
Dayton 
Dilemma
 What if War Returns to 
Bosnia and Herzegovina? 

In cooperation with



Stress Test 
for Europe
How to Maintain 
Support for Ukraine

23xxx_KoerberPolicyGame_Broschuere_FINAL2.indd   123xxx_KoerberPolicyGame_Broschuere_FINAL2.indd   1 22.06.23   10:0522.06.23   10:05

Stress Test for Europe: 
How to Maintain Support for Ukraine

European support for Ukraine has been unbroken 
to date but the costs for backing the country’s 
self-defence and simultaneously improving 
Europe’s military capabilities are rising. Amid 
economic stagnation, the risk of war fatigue 
across Europe grows. This could severely 
hamper the room for manoeuvre of European 
governments to sustain support for Kyiv, 
especially as Russia is ready to exploit any 
sign of weakness in Europe and is capable of 
driving wedges between European countries 
by further increasing the war burden.

From Bad to Worse: 
What if Russia Wins?

US support for Ukraine in its fight against 
Russian aggression is uncertain, and Europe’s 
resolve is continuously being tested. After two 
and a half years of war and setbacks on the 
battlefield, the outlook for Ukraine remains 
challenging. Transatlantic relations are unpre-
dictable in an US election year, which endangers 
the European security order. Moreover, the 
‘rules-based international order’ is losing cred
ibility, especially in the Global South. Autocratic 
powers such as China and Russia continue to 
undermine this framework, thereby weakening 
the influence of the West. Amid international 
crises and domestic political pressure, European 
countries need unity and strategic foresight 
now more than ever.
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Introduction
Under the Radar

Methodology
The Körber Policy Game 
is based on a short-to-
medium-term scenario 
of three escalating moves, 
which is provided to 
participants on the day 
of the event. The scenario 
does not attempt to 
predict the future and is 
not a forecasting tool. 
Rather, it is a tool to 
enable participants to 
discuss the policy game’s 
guiding questions and the 
interests as well as the 
policy options of different 
actors in concrete terms. 
To limit the complexity of 
the scenario, it is generally 
based on the assumption 
that the current state 
of affairs is projected into 
the future in all aspects 
not explicitly mentioned. 
The context of the sce
nario is therefore in most 
respects a linear con
tinuation of the current 
situation. Participants in 
the Körber Policy Game 
are senior experts and 
officials from four coun-
tries (this year: France, 
Germany, Türkiye and the 
United Kingdom).

Amid geopolitical upheavals on a global scale, the Western Balkans 
region is being dangerously neglected by the international community. 
Despite decades of Western engagement, the international oversight 
enshrined in the 1995 Dayton Agreement and the ongoing accession 
process of the European Union, the situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
remains fragile. Internal frictions as well as external disruptive actors 
such as Russia, Serbia, Croatia, and Hungary not only continue to under-
mine the state but also call into question the role of European actors in 
guaranteeing peace. 

Given the legacy of their past involvement and the clear strategic 
stakes, France, Germany, Türkiye and the United Kingdom must develop 
a collective strategy to pre-empt greater instability and to shape future 
outcomes in Bosnia and Herzegovina. One lesson from the mistakes 
by external actors before the 1992 – 95 Bosnian War is that more than 
reactive crisis management is needed. The situation demands proactive, 
long-term engagement with constructive local actors. Short-term crisis 
management and exploring solutions for long-term, sustainable peace 
must go hand in hand. In Bosnia and Herzegovina as well as in the 
Western Balkans at large, European actors still have significant leverage 
and a comprehensive set of tools, but their persistent reluctance to 
act decisively risks squandering both.

Against this backdrop, the Körber Policy Game brought together a 
small group of high-level participants from France, Germany, Türkiye 
and the United Kingdom to assess how to address a military escalation 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina. What policy options are available to ensure 
security and peace in the country and beyond? Can the existing multi
lateral formats still contribute to stability and crisis management? What 
could support for the Western Balkans look like? What role can external 
actors still play? How to manage internal and external spoilers?

