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EDITORIAL

Dear readers,

This is the first issue of Democracy and Security in Southeastern Europe, a publication designed to promote Euro-Atlantic
values and a culture of dialogue in Bosnia-Herzegovina and the region.

The selection of the name as well as the contents of the magazine reflect our belief that the transition process towards
establishing functional democracies, rule of law and human rights protection in the region is closely connected with securi-
ty models. We believe that security is a precondition for democracy.

Security is most often defined as a condition without danger or without threat, or as the provision of protection against a
threat. However, it is much more.

American psychologist Abraham Maslow placed security at the very foundation of his own hierarchical pyramid of key hu-
man needs. Immediately after the basic biological needs, such as the need for food, water, oxygen and sleep, Maslow i
sted security as the basic psychological need. It includes protection against violence; safety of home, family and health;
protection of property; having a steady income; a need for order and predictability of events in the near and distant futu-
re. Maslow maintains that the fulfillment of these needs helps a person grow and develop as a human being.

“The fact is that people are good. Give them care and safety, and they will give care back and be secure in their feelings
and behavior,” he wrote. Only when a person fulfills their need for security will they be able to start fulfilling other prima-
ry needs - for belonging, love, respect and self-actualization.

In a post conflict society, such as in Bosnia-Herzegovina, where the conscious and continuous introduction of insecurity
and fear into public discourse is undeniably politically motivated, it does not seem particularly wise or justified to continue
keeping the discussions and decisions on security solutions in the exclusive domain of local political elites. It is almost unne-
cessary to warn against the possible consequences of such a monopoly for the development of democracy. In addition, the
Dayton institutionalization of Bosnia-Herzegovina’s state legal provisions, which incorporates the dynamics of the previous
conflict, urges that debate on security models finally be extended to civil society too.

Starting with this magazine, the Atlantic Initiative in Bosnia-Herzegovina wants to launch a forum for thought and debate
on these issues and enable readers to develop opinions on the key problems of democracy and security, based on knowle-
dge of the facts and understanding of the relevant processes. In so doing, we want to contribute to the creation of a soci-
ety of knowledge, one where the competition of ideas represents a commitment to progress, and not a constant source
of seemingly unsolvable disputes.
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NATO
and South-Eastern Europe

Did NATO

Win in the Balkans?

By: Danko Plevnik

“Peace in the Balkans was not brought by Dayton, but by
Avignano. Dayton brought unrest. Peace was brought by
the planes that took off from the NATO base in this Ita-
lian town.”' HadZem Hajdarevi¢’s statement laconically
summarizes NATO’s role in the achievement of the pe-
ace in Bosnia and Herzegovina and South-Eastern Euro-
pe and into promotion into peace-maker. South-Eastern
Europe has helped NATO not only to maintain its repu-
tation of a safety alliance, but also to affirm itself as a war
and a political formation. It was in the region of South-
Eastern Europe, where NATO undertook a few operati-
ons (Deny Flight, 1993; Sharp Guard 1993-1996;
Deliberate Force, 1995, and later Essential Harvest,
2001), operated outside of the Article 5 framework, and
waged its first humanitarian war against ethnic cleansing
in Kosovo (Operation Allied Force) in 1999. Without So-
uth-Eastern Europe, NATO’s development as an interve-
ning force would be neither this smooth nor this quick,
because, in the doctrinaire sense, it was only at the NA-
TO Summit in Prague in 2002 that it was decided that
defense shall be extended outside the area specified in
Article 5. This resulted in the establishment of the Inte-
rnational Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan,
comprising of 44 countries, and marked a shift from gu-
arding the security of NATO members to guarding inte-
rnational security.

The dynamics of the BH war was “a systemic be-
nchmark” in the forming of a new NATO, which in 1996
prompted the Associate Director of the Policy Planning
Staff in State Department, Daniel Hamilton, to say that
the NATO mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina was, pro-
bably, “the most important one for the future of the
Alliance®.> Without Bosnia and the deployment of NA-
TO forces there, the atmosphere would not have been
created for the intervention in Kosovo and the constru-
ction of Bondsteel, the second biggest American milita-
ry base in the world. This is not a coincidence, since
NATO in South-Eastern Europe was and has remained
at the service of Pax Americana as a means for the pa-
cification and geopolitical unification of the region, ra-
ther than the lever used by one country to settle its
accounts with another. This was clearly demonstrated
in 1995 when NATO, encouraged by the US, denied ae-
rial support to the Croatian Army in its campaign to ga-
in control over Banja Luka.



| pointed to this already in 1996, when my assessment invo-
Ived the statement that the old NATO had seemingly be-
en created so that Americans would die for Berlin, and
that the new NATO was not being established so that
Americans would die in Europe again, because “if a war
would happened, Americans would primarily provide te-
chnological support (transport aircrafts, communication
systems, intelligence satellites, combat helicopters, and si-
milar), while *partner allies” would provide multinational
and well-trained soldiers. In late 1993, Christopher loudly
said that Europe was no longer the dominant part of the
world, so the American’s apparent withdrawal from Euro-
pe should be understood as American military preparati-
on for a Pacific century and a security spread to the east.”?

However, the mere spread to the European east gave
NATO interpretative problems with Russia, which took
this as a strategic siege and the taking over of its borde-
rs. The cautious former German Minister of Foreign Affa-
irs Hans-Dietrich Genscher in an interview to the weekly
Der Spiegel (3,/1997) remarked that it had been wrong
to call this reformulation of NATO “the spread of NA-
TO to the East”, and that a far more adequate expressi-
on would have been the term “admission of new
members”. The imperative of such international redefi-
ning resulted in such swelling of NATO rhetoric that war
started being perceived as the final stage of democracy.
NATO was advertising itself as an international political
and economic organization, which in the future, due to
its efficiency, was to replace the UN Security Council,
that, unlike NATO, remained a pre-Cold War organizati-
on, while NATO has managed to reshape itself into a po-
st-Cold War organization.

NATO pictured itself as being at the service of democra-
tic globalism in which the top interest was no longer fo-
rce, but values as strategic necessities, such as freedom,
the open market and human rights. The 1999 war aga-
inst Serbia showed that NATO’s interest is, in the end,
the classical interest, interpreted by Hans Morgentau as
the interest defined by force. Since it was unable to co-
ntrol MiloSevi¢’s rationalizing, NATO controlled its force
through the strategic goods of a new alliance, and public
relations reflexes became more important then the re-
asons for the inaccuracy of fallen bombs. French philoso-
pher Alain Badiou used this occasion to summarize
NATO’s ideology in three premises:

Democracies attack totalitarian dictatorships

In remembrance of the Shoah, ethnic cleansers shall be
attacked.

