PAGE  
1

The Process of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project:

The environment, relationships and obstacles to a project of peace work in Eastern Croatia

Elizabeth Fearon, 

Edited and with an Executive Summary by Charles David Tauber, M.D.
September 2004
Contents

Executive Summary

1 Introduction
1.1 Project Definition Statement

1.2 Background to the Eastern Croatia Region

1.3 Background to Organizations Participating in the Planning of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center 

2 Methodology
3 Results 

3.1 Environment of Region

a) Problems of region

b) Interaction among NGO’s

c) International Organizations in the Region

3.2 Conception of Aims of Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center
3.3 Initiation of Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project

3.4 Progression of Project up until Summer 2004

3.5 Roles of Participating Organization in the Process

3.6 Obstacles

3.7 Next Steps

4 Conclusions and Suggested Directions for Further Research

5 Bibliography
Executive Summary
1. Introduction

1.1 Project Definition Statement

This paper uses a case study of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post-Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center, a project of four groups located in Eastern Croatia, as one example to explore the conditions under which organizations engaged in “post-conflict recovery” and “democratization” work. The Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center project is an ambitious project to use the land of the former synagogue in Vukovar for the construction of a center aimed at facilitating and promoting peace activities and scholarship. The Jewish Community of Osijek (see Background to Organizations section) is undergoing a process to regain the land under the Croatian property restoration laws and the Institute will also be dedicated to preserving the memory of the Jewish Community and revitalizing it. The institute is to be composed of sub-centers for inter-ethnic and religious dialogue, work on trauma, civil society and non-violent conflict resolution and human rights and will include a library and a museum on ethnic conflict. The project is currently at a relatively early stage.  This project looks at the environment, relationships and dynamics of the process of work in practice

The aim of this project is broadly exploratory and descriptive, with the intent of illuminating in detail the processes and forces that are influencing the formation of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project, which is aimed at reconciliation and tolerance.  Nonetheless, it is based on the hypothesis that the process by which any project is conceived, worked upon, and implemented is an integral part of the achievement of the project’s conceptions. This perspective derives from placing an importance on the means as well as the ends of any societal project.  The constructive process and final objectives are considered in conjunction with each other and are not distinctively analyzed.  Therefore, this research is not aimed at assessing the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center in terms only of its stated goals. Rather, the aim is to examine the processes by which the project has thus far evolved within the constraints of the environment and with its goals in mind. These processes include the identification of problems to be addressed, discussions pertaining to these issues, initiation and inception of the project, organizational processes of implementation, widening involvement and obstacles encountered. The goals of Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project are examined with respect to how and why they were conceived by the initiators, to what extent they are articulated in a similar way among the individuals and organizations involved, the means by which they are related to the work of organizations involved, and how they provide information about the relations and processes by which the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project is worked upon.

Recognizing the time and other constraints on my research this summer [July and August, 2004], I would like to approach the study of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project in a relatively open way; that is, I am not working from a strongly set hypothesis or pre-determined theoretical position to be tested. I feel that this would be more appropriate to a longer period of research that would allow a longer period in Vukovar in which to determine such a hypothesis in a methodologically sound manner. Furthermore, I think that this kind of approach would require a longer length study of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project process. At present, the Center is at a relatively early stage and my observations on it will reflect this. Consequently, I see this research as attempting to grasp as much detail as possible of this particular case example and to use these observations to suggest avenues of possible further future research. Therefore, this project is more of a preliminary investigation.
I formed impressions both before arriving in Vukovar and during the initial period of research as to what influences on proceedings of the s Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project might be. I used these impressions to guide my approach, but not to the extent that I was closed to unanticipated directions. My aim in coming to Vukovar was to examine a project like that of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center and the organizations involved in it because of some doubts that I have formed over the way in which “democratization” in the region is generally/dominantly approached in the rhetoric of larger inter-governmental organizations and in some of the more generalized theory on this subject. I aimed to see the actual functioning of work on a project in a particular locality, with its own specific dynamics and organizations involved not to generalize from it, but to suggest to me where some of the gaps between actual experience and rhetoric might lie. 

1.2 Background to the Eastern Croatia Region

The planned site of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center is the town of Vukovar, located on the Danube, the border between Serbia and Croatia, in the north east of the country. The region in which the organizations working on the project are located and the region in which research for this paper was conducted, is essentially Vukovar-Sirmium and Osijek-Baranja Counties. Part of this region is also known as Eastern Slavonia. It borders Hungary in the north and Bosnia-Herzegovina to the south.

Historically, the region was home to many ethnic and religious groups, estimated at 25 and 10, respectively, prior to 1991. Being rich in fertile land and positioned on the Danube, the region has a long history of settlement, back to the Neolithic period and has included Illyrian, Celtic and Roman societies before the arrival of the Slavs in the sixth century AD. The area was conquered by the Ottoman Empire in the sixteenth century and later became part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in the seventeenth century. This remained the case until the end of the First World War when the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes was established, the “First Yugoslavia”. During World War II, the region was under the wartime fascist (Ustasha) government before becoming part of the Federal Socialist Republic of Yugoslavia until 1991. 

The Jewish presence in the region dates to the late eighteenth/early nineteenth century. The community became more established during the nineteenth century, with synagogues built and institutionalized community organizations established. The Jewish community was a very significant influence in the region and in Vukovar and is still remembered by the region’s older inhabitants. During the Second World War however, the region was under the control of Ante Pavelic’s Nazi puppet state and approximately 90% of the Jewish population was killed in concentration camps and/or forced to leave the region, along with Serbs, Roma and Communists. Presently, the Jewish Community of Osijek, the remaining Jewish group in the region, numbers approximately one hundred members.

The beginning of war of the early 1990’s is generally attributed to have begun when fighting erupted in Borovo Selo, 10 km north of Vukovar in May, 1991. Tensions however, had been mounting for the preceding few years, particularly in late 1990 and in May 1991 (there are several dates given by various sources), Croatia declared itself independent from Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Vukovar was heavily shelled until November, 1991 by JNA forces (Yugoslav National Army), when it came under Serb control. During this time, there was enormous damage to the town and many of its inhabitants were killed, injured or left the town while Croatian forces put up resistance to the JNA shelling. Osijek came under Croat control in September 1991 and remained so throughout the fighting, while throughout the region there was substantial interethnic violence in the form of the destruction of homes and religious property, harassment and mass execution of persons of the other ethnicity. Paramilitary groups were engaged in much of this destruction. Thus, violence took a close and personal form. The effects of this have left a high degree of traumatization, anxiety and tense division in the region. The infrastructural damage and presence of landmines has also meant the economic ruin of an area once the wealthiest in Yugoslavia, a problem that adds to the damage done to individuals and the social fabric of the region. Vukovar in particular has become a world-renowned symbol of destruction and suffering, and is therefore utilized as an image by opportunistic politicians.

The question of statistical information in the region is politically sensitive and therefore difficult to accurately present. However, the CWWPP, an ethno-politically neutral organization, estimates that the population of the total region is roughly 250,000, while Vukovar’s population has fallen from a pre-war figure of approximately 100,000 to 30,000 presently. Many people have clearly left the region since the beginning of the 1990’s, with displacement during the fighting of 1991 in particular, with many ethnic Croats leaving when much of the region (excluding Osijek and to the west) came into Serbian control under the Republika Srpska Krajina at the end of 1991. In 1995, under the Erdut Agreement, associated with the Dayton Accords, this region was placed under administration of the United Nations Transitional Administration for Eastern Slavonia, Baranja and Western Sirmium (UNTAES) before integration into the Republic of Croatia in January 1998. Croatian government forces had taken the Western Slavonia region militarily in May, 1995. Ethnic Serb inhabitants left the region during this period and some of the ethnic Croat population returned. Thus, there were successive waves of displacement and return of refugees in the region from and to various parts of Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina during the period 1991-1995.  This has been a fraught and politicized process. Again, accurate statistics are difficult to determine, though the CWWPP estimates the region as a whole to be composed of roughly 60% Croats, 30% Serbs and 10% other ethnicities and Vukovar to be 45% Serbs, 45% Croats and 10% other ethnicities. It should also be borne in mind that the former Yugoslavia, Eastern Croatia included had high rates of inter-ethnic marriage.