The Körber Policy Game is based on the idea of translating plausible – 
not necessarily probable – developments of current foreign and security 
policy issues into a future scenario. It seeks to develop a deeper under-
standing of the interests and policy options of different actors. Previous 
Körber Policy Games have discussed a Russian victory in Ukraine, an 
escalation in the Taiwan Strait and Türkiye’s role in Syria.

The Körber Policy Game, in cooperation with Dr Dimitar Bechev of 
Carnegie Europe, took place in a confidential setting in Berlin in June 
2025 – before recent developments inside Bosnia and Herzegovina 
including Milorad Dodik’s impeachment. This report summarizes the 
insights and positions generated by the Körber Policy Game. Please note 
that it reflects the authors’ analysis of the exercise and not necessarily 
that of the participants or the organizations involved.

Dr Dimitar Bechev
Senior Fellow, 
Carnegie Europe

Philip Lott
Programme Manager, 
Körber-Stiftung

Dr Sarah Pagung
Programme Director, 
Körber-Stiftung
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Synchronizing efforts

Effective crisis management depends on smart part-
nerships. As well as the EU, the United Kingdom 
remains a vital player with its historic role, diplo-
matic capabilities and military assets, and Türkiye 
is indispensable, not only as a NATO member but as 
a regional actor with deep ties across ethnic lines. 
Ankara’s firm stance against secession by Republika 
Srpska, its contribution to EUFOR and its engage-
ment with the authorities in Belgrade and Sarajevo 
make it a key stabilizing force.

The EU, Türkiye and the United Kingdom could 
synchronize their efforts in deterrence, diplomacy 
and post-crisis planning. Their broader strategic 
interests already align when it comes to regional 
stability and preventing war. And deepening coor
dination with the United States and NATO would 
further amplify their message that attempts at 
destabilization will meet a firm and coordinated 
response.

Waging peace

Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina cannot be exter-
nally imposed; it must be built from within. The 
country’s state institutions, despite being weakened 
by political fragmentation and foreign interference, 
remain the core vehicle for sovereignty and peace. 
Strengthening these institutions by making them 
more functional, accountable and inclusive requires 
commitment from all three of the state’s constituent 
entities. The neighbouring countries must also 
take ownership of regional stability. Croatia and 
Serbia should be held accountable for any support 
to divisive forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
Incentives matter too: accelerating progress for 
the Western Balkan states on the path to EU mem-
bership can reward cooperation and regional 
stability.

Europe’s test again

Bosnia and Herzegovina is a test of whether Europe 
has learned from the past, when delay and division 
fuelled war. Today, only swift, united and region
ally grounded action can prevent a return to vio-
lence. The challenge is not just to avert conflict but 
also to redefine Europe’s role as a guarantor of 
peace.

 

Preventing atrocities and conflict: 
Lessons learned?

A renewed military escalation in Bosnia and Herze-
govina would not be just a local setback; it would 
be a direct test of European actors’ ability to act 
strategically in their continent. With war raging in 
Ukraine, transatlantic unity under strain and EU 
cohesion faltering, Bosnia and Herzegovina risks 
becoming a symbol of European paralysis. But it 
could also provide a turning point for renewed 
European leadership.

Avoiding a repeat of the Bosnian War demands 
more than rhetorical commitment. Back then, 
delayed and fragmented responses enabled a 
disastrous war and atrocities. The EU’s credibility 
as a peace project and a security actor was severely 
damaged. Today, the choice is stark: lead with unity 
and resolve or once again act too late with too little. 
Whether through unified EU action or flexible 
coalitions, the message must be unambiguous: 
European peace is indivisible and must be defended.

A collapse of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s institu-
tions or a violent secession attempt by Republika 
Srpska would trigger a chain reaction far beyond 
the country’s borders. It would mark the failure of 
post-war peacebuilding, potentially unleash ethnic 
violence, force mass displacement and destabilize 
the Western Balkans. It would also create space 
for foreign powers, especially Russia, to expand 
their influence in the region. The result would be 
a sharp blow to the EU’s credibility as a guarantor 
of peace and order.