Troops of the truth bomb propagandistic lies.*

The controversies of NATO’s pacifistic ideology, the effe-
cts of its attacks and the spread to the East create various
kinds of opponents. According to Badiou, the Hague Tri-
bunal should have asked for the dissolution of NATO as

an irresponsible international armed gang which threate-
ns the rights of people and nations, since Americans used
the war for Kosovo to humiliate the Russians without any
direct confrontation, and warn China whose embassy in
Belgrade was not hit accidentally. This war was, in fact, the
test of force: “The logic of force has never been the co-
nsequence of noble principles, even when the force wa-
nted to believe in it.”> There has always been this imperial
maxim: “First, an army that conquers; second, trade which
creates markets; and third, proselytizing missionaries.”¢

(Political) philosophy should never support that sort of
propaganda. Does that, therefore, mean that analyzing
NATO’s strategy makes us participate in its missionary
spread and apologetics? Although there are “missionari-
es” who are, on the basis of interest, focused on relati-
ons between NATO and South-Eastern Europe, who, like
Janusz Bugajski from the Washington CSIS, uncritically ta-
ke on NATO’s vocabulary and forget the differences be-
tween proclamations and achievements, it is completely
intellectually legitimate to autonomously analyze the stra-
tegic innovations and movements of NATO. In 1999 | wro-
te about the development of NATO as a global security
organization, which | defined as an condition for its survi-
val. | wrote this long before new motives were found to
sustain this option (global terrorism, natural disasters, pi-
rates, hackers, trafficking, drugs smuggling). NATO is fo-
rced to enter this sort of an engagement primarily by Pax
Americana, which is not eager to conquer territories, and,
in the ideal sense, longs to end Hobbes’s eternal war and
pronounce Kant’s eternal peace, while in the practical se-
nse, still assume the best starting positions in case of a co-
llision with Russia, which is less probable, and with China,
which is more probable in the long run.

The geopolitical situation in South-Eastern Europe repre-
sents, doubtlessly, NATO’s tactical triumph. However, this
region is ceasing to be a motivator of NATO strategy,
which is, in the 21st century, directed towards the Middle
East, Central Asia and Far East. The Chinese expert for
international affairs, Li Zhongcheng, has recognized the
context of South-Eastern Europe as the region NATO
used in 1994 and 1995 to set in motion its plans related
to “the expansion towards the East”.” After initiating the
idea of the expansion of NATO and the creation of its Pa-
rtnership for Peace (1994), China organized in 1996 the
Shanghai Five group , together with Central Asian co-
untries which had joined the Partnership for Peace in
1994. (One should not neglect the factor of China, which
is very involved in developments in South-Eastern Euro-
pe, since it provided military support to Albania from 1964
to 1978, and has strengthened bilateral relations with Se-
rbia after 1999, including a strategic treaty in 2009.)

South-Eastern Europe has, security-wise, been “Pax
American-ized* and “NATO-ized“: Slovenia, Hungary,
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Romania, Bulgaria, Greece, Turkey, Albania and Croatia
form NATO’s security ring, which encompasses and ne-
utralizes Serbia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, or more preci-
sely, Republika Srpska, which count on possible Russia’s
geopolitical revisionism. There are no realistic chances
for a Russian strategic penetration, just like they did not
exist after Kosovo, when Romania and Bulgaria refused
to allow Russian military forces to enter their air space:
they were rewarded with their admission in NATO
(2004) and the EU (2007). The degree to which the stra-
tegies of the USA and NATO overlap in South-Eastern
Europe is best reflected in the American initiative of the
“American-Adriatic Charter®, which was signed in Tira-
na in 2003 by Albania, Macedonia and Croatia. This Cha-
rter represented a sort of a multilateral preparation of
these countries for their admission into NATO.

Albania and Croatia joined NATO in 2009, and Macedo-
nia, which is completely ready, did not, due to its long-
running dispute with Greece, which insists that an
adjective be added to the name of Macedonia to disti-
nguish it from the Greek region of Macedonia. Howe-
ver, the former Yugoslavian Macedonia has been brought
under the umbrella of Pax Americana through a steadfa-
st agreement with the USA. Montenegro got the action
plan for joining NATO last year, and the Head of Force
Planning Department of NATO Defence Policy and Pla-
nning Division, Frank Boland, predicts that it could beco-
me a full member as early as 2012. Bosnia-Herzegovina
and Serbia joined NATO’s Partnership for Peace in 2006.
The new American ambassador to Serbia, Mary Warli-
ck, said on February 5 this year that NATO’s door was
open for Serbia, and that new projects of the Partnership
for Peace would enhance the cooperation between the
USA and Serbia. The only state not included in the for-
mal program for admission into NATO is Kosovo, which
represents a huge political problem for the admission of
Serbia into both NATO and the EU, although Kosovo is
labeled “a NATO state® in informal discourse. NATO tro-
ops in Kosovo (KFOR) will have been reduced to 4,000
by 2012, which is also one of the indicators that instabili-
ty and new wars are not expected to engulf South-Easte-
rn Europe, even though outgoing Croatian president
Stjepan Mesic announced military activities, first by Cro-
atia, and then by NATO, if Republika Srpska Prime Mini-
ster Milorad Dodik announces a referendum on the
secession of the entity.

Last month in Istanbul NATO announced significant co-
st-cutting measures, while recession reached its membe-
rs in South-Eastern Europe as well. Croatia promised
NATO it will have formed an armored battalion by 2015,
but the purchase of vehicles from the Finnish Patria was
postponed due to the financial crisis. Slovenian civil asso-
ciations are preparing a petition for the dissolution of
army, an idea dating back to 1990 due to the perception

that the Slovenian Army is no longer defending Sloveni-
an sovereignty, but needlessly participating in NATO’s
wars. The government and part of the opposition disa-
vow this utopian pacifism and demilitarization in the unsa-
fe times, suggesting instead that the 500 million euro
defense budget be subjected to clearer political strategi-
es which would decide on why, when and how the Slo-
venian Army should participate in NATO-s war activities.
While other countries in the region are content to ma-
intain their current levels of military capability, only Ko-
sovo has the ambition of strengthening its armed forces
capacity, an ambition which has earned NATO’s suppo-
rt and Serbia’s reproach.