The UNTAES period of 1995-1998 saw a high concentration of the involvement of international organizations including UN branches and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), which had and still continues to have a monitoring role. Since the hand-over to Croatian government administration of the region in 1998, these organizations have been gradually leaving or downsizing their missions. The death to the nationalist Franjo Tudjman saw a change of national leadership in 2000, though his former party, the HDZ (Croatian Democratic Society), won the majority again in the elections of November of 2003. The Vukovar city council is controlled by the HDZ and a right wing party, the HSP (the Croatian Party of Truth). 

1.3 Background of the Organizations Participating in the Planning of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center
Coalition for Work With Psychotrauma and Peace

The CWWPP has worked in the Eastern Croatia, northwest Vojvodina, and northeast Bosnia since 1995, after Dr Charles Tauber, the organization’s director, came from the Netherlands in to examine the situation in the early 1990’s. Its long-term aims are to develop strategies for self-help and empowerment in the post-conflict environment, particularly focusing on health. This has been primarily focused on mental health, but with an integrated view of addressing the levels of traumatization- individual, family, group, community and society as well as the interconnectedness of human rights, economics and health. While the organization had originally intended to deal more specifically with psychotrauma, it was found that the situation in the region meant that a wider mandate was required. This approach has evolved into that of “complex rehabilitation”, which stresses a long-term and interdisciplinary approach to the needs of the region. The organization has been involved in working with establishing and facilitating local self-help groups and working with individuals. These groups have included village groups, ex-soldiers and women. 

Jewish Community of Osijek (JCO)
The JCO is the heir to the significant Jewish communities in the region that existed prior to the Second World War. It aims to preserve the memory of these communities and their importance in the wider society and to revitalize current Jewish life. Since the end of the Communist system, there has been greater possibility to hold activities and projects to facilitate this aim. These include cultural education, literary events, festivals and collaborations both with other Jewish communities in the wider region and with other religious and ethnic minority groups in Osijek. (Osijek is a city of about 140 000 inhabitants about 40 km northwest of Vukovar.) As part of its goals, the JCO has been involved in attempts to restore Jewish property nationalized during and after the Second World War. The promotion of peace and tolerance is considered to be an important part of the JCO’s role in the region, particularly as a community that was less politicized and polarized during the war of the 1990’s and as a community that experienced devastation and violence in its recent history. The president of the JCO is Dr Darko Fischer.

Bench We Share

The Bench We Share, directed by Dusanka Ilic, began as a project of the Center for Peace, Non-violence and Human Rights Osijek, becoming a separate organization 2002. The name of the organization derives from the traditional practice of community-wide social gathering and sharing in the evening around communal benches. Its original purpose was to arrange meetings and visits as far as possible between people separated by the events of the war. It has gone on to hold workshops and exchanges in Croatia, The Netherlands and the UK on non-violent conflict resolution, economics and civil society. 

Europe House Vukovar

Europe House Vukovar was founded in the summer of 2000. It is headed by Dr Ljiljana Gehrecke, and its goals include work with the local population on the integration of Croatia into the European Union. This, however, is conceived of as working on a number of levels within individuals and society, reintegrating divisions between groups in Eastern Croatia and among groups and addressing health, employment and expectations. Europe House has hosted a number of workshops and lectures on issues such as the EU, organic agriculture, education, mental and physical health and reconciliation. Organic agriculture projects are run as a means of both providing employment and addressing mental and physical health.

2. Methodology

As stated above, this project is a preliminary one and is primarily descriptive and exploratory in nature. Given this, and that this project aims to reveal the relationships and dynamics directly and indirectly involved in the synagogue project, I feel that a qualitative approach, that is, as open as possible to unanticipated factors, is most suitable. My means of data collection was observation and semi-structured interviewing. Observation was an essential part of working in the physical offices of the CWWPP and included meetings and explicit work on the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project as far as was appropriate to privacy concerns. Interviewing aimed to examine both the NGOs and other organizations presently and potentially involved in the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project and institutions and individuals that contribute to environment in which project organizers work. The latter point was to contribute to my broader understanding of the region in terms of the issues to be addressed and with regard to the external obstacles that the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project is encountering. Interview questionnaires were generated by producing a model for rough groupings of interviewees-categorized according to role in relation to the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project and/or by their role in society-which was then made specific to each individual and organization. These groupings are, for example, organizations with a direct role in the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project at this point, NGOs not presently directly involved in the project but working in the region, government officials, intergovernmental organizations in the region, religious leaders, media, etc. The aim of producing the interviews in this way was to give roughly similar questions to organizations/individuals with broadly similar levels and types of formal involvement in the project or influence in the project and/or the region.  

The direction taken in my interview questionnaires was formulated through my response to literature on the region, on democratization, civil society, and reconciliation theory and regional reports and descriptions of the organizations found on their websites and that of the CWWPP. Additionally, my observations during the initial period of my stay in Vukovar were influential. Ideally, a longer period of unstructured interviewing and observation should have been employed before writing more specific interview questionnaires/guides. However, as this was not possible, my aim with the structure of my interviews was to maintain relatively open-ended questions, to the extent that I felt it important to keep space for issues that I had not anticipated, while recognizing the need to obtain particular pieces of information within a short time period. 

I am aware that, because I was primarily based within the CWWPP, I was more familiar with this organization, its staff and viewpoints than I was with the other NGOs and individuals participating in the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project. This is potentially problematic in examining the working process and the relationships between organizations and needs to be borne in mind when analyzing information that I gained. 

Relying almost entirely on interviews as the main means by which working practices are investigated is not ideal. A more sound methodology would include a higher degree and more widespread setting of observation work. It is, however, necessary for time constraints and for needs of privacy of some meetings. This is not to suggest that the subjective views of project participants should not be discounted as if a more “objective” view of the working process could be determined. Indeed, the subjective opinions and viewpoints of different individuals and organizations both respond to and shape the working process and are an integral part of information collection.

It is important to acknowledge that my own pre-existing ideas and further aims also shape the direction and approach of my study. Such a reflective approach is important to countering a claim to absolute objectivity. While I am trying to limit distortions of my own interpretation as far as description is concerned, I recognize that the process of analysis is affected by my own preconceptions. These preconceptions should therefore be stated and accounted for. That is to say, that while I am making a descriptive and not an evaluative study, I am coming from the point of view that the process by which a project is worked upon is valuable to its success and to relationships within the society, particularly when it is aimed at social reconciliation. I am also coming from a critical point of view with regard to the practice of “democratization” and “civil society-building” taken by many larger intergovernmental organizations and to the structures through which funding and therefore potential for implementation functions, (for example, Steven Sampson 2002, Thomas Carothers 1996, David Chandler 2001 as specific to South Eastern Europe, and Arturo Escobar 1996, Amartya Sen 1999 for a broader critique of development discourse and institutions).

3. Results

The information in this section is taken primarily from recorded interviews ranging between one and a half hours to four hours with the directors of the four NGOs making up the consortium that works on the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project. It was not possible to interview more widely in region, as had been planned. 

3.1 Environment of Region

The aim of this section of the paper is to place the work of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center into the context of how the four organizations perceive the environment in which they work. This includes the main problems that they identify within the region and the relationships and dynamics among small NGOs and larger international organizations.

3.1 a) Problems of Region

Setting the aims of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center into context requires an outline of what the four organization directors of the project’s consortium view as the main problems within Vukovar and Eastern Croatia. Conceptions of these issues are broadly similar among the interviewees, though some are addressed more fully than others by the different organizations, often correlating to the main work of the organization in question. It should also be pointed that that some interviews, namely those with Dr Tauber, were more extensive and allowed more time for elaboration. 

A dominant theme was that of the tense divide between Serb and Croat populations in the region, especially in Vukovar. This divisive anxiety is reported as both a cause and a consequence of various problematic factors relating to mental and physical health, lack of employment and educational opportunities, violence and stressful living conditions. Examples of segregation included a more informal/social type, as in the defined “Serb” and “Croat” cafes in Vukovar and in the more formal sphere of education whereby Serb and Croat children are schooled separately. This situation is exacerbated particularly by opportunistic politics, lack of information, (particularly epidemiological survey information), and lack or poor design of treatment.

