rule of 
law programs.110 This section is going to summarize the main conclusions of the few 
existing evaluations of party assistance. It will deal with the critique of the party aid 
toolbox, the question of high expectations, the issue of perceptions-gap and limited 
effects, and lastly, the issue of political socialization through party assistance. 
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 Several concerns target the party aid toolbox and its ability to address the 
‘standard lament’ checklist of problems facing parties in transition countries. Kumar 
wonders whether professional party organizers and political consultants hired to offer 
trainings and workshops on behalf of NDI and IRI have sufficient knowledge and 
understanding of recipient countries, their political parties and landscape in which 
they operate and compete for votes. He concludes that despite improvements in the 
trainer pool, “there still exists a critical need to train more experts…at national and 
regional levels.”111 Along the same lines, others have questioned the relevance of 
party-assistance model, namely the fact that the strategies, concepts, and prescriptions 
are derived from the established democracies’ experience, while the countries in 
transition are faced with a different set of structural conditions and challenges.112 
Carothers labels this ‘a mythic model’ that party aid seek to promote:  

…Western party aid seeks to help build parties that are 
internally democratic, rationally and competent managed 
in a non-personalistic manner, effective at campaigning, 
rooted in society, law-abiding, financially transparent, 
ideologically defined, strongly inclusive of women and 
youth, good at media relations, and focused on grass-roots 
membership development and citizen outreach in between 
elections. These priorities for party development grow out 
of a generalized model of parties in established 
democracies. In fact this model could be described as 
mythic or idealized.113  

He concludes by saying that activities from the standard toolbox of party aid thus, 
“usually fail to penetrate the sociopolitical fabric of the recipient society, to identify 
and nurture local processes of change, and to generate much real ownership among the 
intended beneficiaries.”114 

 In his research, Carothers has also identified a striking perception gap between 
party assisters and the recipients of their aid:  

…[party assistance organizations’] representatives often 
reported having a direct influential line to the leader and 
other key figures in the recipient party. Yet when I asked 
senior people in the parties in question about these same 
field representatives, they tended to describe them as 
pleasant friends of the parties but distant outsiders to the 
real internal workings of the party.115 

This same perception gap also helps explain the existence of two divergent 
perceptions on party assistance effects: party aid organizations base their optimism on 
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faith and the goals they are striving to achieve, while the skeptics voice doubts about 
party aid’s ability to effect change.116 The bias of those involved in party assistance 
can also be justified by the organizations’ lack of both internal and external 
evaluations of their work. How to define success in party assistance? Carothers 
believes that,    

…aid is transformative if it helps a leader-centric, 
structurally debilitated, ideologically incoherent, weakly 
rooted party establish genuine internal party democracy, 
build a strong organizational culture, embrace and embody 
a clear ideo-logically rooted platform, and develop an 
extensive social base. Very broadly speaking, there is an 
absence of evidence of transformative effects of party aid. 
This is clear from the sobering fact that almost everywhere 
party aid providers are working…the  political parties 
today embody most or all of the shortcomings that party 
aid seeks to overcome.117 

This creates the following conundrum: is the party assistance, its tenets and methods 
to blame for lack of transformative effects, or are parties simply impervious to 
external influences? Table 3 summarizes what Thomas Carothers has identified as the 
causes behind limited effects of party assistance: 

Table 3: Why does party assistance have limited effects?118 
Cause Explanation 

Resistance from 
the top 

Party leaders have strong grip on their parties and thus resist reform and 
change (especially internal democratization of the parties); leaders have 
different visions on what their party should look like. 

Parties are hard to 
help 

Strong organizational weakness that impair capacity to absorb aid 
effectively; underlying cause for existence and modus operandi as 
patronage networks. 

Underlying 
conditions & 

structures 

Aid does not address the context/underlying environment in which 
parties are born and operate: political system, socioeconomic conditions, 
enduring authoritarian legacy, etc. 

Standard method 
weakness 

Standardized trainings that do not speak to the parties’ context and 
experience, with little or no follow up; workshop/training fatigue among 
recipients. 

 
In his research, however, Carothers also identifies areas where assistance is believed 
to have modest positive effects. Parties, after having received the standardized party 
assistance, are better at campaigning, in some instances have better internal 
organization and communication, and finally, there is the emerging norm on “how 
parties in a democracy are supposed to be and to act.”119 
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 The only120 existing assessment of USAID political party assistance programs 
commissioned also argues for the potential of aid to promote democratic norms. The 
report states party assistance effects are less tangible than in other types of democracy 
assistance programs, but nevertheless important, because through creating 
opportunities for building relationships with parties and political elites, party aid in 
fact works on socialization of democratic norms and increasing acceptance of basic 
democratic values.121 Political socialization, however, is hard to study and its effects 
are difficult to isolate. Diana Owen calls it “a messy, in some ways elusive 
process.”122 In broad terms, “political socialization is the transmission of political 
culture to new generations of citizens in a given society.”123 

 Political education has also been a part of democracy assistance programs in 
transition countries, carried out under the name ‘civic education.’ Research on 
political culture shows little faith in effectiveness of civic education on 
democratization, because 

…the democratic transformation of an entire society’s 
attitudes and values is the work of decades, and requires 
the action of large structural forces, such as economic 
modernization and generational succession, as well as 
sustained experience with democratic institutions and 
responsible behavior by opposition and governing elites in 
turning over power and the like.124 

Party assistance, however, in theory, is in unique position to influence, to educate and 
thus socialize political elites in new democracies. Nonetheless, Carothers points out 
that although, “The role of party aid in helping establish and spread international 
norms about parties is real…the effects of these norms in practice are still only very 
tentative.”125 This research was therefore also geared towards seeking evidence of 
party assistance effects in the field of political socialization and transfer of democratic 
norms onto party aid recipients. The next chapter will explain the methodology that 
was used to gather data and determine the impact of party assistance effects in BiH 
and Kosovo. 
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