Although there are speculations on the construction of a
Russian base on the Serbia-Kosovo border, word has also
spread on the establishment of a Russian-Serbian coordi-
nation and logistical center near the Nig airport. This is a
geo-economic penetration of Russia into the Balkans, ra-
ther than one having to do with Russian geopolitical ambi-
tions, since the South Stream’ gas pipeline route cuts
through Nis. Although Serbia chose to be neutral to, amo-
ng other things, deflect pressure coming from Russia which
threatens to recognize Kosovo if Serbia joins NATO, in this
geopolitical context, by delaying in joining NATO, Serbia
is losing more than it is gaining, since in South-Eastern Eu-
rope NATO serves as a gateway to the EU. Considering
the initiative by Austria and Greece for the admission of
Western Balkan countries as a package in 2014, and uno-
fficial German sources which see Serbia’s admission in
2018, it can be assumed that Serbia, Bosnia-Herzegovina
and Kosovo could join NATO before these EU deadlines.

NATO does not present a problem to Russia in the alre-
ady pacified South-Eastern Europe and in the afore-me-
ntioned “NATO ring” in the Balkans, but it does in
Eastern Europe, where NATO is trying to include the ru-
mp Georgia and the geopolitically halved Ukraine into its
ranks. In a strategic sense, the Baltic countries are not
perceived as problematic by Russia either, since NATO
has admitted it is not able to defend them because of the
current configuration which gives Russia a significant
advantage. The trouble are Poland and Czech Republic
because of the anti-missile shield which Obama has given
up on, announcing the relocation of the systems to Ro-
mania and Bulgaria, to emphasize once again that Russia
is not the target but the shield is being placed as defense
against countries such as Iran and North Korea. Russia’s
sometimes overly dramatic critiques of even this reduced
anti-missile defense serve as a powerful lever in wider mi-
litary-diplomatic bargaining with the USA and NATO.

Although NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmu-
ssen said in Moscow that NATO would never attack Ru-
ssia, Russian president Dmitry Medvedev revealed at this
year’s Security Conference in Munich that Russia had a
new military doctrine, according to which Russian bigge-



st enemy was NATO itself. This is, in fact, a case of pre-
ventive containment strategy aimed at persuading NATO
not to recruit the countries at Russia’s borders, with invi-
sible aircrafts and new sorts of combat rockets being de-
monstrated for this purpose.

It was also at this Munich conference that the global repo-
sitioning of NATO was discussed. Rasmussen announced
that NATO would be developing into a global security ce-
nter, building a security partnership network and inviting
China, India and Pakistan to cooperate with it more close-
ly. Both Rasmussen and Germany’s Defense Minister Ka-
rl-Theodor zu Guttenberg also clearly opposed NATO as
a rival to the UN. This development can be linked to the
increased diplomatic activity of the USA in the UN, but
also to their trying to soften the mistrust and resistance
among Asian countries towards NATO, by sending the si-
gnal that a more multilateral balance of power is welcome.

One of the reasons for NATO’s new approach partially re-
sults from Obama’s big strategy aimed at a complete ban
on nuclear tests and nuclear weapons and the prevention
of nuclear terrorism, which should be followed by the spre-
ad of NATO’s security umbrella to the whole world. In a
strategic sense, this means the spread of smart weapons
and rapid deployment troops to all neuralgic spots of the
world. This assumes less of a “local” European NATO, and
more of a global (read: Asian) NATO, consisting of Middle
East and East Asian member states. Through the conse-
nsus with the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)
— which was in force during NATO’s intervention in Afgha-
nistan in 2001, but not during the Kosovo operation in
1999, — and with ASEAN, NATO should be transformed
into the military unit of the UN.®

What this should imply for the countries of South-Eastern
Europe was one of the topics discussed by Turkish Defe-
nse Minister Vecdi Gondil at the Munich Security Confere-
nce panel titled “Is Zero Possible?”. He stated that Turkey
had no need for nuclear weapons, because it was “part of
NATO’s security umbrella, which was enough”?. Will Iran,
with its nuclear bomb, weaken or strengthen the USA’s in-
fluence in the Middle East? According to the American co-
unter-scenario, Iran’s nuclear bomb will do more for the
integration of the Persian Gulf states than all American po-
litical efforts so far. In fear of NATO’s or America’s pene-
tration into China and the dominance of the USA in the
Western Pacific, China wants to strengthen its position in
Central Asia through its nuclear politics and proliferation
in Iran, North Korea and Pakistan. But it will not appear
as NATO’s strategic opponent yet, but rather as Russia’s
strategic partner and "a responsible great power".

Géndil’s claims can easily apply to other South-Eastern Eu-
rope countries which are NATO members. However, this
membership has a price, and its consequences could cle-

arly be seen in Slovenia’s and Croatia’s participation in
NATO’s ISAF force in Afghanistan: Croatia will have to al-
locate 400 million Kuna this year for this purpose alone,
sending part of its ground troops on compulsory leave.
South-Eastern Europe, just like Western Europe, finds it
easier to follow the American geopolitics of NATO when
it is focused on guarding European territory. Robert Co-
oper, the Director-General for External and Politico-Mili-
tary Affairs at the General Secretariat of the Council of
the European Union, is warning the EU, including South-
Eastern Europe, that there is “no such thing as free defe-
nse”.’® Unlike in the case of the Cold War, when there
was a clear “confrontation strategy” of the USA and NA-
TO towards the USSR, NATO’s modern global strategy
is not confrontational, but assimilatory in nature.

A valid strategy, however, takes into account all possible
options. If the assimilation strategy gains momentum,
NATO will have moved beyond being an intra-western
measure for building security trust — in this sense, NA-
TO will have to “de-westernize” and thereby globalize
itself, which includes an expansion to new Asian membe-
rs. This will, most certainly, decrease the security burden
carried by Europeans. On the contrary, in case of inte-
rcontinental deployments, NATO will retain its Euro-
Atlantic profile, which will lead to larger allocations for
arming and the establishing of far more complex milita-
ry formations. ®
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Bosnia and Herzegovina, NATO,
and the European Union

NATO,
Do You Know What You Owe?

The European Union has got tired of its own enlarge-
ment ambition to cover the European geography as a
whole, and the attempt to establish an authentic co-
ntinental geopolitics of peace is on the defensive. Acco-
rding to the messages coming from Brussels, a single
Europe is not possible yet and the European political
bureaucracy would be really happy if it could cancel
the accession of the Western Balkans, possibly with
the exception of Croatia, without losing its credibility
By: Nerzuk Curak of a growing political and economic power.

As for us, there is reserved the status of barbarians,
those who remain outside the civilization fortress and
who require a permanent imperial government beca-
use as the Carnegie Commission states so neatly, “the
Balkans is a region which failed to justify the big powe-
rs’ trust in it being able to take care about itself.”"