The interviewees cite a very high level of traumatization throughout society existing after the events and circumstances of the war and its aftermath. The CWWPP estimates almost 100% traumatization. Traumatization goes back not only to the war of the 1990’s but also to earlier violence of the Second World War and even, in the cases of some of Dr Gehrecke’s and Dr Tauber’s patients, the First World War. Ms Ilic commented that many people in the region regret the divisions in society along ethno-political lines, but then act according to these divisions. In this respect, traumatization is seen as a barrier to reconciliation between ethno-political groups, even when individuals express lament for the loss of pre-war interaction across groups.  

Politicians were generally seen as making the situation worse through opportunism and continuing use of divisive rhetoric and policy. Dr Tauber pointed out that there was a “gap” in the relationship between the population and the government at municipal, province and national levels. The political sphere in this sense is essentially removed from the population. The Local Authority and the Mayor in Vukovar were cited in particular as creating obstacles to the reintegration of the population. The symbolism of violence and suffering that Vukovar has acquired means that it is particularly vulnerable to political opportunists.

This “gap”, however, was also perceived by Dr Tauber as existing between international organizations and the population. The interviewees pointed to a suspicion of international agencies that exists and, while this sometimes approaches the level of conspiracy theory, there does seem to be disarticulation between the way that locals and international agencies perceive the situation in the region. This point is gone into more detail in the corresponding section of this paper.

All interviewees noted intense economic problems in the region, particularly the problem of unemployment. That this part of the former Yugoslavia used to be the wealthiest in the region was pointed out by all interviewees. Dr Gehrecke extended the problem of unemployment to psychological conditions to the extent that the lack of employment contributed to the low self-esteem of the population. Unemployment figures vary between 40% and 80%, this variation acting as a symptom of the political barriers to obtaining accurate information.
In addition to the poor conditions and treatment of mental health, there is the problem of physical health. These problems are linked, of course, with one example being the estimated high levels of addiction in the region. Again, there is a lack of accurate information on the true extent of physical health problems. Dr Gehrecke did cite one example of small pilot study conducted by a team from Rijeka, which found very alarming widespread general health problems. However, medical practitioners are also overburdened to the extent that some general practitioners report seeing 75 patients per day and some psychiatrists report seeing 50.

As to the question of whether the situation has improved over the last ten years, the physical rebuilding was mentioned as showing results. However, with regard to social and psychological conditions, the situation was not seen as generally following an upward trajectory. Indeed, Dr Gehrecke and Dr Tauber felt that there has been a loss of hope, particularly among young people, which has worsened conditions in the region and creates concern for the future. Many young people do not stay in Vukovar, as was pointed out by Mr. Bjelanovic, a native of Vukovar and a CWWPP staff member.

The concern stated particularly vehemently by Dr Tauber and Dr Gehrecke is that if these problems are not addressed in a thorough and substantive way, the possibility of violence again in the future is great. 

3.1 b) Interaction Among NGOs

While categorizing NGOs as “local” or “international” can be problematic – the CWWPP is an example of this difficulty – I am splitting this section between relationships between local organizations and between international and local organizations. The rationale for this is largely that the types of interactions and the explanations for difficulties differs between relationships with large intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations and relationships with smaller local NGO’s. The Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center project is an example of inter-organizational cooperation. It will, however, be covered in more detail within a specific section. This section of the paper aims to present the interview results with regard to the more general atmosphere of inter-organization cooperation in the region.

Cooperation between NGOs, religious and ethnic organizations was expressed as desirable by all interviewees. Collaboration allows for a sharing of skills, knowledge and experience of NGOs and a “complimentary” approach in which the specialties of particular organizations are connected to each other. Additionally, cooperation is an indication of support and should therefore present a favorable impression of a given project to donors and generally for gaining support.

“Cooperation” can take a number of different forms. Often, two or more NGOs may collaborate on a particular project as with the CWWPP and GORD, an NGO in the village of Dalj. The relationship can then become a more permanent one even beyond the particular project. GORD now formally supports the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project. In some cases, such as an example of the Bench We Share and the group Oase in the town of Beli Manastir, one NGO has a parental role towards the other, being instrumental in its establishment and being supportive as it begins to function. A lasting relationship of support and resource sharing is retained. This type of cooperation is also a facet of the Bench We Share’s work, which involved traveling around to villages in the region and facilitating the formation of groups that then might become separate organizations. The Center for Peace, Non-violence and Human Rights Osijek became a very large organization, with some of its projects becoming autonomous NGOs, such as the Bench We Share. This also means that organizations are linked to one another.

Dr Tauber expressed the importance of cooperation between NGOs, primarily stating the need for an interdisciplinary approach. Indeed, this is in line with the “complex rehabilitation” working philosophy of the CWWPP, which recognizes that the needs in the region are complex and that the problems interconnected. Therefore, issues must be addressed from a number of angles: not just psychosocial assistance, but economic also; not only legal human rights but also broader civic education. Therefore, Dr Tauber’s position is that different NGOs, along with their respective foci and mandates, should collaborate on this principle of “complementarity” in order to address the needs of the region most effectively. 
An important aspect of inter-NGO cooperation is that of the relationships between individuals.  Dr Tauber and Dr Gehrecke were particularly emphatic on this point as it is reported as “making or breaking” an opportunity for cooperation. Dr Gehrecke says, “It definitely depends on people, in particular the person who is the head of an NGO. Different people, different reactions.”

All interviewees also pointed out the usefulness of sharing resources, both material resources and resources of skills and experience. Included in this sharing of resources is the sharing of contacts. Personal contacts provide networked access to further resources. The making of new contacts widens the existing network that an organization can draw upon for support and inspiration. This is especially important given the above-mentioned significance of individuals. This network seems to function as the primary forum, which is approached prior to a systematic search for support. Bureaucratic or legal status can also be seen as resources to be shared. The Bench We Share cited the example of working with a Roma group on the basis that the Bench We Share could “share” its status of receiving food aid, which the Roma organization lacked.

In response to questions of cooperation, Dr Fischer mainly cited examples of the Jewish Community of Osijek’s relations with ethnic and religious minority groups in Osijek and with other Jewish communities across the region. It is not entirely clear as to whether this reflects exactly the JCO’s own experience of collaboration and its primary type of work, or whether it relates to a more specific interpretation of the question. Osijek is cited as a town with a diverse range of ethnic and religious groups, the majority however, being Croatian Catholic. Cooperation with the Catholic Church has not been terribly forthcoming, as they are viewed as feeling more secure in their position as the majority and are perceived as the most “important” religious institution. The JCO has worked with a number of religious minority communities including several evangelical churches including the Pentecostal, the Adventist and Baptist Churches, and also with the small Muslim community. Relationships with the Serbian Orthodox Church have not been as intense or frequent, but they are not negative. The strongest relationship is reported to be that with the Pentecostal Church in Osijek, which holds an interest in Judaism due to its focus on the Old Testament, maintains the Evangelical Theological Faculty as an educational institution and owns the former small synagogue building in the lower town. Therefore, its collaboration with the JCO includes talks, seminars, cultural events and festivals based on the shared theological interest and on the shared interest and use of the former synagogue building, whose mutual purpose was agreed upon when the JCO sold it to the Church during its financially insecure times under socialism in the mid-1970s. While this relationship therefore dates back to the socialist Yugoslav period, there have been more resources and more freedom for religious organizations to be open and to be active since the end of the socialist period. Thus, the relationship has strengthened.

Among ethnic minority groups in Osijek, Dr Fischer cites the strongest relationships as existing with the Hungarians, though there is also a good if less active relationship with the German minority community. An example of collaboration between the JCO and the Hungarian community was a literary event focusing on the work of a Hungarian Jewish writer who won the Nobel Prize for Literature in recent years.

However, interviewees also conveyed some disappointment with the levels of inter-NGO cooperation in the region, which were not in their opinions, as high as they could be. There is sometimes a reported level of “competition” and “jealousy” over projects. Competition is seen as due in part to scarce funding, but also to feelings of exclusive ownership and directing of projects, which can then make collaboration difficult or undesired by one of the parties. This problem was mentioned by three interviewees. The importance of examining co-operation as functioning on the individual as well as organizational level is also related to this point. Additionally, there have been problems with corruption within some NGOs.