The EU’s instruments for action

The EU is not powerless when it comes to Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, especially if France and Germany 
were to jointly take the lead. It has diplomatic, 
economic and security tools at its disposal. These 
include the executive mandate of the European 
Union Force Bosnia and Herzegovina (EUFOR), 
the enlargement process as a political incentive, 
financial leverage through pre-accession assistance 
and investment tools including the EU’s Growth Plan 
for the Western Balkans, and restrictive measures 
against destabilizing actors. The Office of the High 
Representative for Bosnia and Herzegovina, estab-
lished by the Dayton Agreement, must be empow-
ered, not just through its mandate but also with the 
backing of key EU member states. To be effective, 
the EU’s tools require political will and coordi
nation. When it cannot achieve a full consensus, 
coalitions of the willing should step up to break 
paralysis and to manage the crisis effectively.

Executive Summary
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Policy Recommendations

1.	 Safeguard territorial integrity 		
	 and prevent armed conflict

Europe must treat the defence of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina’s territorial integrity as a strategic 
imperative. In the face of secessionist threats 
and rising tensions, any moves to redraw borders 
must be firmly and immediately rejected. To be 
prepared for any event, the international commu-
nity needs to make its military presence more 
credible. EUFOR should be expanded, strength-
ened and given a clearer, more forceful mandate. 
Its operational concept and rules of engagement 
must allow it to deter and to respond to organized 
violence by securing borders, protecting civilians, 
halting arms flows and upholding the constitu-
tional order. A more capable EUFOR would send 
the decisive message that Europe will act to 
prevent conflict, not merely react to it. Broadening 
participation to include transatlantic and global 
partners would reinforce that commitment.

2.	 Reaffirm Dayton, but prepare 
	 for alternatives

The Dayton Agreement remains the legal foun
dation of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s statehood. 
Upholding it through strong support for the Office 
of the High Representative and the full use of the 
Bonn Powers is essential. But Europe must hedge 
against a crisis that renders Dayton ineffective 
by remaining flexible about potential alternatives, 
should they be necessary. Future frameworks 
must safeguard sovereignty and territorial integrity 
while reducing political fragmentation. Adjust-
ments to the Dayton Agreement can only proceed 
with broad consensus within Bosnia and Herze-
govina, and must address ethnic balances and 
potential spillover risks.

3.	 Enable local ownership and 
	 regional inclusion

Lasting peace must come from within. Local 
leaders, civil society and grassroots networks need 
support to lead reconciliation. Any future peace 
process must meaningfully include women, 
youth, minorities and religious communities to 
build a peaceful and resilient society. External 
guarantees must be balanced with internal buy-in. 
Türkiye should deepen its dual role as mediator 
and security partner, using its ability to reach 
across conflict lines. However, local and regional 

actors, in particular Croats and Serbs, can be 
spoilers and guarantors alike. Any actions 
by Europe and its partners need to reward their 
constructive behaviour but dissuade them from 
using spoiling tactics.

4.						      		
	 Uphold the credibility of the EU

The EU’s credibility is on the line. Member states 
must be ready to impose real costs on spoilers 
inside and outside Bosnia and Herzegovina. That 
means suspending funds, and applying political 
pressure as well as confronting inaction within 
the EU. France and Germany must lead with 
resolve to forge consensus, in particular if mem-
ber states use spoiling tactics. Enlargement policy 
should be used strategically: merit-based acces-
sion for Albania and Montenegro by 2030 would 
demonstrate that EU membership remains a 
realistic goal. If consensus within the EU proves 
impossible, coalitions such as the Quint or E3 
must step in. Coordinated action through coali-
tions is preferable to unified inaction.

5.	 Keep the United States 
	 engaged – on Europe’s terms

Europe must anchor the United States’ involve-
ment in a shared, stabilizing agenda. The United 
Kingdom is well placed to serve as a bridge across 
the Atlantic. The best way to keep Washington 
aligned with Europe is to present it with a con-
vincing European strategy backed by credible 
capabilities. Without this, the United States may 
drift towards a separate course, undermining 
European priorities and regional stability.