That is why there is a need of an imposed administra-
tor who, both at the strategic (or state building) and
everyday levels sends the message that the citizens of
the Balkans belong to zone of the bare-minimum life,
to the world which is, as Marina Grzinic lucidly notes,
“ruled by the authority that is not founded in any law,
so it decides about the bare life, about life and death,
outside the law. What we perceive today is exactly the
production of the bare life. The Third World (and
what are we anyway if not the Third World?) now re-
veals itself as the world in which the only thing people
have is bare life. Nevertheless, it is important to unde-
rstand that the apprehension according to which the-
re is only bare life in the world or in the part of the
world, represents a verdict against the very same wo-
rid which is not based on any kind of legality. More-
over, the token which marks the world as the one of
the bare life represents a form of introduction of te-
rritories without legality or a bare life zone which then,
from there, spreads to the whole world.”

What else is Southeast Europe — with a post-Dayton
Bosnia and Herzegovina, a “pre-Dayton” Kosovo, a
frustrated Serbia, an independent Montenegro under
the all-seeing eye of Serb nationalists who reject Mo-




ntenegrin national sovereignty, and a legally unconfi-
rmed Macedonia - but a territory without an “impe-
rsonal legality”, an area of bare life where the foreign
governing factor decides for and about, when it wants,
as much as it wants, and whatever it wants.

Such disturbing status will remain the long-term positi-
on of the countries in the region, because the internal
players of political games in the post-Yugoslav space pe-
rmanently indicate that these countries are not able to
shape themselves as self-sustainable political entities.

As an example: the nationalist parts of the Serb ethnic
community in Montenegro could in the future consti-
tute themselves as a disrupting factor in the new sta-
te, as some kind of the Republika Srpska (RS) in the
Montenegrin state’s tissue, although for now without
a territorial-entity unit — such an irrational nationali-
stic demand should not be dismissed as impossible.

Another example is the statement to Oslobodjenje by
RS Prime Minister Milorad Dodik that the RS has given
up powers related to security which... should be reduced,
i.e. the powers of the entities and the BiH state related to
the security should be shared, brings security issues back
to the limelight. These issues are not limited to the fi-
eld of reforms and institutional building of the BiH po-
lice forces, but they also include all other security issues
such as defense, war crimes, proliferation, trafficking
and so on. It means that Dodik’s statement, both as a
latency and a tendency, pretends to regain part of the
institutionally already-distributed powers which in the
future can feasibly result in politics which will go back
to the exhausting discussion of security issues, pushing
aside the creation of conditions for economic and cu-
Itural prosperity. If | am right about this projection, be-
cause of the nailed- down structure of the political
system, in the future BiH will simply be “damned” to a
new phase of ideological conflicts and a new irrational
spinning in the yet same vicious circle.

These two examples represent an overt confirmation
of the importance and relevance of the institutional
presence of the European Union in the Western Ba-
Ikans, a presence which includes robust power capaci-
ties. However, one should take issue with the
European inability to build a security identity and insti-
tutional capacities which could if nothing else, guara-
ntee that renewed violence is not possible. It is very
little to ask for, but it is not in abundance. The Euro-
pean foreign and security policy (CFSP) and the deri-
ved security and defense policies (ESDP-CSDP) are

words, categories, expressions, and there would be
nothing behind them if NATO were not there: there
would be no operational capacities, no people, and no
money. The EUFOR mission in BiH is a transformed
NATO mission, and not an authentic European idea —
this might sound too harsh, but it simply summarizes
the European security issue into a precise judgment.
The European institutions in Brussels, as the Spanish
sociologist Castells notes, “are usually satisfied with
their isolated life in the world of technocratic agencies
and the decision- making council of ministers”, so they
fail to notice that their bureaucratic approach, especi-
ally in the security field, does not produce a new se-
curity situation on the ground, but instead only
presents an existing state of affairs as a qualitatively
new situation. A standard example of such an appro-
ach is Bosnia and Herzegovina, where international or-
ganizations and agencies are bureaucratized and
inefficient. And the country is, let’s be blunt, full of
weapons: the security culture has not developed at all,
there has been no evolution from the militaristic cultu-
re of violence to the demilitarized culture of trust.

Let us then look a bit closer into the ESDP-CSDP,
which broke the ice in Bosnia-Herzegovina through the
EUFOR operation Althea.

The ESDP is based on the Lisbon Treaty, and its new
operational acronym is CSDP. It is a culmination of the
institutional development of the European defense and
security policies. Historically, it evolved from the failed
EDC (European Defense Community, 1954) concept,
and Maastricht (1993), Amsterdam (1999), and Nice
treaties. “Sovereign-political” limits made it impossible
to constitute a successful security and defense alliance
for Europe, so NATO took over the role of the guardi-
an of Western Europe during the Cold War. In practi-
ce, even now European defense depends on the US,
regardless of the fact that the institutional developme-
nt of the EU has allowed for the conditions of more
self-contained European security and defense policies.
However, although the ESDP got new “jurisdictions
and structures” which enabled the “usage of military
capacities,” and also significant “civilian aspects of cri-
sis management,” the CSDP, the Lisbon version of the
ESDP, is failing to constitute itself as a “supranational
structure.” This concept is instead largely dependent
on “intergovernmental cooperation,” i.e. on the poli-
cies of EU member states. Although it was planned to
develop the ESDP in 2003 in a way that ensures Bru-
ssels commands armed forces of “60,000 land troops,
and 30,000 airmen and midshipmen for 400 jets and
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100 ships,” the ESDP is still far away from such strate-
gic development.

The Lisbon Treaty constituted the European defense
agency with the general idea of promoting EU opera-
tional capacities in the defense field, but there is, aga-
in, the impression that it is all about following
bureaucratic directives, and not about a real intention
to create a European army. Although the idea of the
European armed forces appears on the horizon as a
logical consequence of the construction of a compre-
hensive institutional EU logos, its long-term lateness or
even its consignment in a dusty drawer of historical re-
dundancy seem as a more realistic future.