All interviewees were clear on the benefits of collaboration between local organizations. These were seen as the sharing of material, experience and contact resources. The importance of this is put into place when examining the obstacles that the organizations find in their work, particularly with funding and with support from officials. (This topic is presented in more detail in the Obstacles section of this paper.) Particularly, the sharing of skills gained from experience was deemed important, especially in facilitating the formation of new organizations. 

The importance of individuals as being decisive in the success of collaboration means that relationships between NGOs cannot be approached solely on the basis of organizational profiles and compatibility of activities. As all interviewees pointed out, feelings of competition and exclusive ownership of projects mean that some NGOs are not attracted to collaborative work. This goes beyond a problem of scarcity of funding, but follows more from a jealous perspective on projects. 

3.1 c) International Organizations

All of the interviewees cited what they saw as major deficiencies in the work of international organizations (defined as larger intergovernmentals and the larger nongovernmental organizations). The exception to this was Dr Fischer, who felt that international organizations could not necessarily be expected to understand fully the situation in the region at first and that they had effectively been involved in “bringing peace where there had been war”. This is not, however, in contradiction to the opinion that overall, international organizations (as entities, with the exception of particular individuals) did not act with an optimal understanding what the region required. 

The organizations involved in the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project have all had some form of contact with larger international organizations, especially those that were working in the region during the UNTAES period when there was a higher international concentration. Types of interaction include attending and advising on policy at conferences, taking part in various types of projects and, in the case of the JCO, being a subject of OSCE monitoring and receiving funding. Essentially, the organizations involved in the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project as a whole have had a full range of forms of contact with international organizations.

Dr Tauber was clear in making a distinction between the work and approach of some individuals he viewed positively and the organizations as institutional entities. These individuals however, work within the structure of these organizations, which limit the positive relationship to the person rather than extending through the institution. International organizations are seen as having “political” as well as “human” interests that inhibit their willingness to take on long-term and difficult projects. It was also felt that there was an unequal relationship between small NGOs and the larger IOs in that suggestions and criticisms are not felt to be taken seriously. Dr Tauber related one particular example of having suggested policy at a large intergovernmental dedicated to health, which was ignored at the time but later taken up into the program. 

Approaches to “reconciliation” in society by international organizations were especially criticized, with the primary issue being that they were often approached in a superficial and short-term way. It is felt that this results both from a lack of understanding of the local situation, as put forward most strongly by Dr Gehrecke, and from the political interests commented on above.

Given this reportedly weak and critical relationship between the organizations I spoke with and the larger international organizations, organizations were asked how necessary it was in their work to interact with IOs. Dr Tauber reported disappointment with the situation, as international organizations were seen as having the potential to take a useful coordinating role. Additionally, the presence of international organizations is seen as attracting funding to the region and that, therefore, their exit also means the departing of funding opportunities. 

Both Dr Fischer and Dr Tauber mentioned the suspicion of international organizations and individuals among the local population. Whether or not these suspicions are entirely justified, it seems that there is a gap in support and communication between local populations and the large international organizations. This is made particularly clear as the UN calls its UNTAES mission its most successful in history, while it is felt that the views of much of the population would dispute this claim.
3.2 Conception of Aims of Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center
The Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center is regarded as an ambitious project of peace, tolerance and education to facilitate work on identified problems in the region, develop knowledge of the causes, consequences and means of addressing post-conflict regions and to use the remembrance of the Jewish community in the region as both a means to revitalize it and to provide a neutral but moral setting for serving the society as a whole. Generally, the individuals and organizations involved all share a common conception of the goals of the project and of the reasons for having such a center. This is also a reflection on what seemed to be a shared general analysis of the situation in the region and the problems that needed to be addressed. There are aspects that some organizations seem to focus on more, usually related to the broader aims of that specific organization and/or individual. This does not seem to have had a negative impact on the proceedings of the project and nor is it expected to. Rather, it does seem to have an effect on or is related to the role that organizations take in the project, (among experience and priorities as other factors) and on their ideas for the next steps that should be taken. 
A methodological point however, needs to be made in that the length of the interviews varied considerably. Therefore, it is not entirely accurate to gauge the aspects focused on entirely as those mentioned and discussed most extensively in each interview. It is also natural for organizations to discuss aspects on which they have currently done the most work and spent more time on. This section is therefore written with a degree of caution.

A major aim of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project is that of facilitating the remembrance of the Jewish community that had had a significant place in the society until its virtual destruction during the Second World War. The aim is also, however, to revitalize Jewish community in the region through using the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center to facilitate cultural and educational activities and strengthen Jewish identity. As Dr Tauber and Dr Fischer pointed out, knowledge of Jewish religion and culture even within the community are not very strong because of the circumstances of the difficult circumstances during the Communist period whereby Jewish identity was conceived of as religious and therefore unsupported. The JCO is particularly concerned with the land aspect as opposed to other participants, who are less focused on this practically and conceptually (in respect to the wrong done. The JCO is particularly “resolute” because it had been the Jewish Community itself that was forced to sell the bricks). Regaining the land seems to be important symbolically as a part of the recovery of the Jewish Community.

While the plans for the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center were initiated in part through the aims of the Jewish community, it is stressed that the center will be secular. Indeed, it is cautiously hoped that the Jewish aspect will help rather than hinder the aims of inter-ethnic and inter-religious dialogue. Ms. Ilic was particularly eloquent in linking the conceptions of Jewish revitalization and rejuvenation of the community in stating the symbolic power of a “former victim extending its hand in reconciliation”. To this extent, the Synagogue Center is planned to approach the needs of the region in a long-term and interdisciplinary manner, through its proposed sub-centers on the various aspects of post-conflict work. 

Every interviewee brought up the suitability of Vukovar as a site for such a center. This is conceived of both in terms of its rich history as a place of many cultures, as well as the particular urgency in reviving the town, whose physical, social and economic fabric was so damaged in the recent war of the 1990s. 

Vukovar has gained an unfortunate symbolism, whereby the tragedy of its damage has become currency for political opportunism, exacerbating the divisive effects of traumatization and anxiety. By establishing a center dedicated to reintegration of the community and its individuals, it is hoped that Vukovar and the region might acquire some degree of transformative symbolism.

In addition to approaching Vukovar’s suitability in terms of the benefits that such a center could bring to the region is that of what the situation of Vukovar can offer to academic study and to the understanding of a post-conflict environment. Splitting these aspect is, however, somewhat problematic in that further study should also benefit the way that the region is addressed. Dr Gehrecke stated this concisely: “Our wish is for the center to become an international center for peace research because Vukovar itself represents a perfect, marvelous center where one can explore, research both consequences and reasons for the war conflict.” The academic aspect of the center seems to be stressed most strongly by Dr Tauber of the CWWPP, though there seems to be a general feeling among the project participants that there is generally a deficit in understanding the region and its needs, at least as far as many of the Western international agencies are concerned. The facilitation of research on these questions of effectiveness of approaches to conflict areas is conceived of as important in improving the means by which IGOs and NGOs function in the region. Dr Tauber, explaining the desire to have students from the region, from other areas of conflict and from “the West” (though is also includes some regions of conflict), pointed out the CWWPP’s experience that students who have spent time in the region notice a discrepancy with what they learn at university: “that there’s a big gap between what’s written down and what they’re being taught and what they’re seeing on the ground”. Study of theoretical approaches is also seen as important for students whose experience with conflict is more personal. Thus, the aim is to provide an integrated approach to study. 