6.	 Counter foreign interference and 	
	 strengthen narrative power

Russia’s interference in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
through disinformation, financial influence and 
proxies must be met with a coherent counter-
strategy. Türkiye’s connections to Moscow should 
be used strategically in this regard. As narrative 
power matters, Europe must invest in coordinated 
strategic communications to push back against 
hostile messaging and to engage diaspora com-
munities. Platforms like the BBC and public-
diplomacy tools are not peripheral; they are 
front-line assets in the struggle for legitimacy 
and stability.
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The Scenario
A Fragile Peace Shattered

April – September 2027
In April 2027, Ðuro Macut wins Serbia’s presiden-
tial election against opposition candidate Novak 
Ðoković and then names outgoing president 
Aleksandar Vučić his prime minister. Videos of 
electoral fraud and the controversial appointment 
trigger mass protests. Vučić blames European 
actors for attempting a ‘colour revolution’. To shift 
attention, Vučić stirs nationalist sentiment and 
calls for implementing the 2024 All-Serb Assembly 
declaration, which threatens Bosnia and Herze-
govina’s territorial integrity.

Meanwhile, journalists uncover that the French 
firm Eramet bribed allies of Vučić to secure 
lithium-mining contracts in Serbia. The scandal 
puts pressure on France’s President Édouard 
Philippe, who backed the project with a € 300 
million guarantee.

In September, Vučić meets Republika Srpska’s 
President Milorad Dodik. Dodik announces an 
independence referendum for January 2028. He 
reportedly bolsters Republika Srpska’s police 
forces with Serbian and Russian support. Bosnia 
and Herzegovina’s tripartite presidency is para-
lyzed as the Serb representative Željka Cvijanović 
abstains from it. The remaining Croat and Bosniak 
presidency members coordinate with the high 
representative for Bosnia and Herzegovina and 
place forces on alert to protect the state’s sover-
eignty. They further pledge to enforce Dodik’s 
arrest warrant issued in 2025.

US Secretary of State Marco Rubio calls for 
stability, but Special Envoy Richard Grenell voices 
support for Republika Srpska’s referendum, 
casting doubt on Washington’s stance.

January – February 2028
Republika Srpska’s referendum delivers a pro-in-
dependence majority. Its authorities seize control 
of the police and judiciary and declare the high 
representative persona non grata. Its forces block 
Bosnia and Herzegovina’s forces and EUFOR from 
entering Republika Srpska’s territory, leading to 
a violent clash. 

Pro-Serbian disinformation targets the legiti-
macy of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s institutions and 
its partners’ actions, including a deepfake of a 
Turkish EUFOR soldier desecrating an Orthodox 

church. In reaction, violence erupts in Republika 
Srpska and Serbia. Across Europe, Bosniak and 
Serbian diaspora protests escalate into violent 
clashes.

Rubio criticizes Europe’s failure to de-escalate 
and questions the Dayton Agreement’s relevance. 
The United States refuses to send paratroopers to 
reinforce EUFOR.

Croatia reaffirms Bosnia and Herzegovina’s 
sovereignty but stresses that the rights of the Croat 
minority are under threat. Bosnia and Herze
govina’s Croat leader, Dragan Čović, convenes 
a Croatian National Assembly in Mostar, demand-
ing a third Croat entity called ‘Herceg-Bosna’. 

In February, EU foreign ministers meet. 
Hungary blocks sanctions against Republika 
Srpska and Serbia, with backing from Austria, 
Croatia, and Slovakia. 

September – October 2028
During a visit to Belgrade, Grenell blames Europe 
for the crisis and proposes a loose confederation 
of ethnic entities in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Soon 
after, the United States lifts its sanctions on Dodik 
and other Republika Srpska leaders.

Meanwhile, Croatia ramps up its support for 
Croats in Bosnia and Herzegovina, including with 
military and dual-use goods. Croatia’s Prime 
Minister Andrej Plenković urges an EU-led reform 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s state structures and 
electoral law, while challenging Željko Komšić’s 
legitimacy as Croat member of the country’s 
collective presidency. In reaction, the government 
in Sarajevo suspends Croat members of the House 
of Representatives who support restructuring 
the state.