What are the reasons for this delay? In addition to eco-
nomic factors, one should pay attention to two additi-
onal sets of reasons. One is related to the lack of EU’s
willingness to invest in military structures, as they are
increasingly less relevant from the perspective of the
EU’s historical development. The second one comes
out of the belief that Europe, after the pacification pro-
cess which has been gathering momentum for a while,
should not get militarized again. However, it is impo-
rtant to know whether the rejection of re-militarizati-
on (requested by the US in order to recognize Europe
as a geopolitical partner) is caused by the progressing
peace ideology within the EU (which is commendable)
or if the rejection of the European supranational mili-
tarization is caused by conservative beliefs that milita-
ry potential intrinsically and quintessentially fits national
states, and the formal creation of the European securi-
ty and defense structures is only the fulfillment of insti-
tutional orders required and asked by the Brussels
bureaucratic nucleus’ normative logic. Emphasizing the-
se dilemmas is closely related to the crisis manageme-
nt missions in Southeast Europe, and | am, as it can be
seen from this article, highly skeptical about them.

So, that is how the European Union looks when it co-
mes to security and defense: its insecurity strengthens
the potential of provincial Balkan policies that are do-
ing fine only when they need to produce the irrational
spiral of wild separatism and unacceptable unitarism.
However, this is a position which in fact suits everybo-
dy. The European Union will stay in the Balkans for an
undetermined period of time, and the Balkans, altho-
ugh it belongs to the “moral universe of the European
civilization,” will remain outside the EU framework.
Within existing European strategies, the Western Ba-
lkans will keep joining the EU, without never fully be-
coming members. It would not be that important if

the countries in the region manage to build strong eco-
nomic and cultural bonds in the meantime: is it possi-
ble to develop them within a rotten security agenda?
Obviously not, and that is why this article strongly ple-
ads for a new approach to security, one in which NA-
TO would play a dominant role, until a possible
dissolution of the imperialistic Pax Americana.

The North Atlantic Alliance, first and foremost, owes
a debt to the southeast-European countries, more pre-
cisely to the countries of former Yugoslavia, which, by
producing violence, made NATO’s historic existence
possible. Within the framework of post Cold War ge-
opolitics, the leading security-political alliance of the
modern world owes, in a way, to Bosnia and other co-
untries in the region. Why?

The war in Bosnia and the Yugoslav wars in general re-
duced the confusion created in NATO’s military-poli-
tical structures by the fall of the Soviet ideological and
military block. Without the enemy, the Warsaw pact,
which was the meaning and purpose of its existence,
NATO was faced with a Hamlet-style dilemma: to be
or not to be. Vladimir Petrov, an acquaintance of NA-
TO founding father Dean Acheson, put it perfectly in
a 1997 article in the Washington Post: NATO was cre-
ated to retain Soviet enlargement. It accomplished its mi-
ssion. Should it be tasked now to make the world more
secure for democracy? There is one unspoken reason to
preserve NATO - the fear that our influence will diminish,
once when Europe makes progress towards integration.
The European currency will challenge almighty dollar. Gro-
wing NATO bureaucracy could disappear unless some new
mission breaths new life into the institution. It is the risk
that we have to accept.

Former NATO Secretary General Lord Robertson un-
derstood this and similar messages perfectly. Taking
over his position in the alliance, he said openly, witho-
ut beating around the bush, that NATO will transform
in accordance with challenges of this era or it will disa-
ppear from the historical arena. It was not an easy ta-
sk, because the risks emerging from the dissolution of
the Soviet empire (proliferation, migrations, trafficki-
ng, interstate tensions among former Soviet republics,
nationalism, secessionism, the Caucasian ethnic pot...)
posed a serious challenge after the Eastern Block had
been positioning itself as an unitary military and ide-
ological challenge for four decades. The nature of the-
se risks was different from the transparent clarity of
danger radiated by the Warsaw pact as a classical mi-
litary-political alliance.



Other national and international agencies of the Euro-
Atlantic political alliance (Interpol, FBI, migration age-
ncies, OSCE, research institutes...) were involved in
handling those, predominantly nonmilitary risks and,
consequently, it was not simple for NATO strategists
to defend a new strategy before national legislators.
The new strategy included the preparations of the alli-
ance for nonmilitary dangers and its enlargement to
the east of Europe, by accepting new members from
the post-communist world. NATO was about to pene-
trate into the nucleus of those risks and prevent them
from spilling over to the Occident.

Both in Europe and in the US, the 1990s were marked
by discussions of the reasons, advantages, and shortco-
mings of NATO enlargement, not only on political and
security terms, but also on financial terms. In contrast,
the first years of the 21% century were marked by the
debate around a new NATO strategy, powerful and effe-
ctive against different world crises, so the NATO expa-
nsion was not limited to Europe, but included central
Asia, Afghanistan, and the Middle East. However, as a
historical fact that should not be neglected, there is still
a conclusion that the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, altho-
ugh fought at the periphery of NATO’s strategic pene-
tration to Eastern Europe, remains one of the key
moments that influenced the decision on NATO enla-
rgement. Today, NATO is not a North Atlantic, but a glo-
bal security alliance, a fact which is, to a certain degree,
the result of NATO’s involvement in Bosnia as the first
zone of military intervention outside the territories of its
member states. That fact possesses a historical capacity.
The concentration and transparency of violence in BiH
provided the purpose and the reason for the alliance and
NATO, armed with the power of its new strategy of en-
gagement outside member states, got a two fold confi-
rmation, through imposing peace with its operations
against the Bosnian Serb army in August 1995, and thro-
ugh the implementation (IFOR) and stabilization (SFOR).

NATO followed up the peace process by its long-term
and robust presence in BiH, legitimizing itself through
BiH as a favorite of the new security architecture from
Atlantic to Urals. After using force in Bosnia, the alli-
ance (un)expectedly easily further deployed its milita-
ry power to Kosovo, Serbia, and Macedonia,
confirming the fact that Bosnia had far-reaching impli-
cations for Euro-Atlantic community, both in theory
and in practice.

As Bosnia became the first country where the new po-
st Cold War strategy was practically implemented, it was

pumped with a new geopolitical content which determi-
ned it as a different country. It became geopolitically
important for NATO as a messenger of the new securi-
ty approach, but also geo-strategically, as a territory pa-
cified enough to enable NATO to dominate fully and to
work out different scenarios of the strategic game.

The latest scenario that was developed — letting so ca-
lled European security and defense structures take over
the strategic security mission — was not a good soluti-
on for Bosnia-Herzegovina and the region, although it
unburdened the alliance, pushing it away from the lime-
light. Although we are aware that EUFOR’s mission wo-
uld not have had a chance without NATO’s logistic,
staff and other forms of support, it is vital for BiH to
additionally strengthen the NATO mission which sho-
uld become the most relevant security factor, the one
that is hierarchically above CSDP, i.e. EUFOR.