Included in the conceptions for the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center’s academic role is the library. This would include works on the Holocaust, both as part of the mandate for preserving the memory of the Jewish Community in the region and as part of the broader range of materials on ethno-political conflict that the library should hold. The idea, as explained by Dr Tauber, is to extend the reach of resources as far as possible, in terms of patrons of the physical library and in providing material electronically as far as is possible. This is also part of the aim of extending the Institute both within and beyond the Eastern Croatia region. The issue of a museum dedicated as a monument to the Jewish Community and education on the Holocaust and to other ethno-political conflicts is perceived by Dr Tauber as potentially being more difficult to negotiate politically in terms of selection of conflicts and of presentation of issues that are by definition sensitive and symbolically politicized. These are reported as issues that will require further discussion and thought.
3.3 Initiation of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project

The idea for the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center project germinated within discussions between Dr Darko Fischer, President of the Jewish Community of Osijek, and Dr Charles Tauber, Head of Mission of the Coalition for Work With Psychotrauma and Peace. Dr Tauber met with Dr Fischer after having begun to attend events hosted by the JCO sometime in spring 1999 for informal social reasons. Out of the discussions on the respective work of both organizations and related issues, Dr Fischer and Dr Tauber began to meet during the course of 2000 to discuss some sort of cooperation between the CWWPP and the JCO, though this did not yet envision the current more specific plans for Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center. Discussions did, however, include the idea of some form of community center. 

As the conception of the project was gradually clarified through the sharing and discussion of mutual aims, some background to the contributing philosophy and activities feeding into these discussions is necessary. More detail on these points can be found in the corresponding section of the paper focused on how aims of the project are currently conceptualized by the participants. The purpose here is to outline the relevant ambitions of the initiating organizations in 2000.

The CWWPP has had internships since 1998/1999 along with other academic visitors and considers this facilitation of academic research as necessary to post-conflict regions and therefore as an important part of its mandate. The idea for an institute such as the one planned for the synagogue site first came about within the organization in 1999, although there were not specific plans at this point. The CWWPP also works in cooperation with other organizations within the region, considering a multifaceted approach essential and was interested in finding a center in which such interaction could be facilitated.

Along with the aims of vitalizing Jewish life in the region as well as maintaining the memory of the former important Jewish presence in the region, the Jewish Community of Osijek has been involved in investigating the possibilities of reclaiming former Jewish land and other property. Much of this property had been confiscated and nationalized during the Second World War and the socialist period. The end of the Communist era and the passing of laws for restoration of nationalized property in the new state system of Croatia provided the opportunity to for the JCO to pursue the return of former Jewish land, including that of the former Vukovar synagogue. The JCO has essentially taken on the role of serving Jewish interests in Vukovar since 1945, after which only very, very few or no Jews at all were living in the town. This was not a fixed agreement per se, (because of the Holocaust there was no separate Jewish organization in Vukovar), but the JCO, as the geographically nearest formal Jewish Community, has looked after Jewish concerns and property there and in the surrounding region. The JCO was aware that there had been a large synagogue in Vukovar that no longer existed, but, initially, did not know much about what exactly had happened to it or about the status of the property. Before the idea of the present Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center plan began to form between the CWWPP and the JCO, the latter had begun to take an interest in researching what had happened to the building and to the land of the Vukovar Synagogue. 

The background of work and philosophy of these two individuals gave rise in discussion to some form of revitalizing community and academic center. Around the end of 2000, the idea for the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center took hold in the beginning of its present form when the JCO’s work on the recovery of the former synagogue land in Vukovar was mentioned and considered in light of the community center discussions. The JCO had discovered that the land was mostly still owned by the state and not built upon, apart from one plot, which was under private ownership and included a house. The opportunity for reclaiming and using this land in some way for the building and establishment of some form of center in Vukovar arose from a meeting during which the directions of the two organizations g were expressed.  The CWWPP expressed its ideas for an institute and the JCO expressed its desire for a Jewish cultural center and commemorative monument. The idea of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center seems to have been the result of the mutual discussions between the two organization directors, initially occurring informally and then finding a specific opportunity and a more defined shape in the possibility of using the former Vukovar Synagogue land.

The Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center project was therefore the result of a “bottom-up” structure of conception. The idea came not from a program defined and delegated down from a larger organization or government plan, but from realization of compatible ambitions of two small organizations in Eastern Croatia. 

It is also noteworthy that the project was initially conceived through the informal, social meeting of the two individuals. Dr Tauber and Dr Fischer, and hence their respective organizations were brought together in collaboration through Dr Tauber’s personal desire to socialize and meet with the Osijek Jewish community rather than through a preconceived plan of cooperation. This point is important in highlighting that organizations are composed of individuals whose spheres of interaction extend beyond the organizational level. NGOs do not always form links with each other through formal and intentional organizational meetings. A broader system of social, personal and organizational interests acts as a forum within which collaboration may be achieved. This suggests that analysis of and policy towards “civil society” should cast a wider net over the spaces of individual and group interaction. This refers particularly to the distinction often made between “informal” and “formal” spheres of interaction, a dichotomy that is considerably more blurred and fluid in real practice. Additionally, the example also points to the importance of analyzing organizational interaction on the level of individuals as well as according to the profiles and activities of organizations as entities.

3.4 Progression of Project to Summer 2004

Europe House Vukovar and the Bench We Share came into the project during the following year, 2001. Dr Tauber met Drs Ljiljana and Siegfried Gehrecke in February or March of that year. The Gehreckes had formed Europe House as an organization during the summer of 2000. It almost immediately joined the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center project during the summer. The Bench We Share organization of Osijek also became involved in the project in 2001 through its director, Dusanka Ilic, a contact of Dr Tauber’s. These four organizations therefore formed the consortium for work on the project, signing a letter of intention and cooperation. The group began to have regular meetings to shape the direction and policy of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center plans, which continued up to around six months prior to my research in the summer of 2004.

In the autumn of 2002, a discussion with a colleague of Prof Klaus Lohrmann of the Institute for the History of Jews in Austria, whom Dr Tauber and a CWWPP board member met at the twentieth anniversary seminar of the Austrian Peace Institute in Stadtschlaining, led to the formulation of a formal proposal for the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center and to a brochure on the project to be used for publicity. Prof Lohrmann then approached the synagogue project group with a worker from the Austrian Embassy in Zagreb to request that a proposal be written. This was quickly done by Dr Tauber in the form of a large proposal consisting of an introductory section and sub-proposals for the suggested sub-centers of the institute. This proposal is available on the CWWPP website. Revised with Prof Lohrmann and reviewed by Dr Fischer, the proposal has provided a clearer outline for the project. 

Additionally, Prof Lohrmann had been involved in a similar project of reconstructing a synagogue outside of Vienna and creating a Jewish historical and cultural center. He gave advice to the Vukovar project group, suggesting that they produce a brochure on the project, funded by advertisers who could use space in the leaflet. This was produced in both Croatian and English languages, outlining the goals, activities and proposed form of the institute, proposed budget and background to the region. The question of a commercial side for the purposes of sustainability came up in discussions with Prof Lohrmann, but also with the then staff member of the CWWPP Dejan Stojsavlevic, who investigated the idea of having some commercial side to the center, such as a restaurant or shop, in order to build some degree of self-sustainability. 

As of August, 2004, the JCO has succeeded in reclaiming part of the property on which the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center is to be built. It is continuing to work on recovering the remaining plots of the land. Meanwhile, work on finding support and funding continues.

3.5 Roles and Interactions of Participating Organizations in the Process

While the CWWPP, the JCO, Europe House Vukovar and Bench We Share are each part of the working consortium for the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center project, roles or tasks are not identical among them. Part of this relates to specialization of the organization and its general work, part to prioritization and part to the distribution of skills. Tasks are not formally outlined at present, though the CWWPP is the “implementing” organization until the project working group acquires specific staff and funding, which is stated within the project proposal.

The JCO and CWWPP, as the project initiators, have a more active role currently. Restoration of the synagogue property is primarily undertaken by the JCO, to whom land is legally to be returned. The roles of Europe House and Bench We Share have primarily been that of contributing to the policy and planning of the Institute, as have all the organizations involved in the consortium. Policymaking for the intended outline of the project took place through the regular meetings, made on the basis of consensus. Time, funding and energy are major limitations for all participating organizations and are reported in the case of Europe House as being major obstacles to a more active role in the project currently.