By late September, Republika Srpska declares 
full secession. Sarajevo’s forces mobilize and 
launch a military campaign. They advance 
through the Brčko corridor, splitting Republika 
Srpska in two and severing its lines to Serbia 
and Russia. Dodik flees to Budapest, claiming a 
threat to his life.

By late October, over 1,500 soldiers and 439 
civilians are dead. EUFOR reports 319 wounded 
and 21 killed. Though Republika Srpska’s police 
are weakened, radical militias continue guerrilla 
attacks.
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France
(No) More Status Quo?

The French team viewed the escalation in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina as a conflict with wide-ranging 
regional and global repercussions. Rather than an 
isolated crisis, the team saw this as part of the 
broader challenge posed by a ‘revisionist front’.

The French team outlined three main objectives: 
restoration of the territorial integrity and sover
eignty of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the suppression 
of hostilities and clearing a path to sustainable 
peace in the region. The key question for the French 
team was that of the effectiveness and, therefore, 
the future of the Dayton Agreement. The objective 
and possibility of preserving the agreement in its 
current form were questioned due to the deteriorat
ing situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina. However, 
the French team did not propose an alternative 
framework, and instead called for strengthening 
the Peace Implementation Council that was created 
to oversee the realization of the Dayton Agreement.

‘Europe is on its own in this crisis.’

The French team demonstrated a clear will to 
deploy military force in order to make its position 
credible, e. g. by reinforcing EUFOR with France, 
Germany and Türkiye in the lead. To signal the 
global relevance of stability in the region and of 
upholding the norms of territorial integrity and 
sovereignty, the French team advocated a stronger 
multinational approach of EUFOR. To this end, it 
proposed an enhanced role for existing EUFOR 

Considering a scenario marked by escalating secessionist 
tensions in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and growing external 
and internal spoiling actions against the state’s sovereignty, 
the four country teams defined their countries’ interests 
and formulated policy options. The following sections outline 
the crisis response that the teams would recommend to 
their country’s government in this scenario.

contributors such as Chile and seeking to bring in 
new ones such as Australia, Canada and Japan. 

The French team argued France should not 
necessarily take on a leading role in managing the 
crisis and developing solutions but act in unison 
with partners. Measures against obstructive EU 
members such as Croatia and Hungary were 
discussed, with a focus on economic leverage. The 
French team saw the EU as an important part of 
addressing the crisis but it also perceived disunity 
among members in this situation as an insurmount-
able issue. It opted for different formats such as 
coalitions of the willing, including already tested 
constellations such as the E3 (France, Germany 

Interests and Policy Options
What if War Returns to Bosnia and Herzegovina?
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and the United Kingdom) and the Quint (France, 
Germany, Italy, the United Kingdom and the United 
States) to form consensus and implement policy 
options. The French team emphasized the strategic 
importance of initiating a dialogue with the United 
States. Although the scenario assumes that Wash-
ington cannot be relied upon, all efforts should 
be directed at preventing it from becoming a 
destructive force that destabilizes existing state 
structures or deepens ethnic dimensions of conflict.

The French team expressed concern about the 
credibility of France’s position undermining its 
ability to exert influence in the region. To address 
this, it recommended an independent investigation 
into the corruption allegations against the French 
company Eramet to demonstrate credibility and 
transparency, internally and externally. France’s 
government would have to justify any measures, 
and especially military involvement, to the public. 
Given the protests by diaspora communities in 
France as a result of the escalation in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, France should pursue a strategy of 
countering disinformation at the national and 
the international levels to win the narrative battle. 
This would involve strategic communications tools 
such as VIGINUM, the state body for addressing 
foreign influence networks. 

Türkiye
Local Ownership, Global Outlook

The Turkish team’s deliberations proceeded from 
the fact that Türkiye self-identifies as a Balkan 
country. Correspondingly, its approach centred on 
emphasizing de-escalation, acting as a mediator 

and the principle of ‘local ownership’. Its preferred 
mode of engagement was through bilateral and 
trilateral formats that would align with regional 
interests and sensitivities.