European security and defense simply do not exist as
a supranational concept, they are a grand illusion. And
as far as | am informed about BiH’s strategic goals, the
country wants to become a part of NATO and not of
the grand illusion which many believe is a reality, thanks
solely to the existence of the EU as a political and eco-
nomic alliance. Fiction, pure fiction. | would like to
stress this: while the European Union is a notion with
no content in the field of security and defense, NATO
is both the notion and the content. A relationship be-
tween CSDP and NATO is the relationship between
fiction and reality.

Since BiH is still a country with many elements of a fa-
iled state, its degradation can be stopped by including it
into the world’s leading military and political alliance: a
full integration to NATO solves a significant dichotomy
between Bosnia and Herzegovina as a post-conflict area,
and Bosnia and Herzegovina as a development area.

The dichotomy of post-conflict community and deve-
lopment community impacts the security dilemma: on
the one hand, non-material aspects of ethnic violence
are still present in the form of mistrust manipulated by
national elites — strengthening the security paradigm.
On the other hand, the region demonstrates the po-
tential to overcome the demons of history through ci-
vic structures — strengthening the developmental
paradigm. But the demons of history will not be ove-
rcome if the security dilemma is not solved by BiH’s
prompt admission into NATO. This membership wo-
uld strengthen developmental capacities and direct Bo-
snian citizenry towards Euro-Atlantic values which can
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counter the non-developmental limits of the mythical
interpretation of history.

Even though one can understand NATO’s operational
strategy towards Bosnia and Herzegovina which rests
on the ,carrot and the stick” doctrine, with the inte-
ntion to delay full membership in order to put pressu-
re on domestic political elites to start a real state
building, it can all turn against both Bosnia-Herzegovi-
na and NATO. Why?

Depending on the creation of a new geopolitical carto-
graphy in the (south)east European division of the Eu-
rasian zone, and the new Russian (post)Cold War
geopolitical reasoning, (without ignoring the power of
the anti-NATO agenda in Serbia), Republika Srpska co-
uld lose interest for a BiH in NATO, preventing the co-
untry from join an alliance of fundamental importance.
Let me be radical here: the delay can be justified if NA-
TO’s objective is to have BiH as a full-flagged member,
which will be the state de jure and de facto, and not only
de jure, and if the alliance is going to use all available to-
ols to make it happen in a relatively short period of ti-
me (the unity of sovereignty and facts). But if nothing
is actually going to be done (except for boring repetiti-
ons about how domestic political elites should reach an
agreement) to move BiH from like a state to a real sta-
te condition, then it is much better to drag two-entity
BiH in the alliance so that we do not witness a drama-
tic development of only the Federation joining the tra-
nsatlantic security alliance. It is impossible that
Huntington’s combat line of future will be drawn along
the BiH’s entity lines, and if powerful NATO is afraid
that a two-entity Bosnia and Herzegovina with its “two
heads” could shake decision mechanisms in the alliance,
if that is the reason to prevent the interpolation of the
“dual state” in the alliance’s decision-making structu-
res which is based on consensus, then there is nothing
left but to get reconciled with the security architecture
of the future: NATO will be in Bosnia-Herzegovina, but
Bosnia-Herzegovina will not be in NATO.

But again, didn’t good old Zbig (Zbigniew Brzezinski)
recently suggest that decisions not necessarily made
by consensus could also find their place in the new alli-
ance’s strategy?
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Bosnia and Herzegovina
and NATO

AView from

Republika Srpska

By: Dorde Latinovié

Eleven years ago, together with a group of military and
political representatives from BiH, | participated in a se-
minar in the NATO school in Oberamergau, not far
from Munich, Germany. It was just after a problematic
military intervention and the bombing of FR Yugoslavia
by NATO. The memories were still fresh and the rage
of Serbs from this side of the Drina against NATO was
at its peak, maybe even more then when they themse-
Ives were bombed towards the end of the war in Bosnia
in 1994-95. At the lectures during the seminar, partici-
pants were addressed by then NATO Commander, Ge-
neral Wesley Clark and by spokesman Jamie Shea — at
that moment probably the most hated member of NA-
TO staff amongst Serbs. Serbian participants from BiH
were asking NATO lecturers many unpleasant, open and
hard questions. Why is this reminder important for our
current situation? Because it shows that part of the po-
litical establishment and public opinion in Republika Srp-
ska still hold a predominantly emotional attitude towards
NATO, rather than a realistic, rational political attitude.
A lot of time has passed since then: the political and se-
curity situation on the territory of the former Yugosla-
via has improved, and NATO has changed as well.
During this period, the author of this text himself has
experienced a sort of a personal, intellectual “Coperni-
cus twist” and from a critic of the NATO Alliance beca-
me an advocate of BiH ’s accession to this alliance. On
the level of personal intellectual engagement and ideolo-
gical presumptions, the author of this text has been
often critically writing and talking about NATO since the
90s, criticizing with arguments some of its decisions and
politics. However, in the case of BiH, | am fully suppo-
rtive of the accession of BiH to NATO. It may seem co-
ntradictory to someone who is not familiar with the
situation in the Balkans and the world, and especially in
BiH in last 20 years: if BiH were Sweden, | would not
argue for its joining NATO, and if BiH were Switzerland
or Austria, | would not argue for its accession to NATO
either. But BiH not being Sweden, Switzerland or Au-
stria, and being in the Balkans, on a “ticking bomb”, wi-
th the tragic experience of mutual wars throughout the
history, then because of quite pragmatic reasons, | su-
pport BiH’s accession to NATO as a joint security
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umbrella that would neutralize the security challenges
and threats which have been shaking the region for ce-
nturies. Today in Europe there are few old ideological
supporters of NATO as a closed military - political alli-
ance: the commitment to NATO today is rather a ma-
tter of a rational, practical and pragmatic choice towards
something that functions successfully in a radically diffe-
rent security and political environment than it did in the
period of the Cold War, than the consequence of fana-
tic ideological passion and blind one-sided alliance.

* % %

The idea of military and political accession to NATO is
not entirely new in this region. In a modest and puzzli-
ng sense, due to political circumstances, it was conce-
ived in the former joint state at the beginning of the Cold
War in the 1950s. More than 50 years ago, after Tito’s
split with Stalin and his conflict with Informbiro, as part
of Yugoslavia’s opening towards the West, the state le-
adership of that time considered the option of political
accession and possible membership in NATO as one of
the political alternatives. This rarely known episode of
Yugoslavia’s foreign policy had the purpose of avoiding
political isolation after the conflict with Informbiro, so-
ftening a possible military threat by USSR and opening
to the West for the purpose of getting the necessary lo-
ans that would support the country economically.’