Before the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center project consortium is created into a separate legal entity, the CWWPP is effectively housing the project as the implementing organization. This is a result partly of Dr Tauber’s investment in initiating the project and prioritizing it as part of the CWWPP’s goals and partly because of the distribution of what he refers to as “civil society” skills among the initiating organizations. These skills range, for example, from very concrete things, such as the level of English language skills, to experience in writing proposals, finding and appealing to donors, planning and organizing projects. It was Dr Tauber, for example, who wrote the proposal for the project, being the only native English speaker and having extensive experience in what is required in such a format. This was made more acute by the time constraints in the circumstances. A systematic search for project funding is essentially part of the CWWPP’s own search for core funding and is promoted as a reason to donate structural funding to the CWWPP. This also means that the bulk of the funding search essentially falls into the work of the CWWPP presently.

A “support” role can be conceived of as active in the sense of informal promotion and explanation of the project even if this is not formal and systematic. Dusanka Ilic of the Bench We Share considers promotion as part of the Bench We Share’s role in project: “Promoting, bringing the big bulletins, and share with other people which I meet from America, from England, from the Netherlands, everybody and in our country too. This is promotion, one thing.” Organizations participating in the project have been engaged in a constant process towards building support for the project. During the current stage of soliciting support and defining the formal parameters of the different forms that this might take with, for example, academic institutions, interviewees all reported a general practice spreading awareness for the project. This seems to have taken place at this point through networks and contacts already established. Dr Fischer however, did state that the process of building support for the project has actively benefited the JCO as an organization in providing a focused incentive to make links with and organized events with other Jewish communities in the region. The past two years have seen a gathering for Passover, and a Jewish Heritage day has been planned for early September.

Thus, at this point, the project’s potential for realization is tightly bound to the existence and condition of the CWWPP. During the summer of 2004, the CWWPP was experiencing (and currently still is in September 2004) chronic funding shortages and was therefore undergoing extensive and systematic fundraising drives. While searching for support for funding for the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center is part of this, there is not a staff member available to make this independent of the CWWPP’s own search for support. Thus, the burden is felt acutely by the CWWPP. The organization does not feel that this is the most effective situation for the project. 

While the support of the other organizations is crucial and policy contribution is integral, the CWWPP currently feels a disproportionate level of responsibility, which given its own stressful situation as an organization, is experienced as a “load” that somehow needs to be shared. This does not refer to the motivation or enthusiasm of the CWWPP for the project, but to time, energy and funding. All organizations expressed the need for the CWWPP’s responsibility to be lessened, as explained more in the Next Steps section. 

The tasks taken on by the different organizations within the process of the project seem to have primarily been decided through the distribution of skills, focus and prioritization of each organization. These aspects are concentrated particularly within the CWWPP, which has been designated the “implementing” organization. (This is specified within the project proposal.) This situation is exacerbated for issues that come under tight time pressure, such as the writing of the proposal.

Because the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project is not at a point at which it can be independent from the CWWPP in terms of legal status, basic primary fundraising and staff, this organization’s role remains extensive. This has been identified as a problem by all project participants, not least by the CWWPP, more discussion of which can consequently be found in the ‘Next Steps’ section of this paper. 

3.6 Obstacles to the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project

As the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center is not autonomous from the four organizations working on it, the potential obstacles to its progression cannot be considered independently to those of the CWWPP, the JCO, the Bench We Share and Europe House Vukovar. The most direct concern is that of achieving funding and to some extent finding support within government structures.

The interviewees do not anticipate great difficulties in finding support among the population for the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center and its activities. However, the local authorities are perceived as a potential obstacle to the project, if not an insurmountable one. Finding active support in the government is considered important, as pointed out by Dr Fischer. There is not outright opposition and blocking, but rather a deliberate lack of support; Dr Gehrecke says, “The crucial problem is still the local authorities because they do not object to such projects at all, but they are not willing to help. They ignore the very fact of such projects”.
Every organization reports a difficult struggle to obtain adequate funding, both to simply exist and in implementing specific projects. This point was generally brought up before I inquired explicitly and was strongly stressed, indicating the severity of the situation and the amount of stress that the lack of funding has caused for the work of the organizations. Lack of funding and the long process of searching for it were reported both as the main obstacle for the participating organizations and for the prospects of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project itself.

Most interviewees, with the exception of the JCO (which did not bring it up, but was not directly questioned as such) mentioned the fact that most of the funding opportunities have departed elsewhere. As Ms Ilic put it, “we were very interesting during our war”. This problem is also related to the observation among the local NGOs that donors look for short-term projects rather than recognizing what the interviewees saw as crucial long-term work that continues well beyond the immediate post-conflict period. One of the most prevalent difficulties that organizations stressed was that the funding opportunities and structure is set up for short-term projects that achieve “fast results”, a criterion that is at odds with what the interviewees deem necessary for the region and for the work of their organizations. Dr Gehrecke, for example, stated, “They prefer activities which bring spectacular results and soon. So we are suffering a lot- a constant lack of funds.”

The evaluative process is also sometimes reported as ill suited to the type of work being done by the organizations. Dr Tauber in particular commented on the difficulty in showing “results” for psychological support whereby the “prevention of future conflict” must be quantified. The question of patient confidentiality as an “ethical issue” is also a problem with some forms of evaluation.  On the other hand, Ms Ilic was critical of the lack of evaluation that some funding involved, though this was in reference to a period when funding in the region was more readily available. The point seems to be not that evaluation is in itself a problem but the form in which it is expected by donors. 

Money and resources that are set for NGOs in the region is reported as not always used effectively, which does seem to cause a degree of resentment for organizations finding it so difficult to obtain funding for the work in which they are invested. Ms Ilic brought up the example of a conference in Grenada sponsored by a large intergovernmental organization where participants like her were put up in very expensive accommodation, the money for which could have sustained the Bench We share’s work in Croatia for a number of months. 

The search for funding was seen as a draining process for organizations, requiring much time and energy. This was very clear to me, witnessing the CWWPP’s systematic search for funding during my stay in Vukovar. Dr Tauber expressed his frustration in this work as it detracts from the time and energy that could be spent on actually carrying out the projects and activities of the CWWPP. In addition to the time and energy that the search for funding demands, there is a specific set of skills that it requires. The CWWPP’s implementing role in the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center project is an example of these particular requirements, whereby all involved in the project are professionals and academics, but still do not necessarily know the “rules of the game”. The importance of excellent English language skills is a particularly explicit example of the exclusivity that this situation can create. Dr Gehrecke also mentioned that Europe House Vukovar takes a role in aiding with funding proposals for organizations with less experience than herself, which indicates the extent to which the ability to acquire funding is correlated with knowing the form and content that donors expect.

The JCO’s funding position has improved since the end of the Communist era, particularly because the current government’s bid to be seen as “democratic” and protective of minorities means that it directs some funding toward the Jewish community. This is viewed quite cynically; Dr Fischer stated: “It was not a big love of Jews, but the authorities were aware that they had to show, that they had to treat the Jewish communities in a proper way if they wanted to be treated and to be considered as a democratic and free society.” 

The current position of the CWWPP can also be considered a concerning obstacle to the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center project. The CWWPP and Dr Tauber as an individual have taken an implementing role to the project and have been involved in much of the work such as writing the proposal, calling meetings and including the project as a priority in its own fundraising efforts. Dr Tauber is concerned for the continuing existence of the organization due to its lack of funding, from which a shortage in staff also follows. Because of the stress on the CWWPP and on Dr Tauber, he feels that the progression of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center project is also consequently in danger unless adequate support for both the CWWPP and basic funding for the project can be found.

3.7 Next Steps

At present there seem to be a number of different immediate strategies for proceeding. 

Widening the basis of support for the project is considered useful at this point. At this moment, general support is desired with the formalities of association to be worked out at a later stage. Academic participants, as outlined by Dr Tauber, could be approached first with a letter of introduction and an explanation of the project and later approached with a more specific proposal for affiliation. Three of the four heads of organizations are or have been academics, which will facilitate this process to some extent, but which will also require a more systematic approach. Three of the interviewees stressed the fact that they mention the project whenever possible among new and old colleagues. Support and raising awareness, even or especially in an informal way at this stage seems to be viewed as another means of bolstering the project’s potential for realization. 