Respect for territorial integrity was a clear red 
line for the Turkish team. Consequently, it would 
not recognize a Republika Srpska referendum. 
The Turkish team suggested communicating this 
position clearly in bilateral exchanges with Croatia 
and Serbia. 

The Turkish team prioritized preventing further 
escalation and containing the crisis to prevent a 
domino effect with across the region. In particular, 
it voiced concern about the targeting of Muslim 
ethnic groups in Albania, Kosovo and North Mace
donia, and it positioned Türkiye as their protector.

At the political level, the Turkish team was 
supportive of the provisions of the Dayton Agree-
ment. This entailed an emphasis on the role of 
the Office of the High Representative for Bosnia 
and Herzegovina and its willingness to include the 
use of the Bonn Powers to ensure de-escalation 
if needed. At the military level, the Turkish team 
said Türkiye should enhance its cooperation with 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, reinforce its contribution 
to EUFOR and call for strengthening EUFOR’s 
mandate. Türkiye should be open to taking on a 
leading military role to ensure the protection of 
civilians and to move towards de-escalation.

‘All of the measures taken will only 
protect what we have now.’

However, the Turkish team would prefer a joint 
approach in close alignment with partners such as 
France, Germany and the United Kingdom. Türkiye 
should seize the opportunity to deepen strategic 
cooperation with European partners, and NATO 
offers an ideal and tested framework for increasing 
the military capacity in the region and moving 
towards containment. As the United States is a 
crucial pillar of the Dayton Agreement, the Turkish 
team emphasized the need to pursue engagement 
with it on the crisis. Türkiye should consider 
advocating a coalition of the willing to contain the 
crisis, should Washington prove uncooperative.

The Turkish team also addressed the issue of 
Russia’s involvement in the escalation. With Türkiye 
the only country among the participants in the 
Körber Policy Game that ‘can talk to Russia’ on a 
regular basis, it would have an important role 
in assessing Moscow’s degree of engagement and 
in looking into factors such as illicit funding to 
actors in the region. Countering disinformation 
was also identified as a strategic priority and a 
potential avenue for enhanced cooperation with 
Germany and the United Kingdom.

6 Dayton Dilemma



Germany
Pragmatic Resolve

The German team recognized that military escala-
tion in Bosnia and Herzegovina would severely 
constrain opportunities for resolving the crisis 
through ambitious, long-term initiatives. However, 
the history of the region demonstrates that meas
ures of short-term crisis management might not 
serve a sustainable peace and reconciliation. 
Germany should prioritize building a united and 
coherent position by all relevant actors. To maintain 
joint efforts, it would be of paramount importance 
to keep France ‘on track’ and to secure the United 
States’ engagement as a constructive actor. In 
addition to continuous exchanges with actors in 
the region, the German team proposed regular 
meetings of the Quint format. 

The German team favoured a strategy of ‘safety 
first’ in which the EU would need to act as a lever 
to end hostilities. Accordingly, it advocated the 
immediate suspension of EU financial support to 
Republika Srpska and Serbia, alongside the impo
sition of travel restrictions targeting the former. 
Additionally, EUFOR should be strengthened 
significantly. Increasing the German contingent 
to 1,000 personnel should be closely coordinated 
with France and Türkiye. Enhanced border controls 
would be prioritized to prevent arms deliveries 
into Bosnia and Herzegovina. The German team 
further proposed that EUFOR play a crucial role 
in tackling disinformation by developing strategic 
communications formats.

The future of Dayton was a crucial and contested 
issue for the German team. The territorial integrity 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina as well as the prevention 
of a de facto secession by Republika Srpska were 
the non-negotiable core tenets of the German 
position. With the escalation unfolding, the Dayton 
Agreement would be the only legitimate framework 
despite its deficits. Accordingly, the German team 
called for reinforcing support to the Office of 
the High Representative, the Peace Implementation 
Council and the state institutions of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. However, with de-escalation and 
ending violence the priority, the German team was 
open to discussing alternative political structures, 
should they provide a reliable path to peace – 
including the establishment of a confederation. 
It also proposed in the long term holding a peace 
conference to develop a stable framework based 
on regional dialogue instead of proceeding with 
Dayton 2.0.