In the first free and democratic elections in BiH held in
1990, accession to NATO was neither a party goal in the
political programs of the then leading parties, nor a ma-
tter of serious professional and political analysis: the re-
asons for this should be sought in the clear signs of
inability to maintain the common state. After the wars
and the dissolution of Yugoslavia, the former republics,
now autonomous and independent states, turned to a
strategic search for new development possibilities on a
regional and global plane, which included membership
in economic and political associations — first of all, in
the European Union and in NATO as the dominant mi-
litary-political alliance. That is why in the first postwar,
general and democratic elections in BiH held in 1996,
many political parties started advocating for BiH membe-
rship in EU and NATO in their political programs.

The first concrete steps in the process of BiH’s accessi-
on to NATO date back to early 2004. On its 40" sessi-
on on 17 March 2004, the Presidency of BiH confirmed
its commitment that BiH and all of its institutions had to
fulfill the conditions necessary for accession to NATO’s
Partnership for Peace at the NATO Summit in Istanbul

scheduled for June of the same year. At its 41 session,
held on 24™ March, the Presidency adopted a report on
BiH’s progress in the process of defense reform and in
fulfilling the conditions for accession to NATO Partne-
rship for Peace. At its 70" session, held on 23™ February
2005, the Presidency in a special Statement confirmed
the country’s commitment to joining NATO Partnership
for Peace and attaining full membership in NATO. The
National Assembly of Republika Srpska brought the De-
claration of Strategic Commitments of Republika Srpska
in Defense System of BiH at its 23 special session, held
on 18" March 2005. In the Preamble of the Declaration,
it is stated that the following opinions and conclusions
“provide full support to BiH joining PfP and NATO” and
in the further text of the declaration it is explicitly said:
“Additional guarantees to the security of BiH should pre-
sent acceptance to PfP, as well as the prompt inclusion
of BiH into NATO political membership. Regarding the
aspirations of all the countries in the region to joining Eu-
ro-Atlantic integration, this would ensure the regional se-
curity component as well.”?

All the main parliamentary parties in the RS Assembly
both in power and in opposition at the time (SDS, PDP,
SRS, SNSD) voted for the Declaration of the RS Nati-
onal Assembly which was adopted on a broad conse-
nsual basis.

At the time, the majority ruling structure in the Asse-
mbly, the government as well as the position of RS Pre-
sident and in the Parliament of BiH, were held by
representatives of a coalition of the SDS, PDP and SRS
parties. It is thus surprising that presently the Serb De-
mocratic Party in its press statements displays political
attitudes which challenge their previous commitment and
support to BiH membership in NATO. In the chapter on
Contribution of BiH to international peace and security,
the need for an active role by BiH in the international or-
ganizations in which it is a member, including NATO
when it becomes a member, is mentioned “with all the
obligations included in the membership, with the special
feature that BiH would be a demilitarized state.”?

After reviewing the Information on the defense system
of BiH, the National Assembly held its 26" special sessi-
on on 30 August 2005, at which it adopted a conclusi-
on as follows: “The RS National Assembly requests the
Presidency of BiH to verify the current reform of Armed
Forces of BiH with the official NATO institutions as a fi-
nal phase of structure reform, which will enable Armed
Forces of BiH to join NATO.”* At the same session the
RS National Assembly also adopted a document under



the title of Recommendations for Amendments in the
proposed defense reform concept. In its Preamble it sa-
ys: “Republika Srpska supports the membership of BiH
in PfP and NATO.”’ BiH signed accession to PfP NATO
on 15" December 2006. At its session of 18" January
2007, the Presidency of BiH adopted a conclusion givi-
ng its approval to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs BiH to
send a diplomatic note to NATO Secretary General, ex-
pressing the official intention of BiH to open a diploma-
tic representation office in NATO HQ. The Presidency
of BiH filed an application for Membership Action Plan
in 2009, which was rejected at the December Summit
of NATO due to the country’s insufficient readiness in
the implementation of certain reforms.

Compared to other countries, BiH’s accession to NA-
TO has several particularities :

1. BiH’s accession to NATO is happening within a po-
stwar and post conflict transition and stabilization of
peace on the basis of the Dayton Peace Agreement
as an international agreement, which also has many
regional security aspects and dimensions. NATO inte-
rvened in the war in BiH. Through the peace-impo-
sing mandate, the Resolution of the UN Security
Council is in power in BiH. According to that Reso-
lution, EUFOR and NATO Headquarters in Sarajevo
are the successors of SFOR as the stabilizing part of
security environment of the country. All of that ma-
kes the relationship of BiH to NATO and vice versa
a causal connection, that in a logical way is expressed
as the continuation of a complementary process:
NATO in Bosnia - Bosnia in NATO.

2. The process of accession of the country to NATO is
happening at the same time as the process of buildi-
ng the country, armed forces, defense reform and
security sector. In this period, the NATO HQ in BiH
is providing help in the defense reform of BiH.

3. The political and economical stabilization of the co-
untry and its accession to NATO are reciprocities
that attract and complete each other. In the process,
the country is moving from an object of international
relations and “security beneficiary”, to a subject of
international relations and “security exporter”.

4. The general commitment to BiH to NATO accessi-
on is not a result of a broad, democratic and strate-
gically considered public debate. We could rather say
that BiH “surrendered without a fight” into being a
NATO candidate, as a consequence of “warriors be-
ing tired” from the previous conflict, which exha-
usted everything, so the NATO “safety umbrella”
posed itself as a solution for all formerly conflicted

sides and post-war political figures in the country.

5. BiH membership in NATO reconciles two political
concepts that BiH has perennially been torn betwe-
en — the alliance of Europe and the USA.

6. One specificity in BiH’s path to NATO lies also in the
fact that BiH incorporated its commitment to full
NATO membership as its final goal into the Law on
Defense of BiH, a fact that gives this process an obli-
gatory element that cannot be found in other co-
untries. Namely, in Article 84 under the title
Activities for Accession to NATO of the Defense Law
of BiH, adopted in 2005, it is written: “The Parliame-
ntary Assembly, the Council of Ministers BiH, the
Presidency, and all subjects of defense will conduct
the necessary activities for BiH accession to NATO,
in the framework of their own constitutional and le-
gal jurisdiction,.”®

One thing is certain, in the short term, BiH will profit
from NATO membership (in terms of inner stability, eco-
nomic development and democratization), while in the
long term, this membership will certainly bring new cha-
llenges and temptations which at this moment cannot be
perceived, because they depend on the direction NATO
will take as a military-political alliance in the future.