As stated, work on the project had been functioning through monthly meetings between the four organizations who formed the consortium working on the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center plans. There has not been such a meeting for a number of months.  Several reasons for this have been mentioned. On a very practical note, it is difficult to organize meetings over the summer period when many people take their holidays. The lack of funding and the lack of specific Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center staff also mean that it is difficult to take the steps seen as necessary to do further work on the project. Because the CWWPP has been a main project implementer and the initiator of meetings, (although the JCO has taken on the issue of land return), the current phase of this organization is decisive with regard to work on the synagogue project. The CWWPP has had a funding crisis and has been busy dealing with internal administrative issues. Therefore, recently, there have been less time, energy and financial resources for the CWWPP to devote specifically to the Project. 

Related to this is a need, mentioned by Dr Tauber and by Ms Ilic, for a shift in the role/task distribution. Related sentiments were also expressed with regards to the workload of the CWWPP by the other two interviewees. With the exception of the interview with Dr Gehrecke, the tasks taken on by different organization have not yet been clarified. This seems to mean that tasks fall to those organizations currently placing the work on the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project as a high priority within their work and/or which have the specific skills required, as in the case of the writing of the proposal, which necessitated a native English speaker with proposal writing experience. Ms Ilic suggested that roles and tasks need to be specified for each of the participants, although she did not feel that this was possible at the current stage of the project. 
Put most specifically by Dr Tauber, but suggested in the other interviews also, is that, while each of the project participants contributes a network of contacts of individuals in local and international organizations and authorities, there is a limit to the progress that can be made within these defined networks. At this point, a systematic and extensive approach needs to be taken with regard to potential supporters, participants and funders. While the CWWPP, which places the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies / Synagogue Center Project as a priority in its external strategic plan, is currently involved in such a process, a specific staff member is required for specific work on this project. That the CWWPP cannot take this whole burden on itself is a sentiment shared by all of the interviewees. Specific project staff who have both skills and strong personal motivation was generally felt to be necessary for further work to continue. 
The lack of basic funding for the project, considered to be an immediate requirement by all interviewees, means that the question of the lack of staff unfortunately becomes a circular one. As generally stated above, already existing contacts for funding opportunities seem to have been stretched as far as is currently possible, and thus staff are needed to find potential donors. Funding is required to attract, pay and retain these staff.

While many of the considered next steps of the project are shared, as are conceptions of the obstacles to them, there is some difference in opinion over exactly how to proceed with the project from this point. Ms Ilic was quite adamant in wanting to begin some work and to put it in the name of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project. This comes from both the desire to get on with work (this is shared as a desire generally) and from the strategic belief that donors want to see some initial work prior to getting involved. She spoke particularly of establishing a creative workshop, a project used by the Bench We Share in the past, which is also seen as a means to make some money. Profitability is seen as beneficial in the immediate need for money and because this form of project is seen as being quite popular in the eyes of donors.

There is something of this view also in the interview with Dr Fischer.  his impression of one funder with whom he is in contact is that they would like to see a substantial amount of work before they will “invest”. This is however more in respect to the JCO as in organization and the building of its own activities, than to beginning activities in the name of the synagogue project itself. Dr Tauber, on the other hand does not share the idea that donors would prefer to see defined “project work” begun before investing (aside of course from the planning and initial work inherently necessary), because he sees the organizations involved as having established a history and a “name” within themselves. 

The idea of having a commercial side to the project came up in two interviews: those of Ms Ilic and of Dr Fischer. While it was not directly countered in the case of Dr Tauber and Dr Gehrecke, it is not known whether this is a result of disagreement or because the question did not come up. The issue arose with Dr Fischer through his discussion of the influence of Prof Lohrmann of the Institute for the Study of Jewish History in Austria. Prof Lohrmann suggested a commercial side to the project for the purposes of creating publicity and also, as Dr Fischer stressed, for the sustainability of the center. This was not, however seen as a necessary a next step to the same degree as it was by Ms Ilic, who viewed such an approach as tactical; as a more attractive proposal to potential donors. 

While each organization laid out ideas for proceeding, even without a leading question from me, there is generally a feeling that the situation is not predictable and therefore that the exact shape of a finished project is not definite at this stage. Each organization seems to have drawn upon their own conceptions and experience of strategic means to finding support and funding. These seem to have been developed because of the gap in understanding of the funding structure. 

4. Conclusions and Suggested Directions for Further Research

Below are my main observations gained through the examination of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project. They cannot be taken as generalizations of the experience of NGOs as a whole given the limited parameters of my research. Rather my intention is to use these observations to suggest areas of further inquiry.

A long-term and substantive approach to addressing the damage to individuals and to society in Eastern Croatia is deemed necessary by each of the organizations participating in the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center. The rationale for this lies in the multiple levels that need to be addressed, from that of the individual through to the societal level, on a range of inter-related issues. However, in the experience of the four organizations involved in the Project, this approach is not conducive to finding funding support.

NGOs in the region need to acquire “donor skills” in order to find funding and therefore to function. These are not necessarily intuitive skills, but those gained through the experience, through learning the “rules of the game”; this involved learning how to translate one’s project proposal into “donor language”, knowing what key points donors tend to be attracted to and how to incorporate these. Donors expect particular forms of evaluation and an ability to quantify “results”. Furthermore, at least from the experience of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center project, it seems that a good knowledge of written English is required, which is a barrier for organizations in the region with no access to native English speakers. This adds up to a formidable set of skills, which are not necessarily those inherently necessary to run an organization, but essentially those that compensate for the “gap” between expectations and conceptions of donors versus the experience and assessment of needs by NGOs working within the region. Attempting to bridge this gap falls as a burden on the NGOs. Additionally, the specific set of required skills derives from experience that is unlikely to be found in the region, particularly given the strain of economic and living conditions that contribute to inhibiting the acquisition of such skills among the population. 

Another point suggested in my observations of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project is that of the relationships between individuals and organizations. It seems clear from the experience of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project that analyses that use only organizations as the entities or units of analysis are inadequate to explaining the dynamics between organizations. To make the point that organizations are composed of individuals and that these individuals interact with each other both on personal levels and on organizational levels seems basic, but it is a point that can be easily overlooked in looking at the relationships between institutions. 

The reported deficiencies in the approach and activities of international organizations in the region seem to result both from the political interests (I do not mean conspiracy theory by “political”) affecting the organizations as entities and from the concurrent lack of flexibility for individual staff members within their structures. This is evident in, for example, the CWWPP’s good relationships with individual staff members in the region while the relationship with their institution might not be so positive. Thus, there seems to be interference, both political and bureaucratic, in the ability of international organizations to respond to needs of the region. 

Because the planned institute encompasses many different elements and spheres of work- academic, health, Jewish culture, non-violent conflict resolution, ecumenicalism, legal, I had originally thought that this might mean that this would increase its chances for finding funding support. Each of these elements relates to an actual structure of institutions, meaning that there are many different kinds of networks that the institute might find support within. However, reaching the point at which these structures could be approached seems to require a certain level of basic funding and staffing to carry systematic searches for support and to be able to present enough of a beginning foundation of the project to show potential supporters. Thus, the project has reached something of a stalling point currently because such basic funding is lacking.

Given these “gaps” between small NGOs in the region and international organizations and funding, it seems necessary to more closely examine the working culture, philosophy and influences internal to a range of organizations and to the means by which this relates to the interactions between organizations involved in the same region. This is outlined below as an ethnography of organizations in the eastern Croatia region. Additionally, I would like to examine further the means by which the concept of “civil society” can be defined and its strengthening therefore approached in the local context, given the need also to interact with western style organization.
Ethnography of Organizations in the Eastern Croatia Region

One of the major problems in the work of small organizations in the region is the “gaps” of understanding between organizations “on the ground” and those larger international funding and support organizations. I define this as organizations whose decision-making and direction is set within the region itself, rather than through a top-down bureaucracy from “above” and “outside”. This is particularly acute in Eastern Croatia, as the problems of the country as a whole seem to be considered to be “solved” internationally. As a result, it seems as though the NGO’s I spoke to work very hard even to point out that there are indeed many problems that require long-term work and support in the region. 