The German team said Germany’s role should 
extend beyond diplomatic and military engage-
ment. It emphasized supporting local leaders and 
strengthening civil society as well as reconciliation 
efforts through people-to-people exchanges as 
crucial in moving towards a lasting peace. Euro
pean party families and German intermediary 
organizations such as political foundations could 
provide support on the ground. However, the 
German team cautioned that German citizens 
and organizations would need to be protected.

‘Dayton came too early and there 
were no winners.’

The German team preferred an EU-centred approach 
but was willing to go ahead with coalitions of the 
willing, should internal blocks by Austria, Hungary 
and/or Slovakia impede the formulation of a coher-
ent position. The German team was ready to impose 
severe measures on Croatia in response to its 
destabilizing role, including travel warnings and 
even exclusion from the Schengen Area. These 
measures would be balanced by a continued com-
mitment to EU enlargement and regional stability. 
This included the fulfilment of the pledge to admit 
Albania and Montenegro into the EU by 2029 to 
signal that regional stability and enlargement 
remain inseparable.
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United Kingdom
History and Politics

The British team approached the scenario with a 
strong sense of historical responsibility, rooted in 
the United Kingdom’s role in shaping the Dayton 
Agreement. The central challenge would be in 
effectively aligning immediate crisis response with 
medium- to long-term strategic objectives. The 
British team opted for a strategy of de-escalation. 
It deemed preventing the emergence of a ‘second 
front’ in Europe in addition to the war in Ukraine 
and avoiding regional spillover, particularly in 
Kosovo, to be vital for European security. 

The British team stressed that calls for a cease-
fire would need to be backed up by an enhanced 
military presence. However, it preferred avoiding 
direct NATO involvement due to the direct implica-
tions for the United Kingdom. The British team did 
not call for re-deploying British troops in EUFOR, 
from which the United Kingdom withdrew in 2020, 
but instead suggested to increase the number of 
British troops in the Kosovo Force to free EU troops 
for strengthening EUFOR. However, the British 
team considered whether EUFOR would remain fit 
for purpose or if a coalition of the willing would 
be a more promising option, in which the United 
Kingdom could be involved directly, including by 
deploying troops if necessary.

For the British team, developing an understand-
ing of the United States’ approach and interests 
would be key. The United Kingdom should use its 
special relationship with Washington to encourage 
a constructive US position and to work as a bridge-
builder between Bosnia and Herzegovina and the 
United States. In coordination with other European 
countries, the United Kingdom should present a 
plan and demonstrate to the United States that the 
situation was being managed well. 

Beyond short-term efforts, the British team said 
the United Kingdom should invest in long-term 
political stability in Bosnia and Herzegovina. It 
acknowledged the necessity and possibility to 
update the Dayton Agreement. This would require a 
shift away from the mindset of the 1990s and would 
have to include remedies for previous mistakes. 
The United Kingdom could play an important role 
in shuttle diplomacy among the actors in the region 
to help to forge a compromise. Working with the 
EU to provide incentives for the region and putting 
pressure on Croatia would be two possible avenues 
for British influence. 

‘Crises provide a chance to do what 
everyone is too scared to do.’

A new settlement succeeding the Dayton Agree-
ment would need to be all-encompassing, ensuring 
strong involvement by civil society and inclusion 
of diverse voices, especially those of women, the 
younger generations and minorities such as Roma 
and Jewish people. The British team emphasized 
that inclusion would also serve as an anti-propa
ganda strategy, strengthen the legitimacy of the 
settlement and support its implementation. Offer-
ing the United States a prominent role as a deal-
maker could help keep it engaged and prevent the 
collapse of Bosnia and Herzegovina, as any solution 
without US backing would hardly be sustainable. 

The British team was concerned about the 
domestic impact of organized crime stemming 
from the Western Balkans and an increase of 
migration in case of further destabilization. Another 
area of concern was the dissemination of disin-
formation of Hungarian, Russian and /or Serbian 
origin. The British team proposed proactively 
addressing these risks through institutions such 
as the BBC to provide reliable information 
to the British public and to raise awareness of 
the implications for internal security. 
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