The “ideal profiles” set by donors for receiving funding and those set by many NGO’s seeking support are therefore mismatched. NGO’s must compensate by translating their proposals into “donor language” and evolving tactical approaches to appeal to donors. The need to develop donor strategies was quite clear in my interviews with participants in the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center Project. Different organizations held favored strategies formulated through their own experiences. Such a situation becomes further problematic when considering new organizations with little experience in the rules of the game

Part of this difficulty might be that of political interests. The Croatian national government is concerned with presenting an image of a “European” state that will fit into the image of the European Union. International governments and intergovernmental organizations might be reluctant to examine the ongoing problems that were not solved by UNTAES - “the most successful UN mission in history”. However, direct political interests do not fully explain the problems, particularly when one considers the multitude of institutions with some involvement in the region. This is made more complicated when institutions are not viewed as discreet components but as composites of individuals whose formal and informal affiliations often cross institutional and group boundaries. Furthermore, the autonomy of individuals within bureaucratic structures varies, so that a direct correlation between interests and action cannot necessarily be determined. 

The anthropologist Steven Sampson has therefore called for ethnographic work on (western) international organizations and their working cultures in the Balkans to attempt to move beyond dominant constructions of the “lazy, corrupt Balkans” and the “scheming, colonizing West”: “A cultural understanding of the Balkans now requires us to begin with the good intentions of the benevolent colonialist.”
 The intention is essentially to trace how these gaps of understanding that seem to be the result of international involvement in “democratization” projects in the Balkans. For example, in the UN, what are the motivations of those beginning their careers? How are motivations and aims structured and translated into the working culture of the INGO? Where do policy influences originate and how rigid are they in their practical interpretation? What limits do structural hierarchies place on individuals within such organizations? This point is particularly relevant to the experience of the CWWPP for example, which reports good relationships with “individuals” within large IGOs while the relations between them as “organizations” is not necessarily fruitful. As suggested by Steven Sampson, ethnographical study on these international organizations and those involved with them could gain a better idea of who is involved, their motivations, internal functioning and inter-organizational relationships.

Discussion among staff members of the CWWPP produced the idea for an ethnographic study of the whole range of organizations in the Eastern Croatia region, from varieties of local NGOs, larger international NGOs (INGOs) and intergovernmental organizations. Such a project would need to examine the organizational aims and working culture of as wide a range of organizations as possible, studied both in terms of internal dynamics and in terms of interaction with each other and within the society as a whole. Are there definably different cultures of work? How do they function in interaction with each other? What are the consequences of these differences? 

Attention should be paid to conceiving of organizations as composites of individuals whose relationships with each other form networks that do not necessarily function according to the organizational profile of their institutions. The findings on the process of the study of the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center suggest that the distinction between formal and informal, work and social relationships is blurred in practice. Thus, the ethnography must be analyzed along the level of institutions and of individuals as affecting and being affected by each other. 

This should employ both participatory observation work and interview work with attention to an inductive methodology. The need to begin without a preconceived means of typology is important in elucidating the specific working culture of each organization. The use of predetermined means of categorization of organizations contributes to the problems of gaps of understanding noted. Such a study would require long-term research in the region and would probably require a team of researchers working in conjunction with each other. Dr Tauber pointed out that this project could be housed within the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center, a means by which to coordinate and communicate analysis.

Population Participation 

In addition to examining the institutional and conceptual structures of “democratization”, “development” and “post-conflict work” in the region, and analyzing the “top-down” bureaucracy and decision-making, I am interested to research further the value of a “bottom-up” approach and the means by which it could potentially be better achieved. Given the often reported inefficacy of top-down initiated programs in the Eastern Croatia region, which are regarded with suspicion or seen as ineffective and insubstantive by the local population and by the small NGOs with which I spoke, I would like to explore the possibilities for a participatory process of project design and implementation. The concept of “participatory development” has arisen from critiques both of inefficacy and from power inequality and de-politicization as a consequence of top-down initiated development projects. The efficacy and efficiency argument stems from the experience of projects which are either not defined by the beneficiary population as in fact of benefit to them or as lacking in understanding of local social dynamics and therefore as resulting in unintended consequences.  Within this framework, the concept of “participation” has been taken up by institutions such as the World Bank, though there is debate over the extent that the meaning of a participatory approached has been transformed into a limited consultative rather than constructive role for the population concerned. Another broad critique that resulted in calls for local participation and local definition of projects concerns the wider question of top-down conceptions of development from external institutions as depoliticizing towards the local population. 

As applied to projects dedicated to “democratization” a question might be how can externally driven political and social design built a structure of legitimacy for the populations concerned. The efficiency argument and the self-determination argument are, of course, mutually compatible and should be treated as such. This has been posited in the case of political development in Bosnia, whereby the Office of the High Representative essentially has been accused of interrupting the structure of legitimacy that needs to be formed between the population and politicians. Debate is currently taking place, following a report published in January 2004 by the European Stability Initiative, “Travails of the European Raj” criticizing the OHR for over-interpreting its role in enforcing the 1995 Dayton Accords and thereby continually prolonging its administration. In this sense, the questions of efficacy and self-determination (in the sense of decision-making, not of national self-determination) can be seen in conjunction with each other. 

However, the question could also be posed in its manifestation at the local level of non-governmental projects. Therefore, I propose that an important project could examine the potential for involvement of the local population in the initiation and process of implementing social projects.  This is taken in the context of my findings with regard to the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center project that there are gaps in the conceptions and hence practice between larger international organizations, government and the small NGOs involved in the project. 

In discussion on this question of greater population involvement in the process of a project such as the Vukovar Field Institute for Post Conflict Studies/Synagogue Center, the main barriers to this were seen as a lack of necessary skills and experience related to voluntary association and also the lack of time and will in the context of severe unemployment, traumatization and general living conditions of the region. Dr Tauber expressed the desire to include more population involvement in the project, but felt that the project was not at a point at which this could feasibly occur. Furthermore, he perceives there being a lack of experience in voluntary culture in the region combined with a tendency to short-term perspective, which would inhibit a greater degree of population involvement. 

I would propose, however, that investigation into examples of civil organization in the region along with a socially specific examination of the history of local forms of association could add insight into this dilemma. While the former Yugoslavia as a socialist system is generally seen as having low levels of civic participation and thus little experience that can today be built upon, a broader definition of what constitutes “civil society” could open up examples not generally included within this defined sphere. 

Two projects by which to approach this goal could include an examination of anti-war groups that formed prior to and during the war of the early 1990’s and an examination of a broader definition of association during the communist period. “Broader” definition refers to including within “civil society”- a rather ambiguous concept itself- both formal and informal social associations undertaking a range of activities. An ethnographic approach to both of these projects seems the most suitable in identifying the cultures and meanings within such associations.

With regard to the former project, Professor Ana Devic has written several papers exploring social movements in the former Yugoslavia and on the present Vojvodina region in Serbia. It would be worth tracing the development of these groups, including how they were initiated and who in society was involved, the sets of practices involved in the work, their conceptual foundations and their history up to the present day. An ethnographic study of those involved in the 5th October 2000 overthrow of Milosevic in Serbia could also be an example of a project to explore means of progressive social organization.

As Dr Tauber points out, societies in the former Yugoslavia do and will need to interact with “the West” and therefore with the particular culture of organizational interaction that this entails. He is right to point out that a cultural relativist approach that ignores this reality is not of benefit. However, I would argue that account of the specific context- historical, social and cultural- of social association in the region, forming categories and relationships inductively rather than based upon a western ideal model could improve the means by which “civil society building” is approached. A call for more specific study and inclusion in programs on local forms of social association has been put forward by a number of scholars including Solioz 2002 and Mertus 2001. The point in this context is to consider that models of “civil society” derive from particular social relations and conditions so that the evolution of a civil sphere will differ accordingly. This is affirmatively not to make a distinction between societies that are or are not inherently conducive to the development of some form of social and civil association. Rather, this study could take a historical and detailed view to a broad conception of social organization in the former Yugoslavia, both institutionalized and informal, taking into accounts the effects of the war. This could potentially be applied to considering approaches to defining and strengthening “civil society” today in considering means of greater participation in the policy and implementation of projects.
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