0k %

In this part we analyze the political agendas of parliame-
ntary parties in Republika Srpska in connection to BiH
accession to NATO. The first thing that can be noted is
that this question does not hold a special place on the
written agendas of political parties, or is completely le-
ft out and included only in supporting party documents
like special statements or the occasional press release.
Because of tactical and marketing reasons, the parties in
Republika Srpska do not emphasize this question, pro-
bably taking into considering that it would not endear
them to voters. The Union of Independent Social De-
mocrats, the strongest and most influential party in Re-
publika Srpska in their last political agenda, in the part
titled Goals of Political Activities, presents the 32 main
political goals which this party will advocate for in the
politics of Republika Srpska and BiH. Only one item,
under number 12, addresses the security issue, noting
that the “SNSD is advocating for demilitarization of
BiH. To reach this goal, Armed Forces of BiH have to
be further reduced in number, completely professional,
and with basic missions in global peace operations and
assistance in removing consequences of natural disaste-
rs. The system of security, with principles of efficiency
and rationality, has to be in service of the country and
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in service of the citizens, decentralized and depolitici-
zed, well-coordinated, with broad trust and support.”’
In the Political Agenda of the SNSD, accession to NA-
TO is never mentioned as a political goal and the word
NATO does not exist in their political program. SNSD
defines and elaborates more concretely on BiH’s acce-
ssion to NATO in its party declaration under the title
Proposal for consideration of gradual demilitarization of
BiH as a condition to permanent peace, adopted at the
Second Congress of the Union of Independent Social
Democrats, held in Banja Luka on June 28" 2003. In this
declaration it is stated: “Therefore we propose that:
BiH, Serbia, Montenegro and the Republic of Croatia
start simultaneous activities that lead to the accompli-
shment of the NATO program called the Partnership for
Peace. These activities would lead to BiH membership
in PfP, that is, to the NATO political wing. The activities
in Serbia, Montenegro and the Republic of Croatia sho-
uld go before the activities in BiH, and would lead the-
se two countries to a complete and full membership in
NATO. Membership only in PfP, as opposed to full me-
mbership, could be requested for BiH, having in mind
all of its specificities.”® From this short overview it is no-
table that the political stance of SNSD towards BiH acce-
ssion to NATO evolved with time, first from a
acquiescence to membership only in the PfP program,
to advocating full membership in later political docume-
nts and Assembly decisions. Therefore, we can see this
as a tactic that depended on political conjuncture in the
country, security challenges and events in the region, as
well as the changes on the global plan. The Serb Demo-
cratic Party, for a while the most influential, and now
the second most powerful party in Republika Srpska,
also has no specific position in its party program about
the BiH accession to NATO. But features many party
statements and public announcements on the issue on
its official website. It can be clearly seen, public anno-
uncements such as “SNSD as NATO-party”, “Lies of
NATO Corporal Perica Rajcevi¢”, “Serbia does not co-
nsider joining NATO”, “Referendum on joining NATO”,
“SNSD against NATO referendum and taking away of
the stolen property” etc., that this party does not rega-
rd this important, strategically political security questi-
on, as a state question, but rather as an issue of daily
politics used to antagonize their political opponents. The
contents of the press releases regarding NATO show
that the SDS uses this question as part of a pre-election
campaign, with the goal of minimizing their former su-
pport to BiH’s NATO accession, discrediting rival SNSD
and its politics, tying this question to the official positi-
on of Serbia, conditioning the decision about membe-
rship to a referendum and preparing the public for an

open rejection of a move towards accession. Now, pu-
tting aside that it is not possible to decide on BiH’s acce-
ssion to NATO in an entity referendum, hypothetically
speaking, if such a referendum were to be held in the
RS, then the SDS would have to publicly campaign for
membership, as it is obliged to do so by the decision of
the National Assembly of the RS for which they themse-
Ives voted, or publicly confess that they changed their
mind and given up on that position. The Party of De-
mocratic Progress has supported the commitment to
NATO membership in the National Assembly of RS, al-
though in their party documents they do not have a pre-
cise and determined position, nor do they refer to the
issue in daily political discussions. The Serb Radical Pa-
rty has a similar stand on this matter as the SDS, deci-
sively asking the citizens of RS to express their opinion
on BiH joining NATO. The Democratic People’s Union
and the Socialist Party, the coalition partners of SNSD,
are likely to support the political stance of the stronge-
st member of the coalition regarding this question.

There are notable differences and opinions on the issue
of BiH membership in NATO among civil society in Re-
publika Srpska as well. BiH’s membership in NATO is
openly and most loudly opposed by the NGO Serb Pe-
ople’s Movement “Izbor je nas”, the Student Union of
Republika Srpska, the Student Parliament of the Unive-
rsity in Banja Luka, etc. On the other side of the spe-
cter, organizations that support democratic discussion
and dialogue on this matter are among others the Inte-
rnational Relations Center, informal groups and indivi-
duals who took part in public discussions on security in
the “Friedrich Ebert” foundation.

In late 2008, upon a request of the Working Group of
the Council of Ministers, the Sarajevo agency “Prizma
research” conducted a poll on citizens’ opinions on BiH
joining NATO, revealing that around 70% think that they
are insufficiently informed or not informed at all about
the process of BiH’s accession to NATO membership.
More than 56% of people surveyed are in favor of a re-
ferendum on NATO membership, while that number cli-
mbs to 89% in the RS. A poll conducted by NATO in
mid-2009 showed that 75% of Serbs from the RS do not
want BiH to join NATO. According to the research co-
nducted by agency “Prime Communications” at the end
of last year, a little over half of the inhabitants of Banja
Luka (55%) is against the idea of BiH joining NATO.
Also, according to the survey conducted by American
National Democratic Institute in RS, in 2009 only 12%
of the population supports BiH joining NATO, a perce-
ntage that is five times bigger in the Federation. These



surveys only confirm a trend evident in the RS for a lo-
nger time, in which support to BiH accession to NATO
is increasingly declining. However, relatively significant
deviations and differences in information, as well as the
lack of credible information on the sample, rightfully put
in question the credibility and quality of these public opi-
nion polls. The origin of the opposition to NATO me-
mbership by a majority of RS citizens should sought in
the negative war and psychological experiences of Serbs
with this alliance in the past period. NATO carried out
a military intervention against Serb forces towards the
end of the war in BiH in 1994 and 1995 and additionally,
the military intervention on FR Yugoslavia in 1999, ca-
rried out without the permission of the UN Security Co-
uncil, provoked even more animosity among political
parties and public opinion.

BiH joining NATO should not necessarily be associated
to how official Serbia will position itself on this matter,
as has been attempted in public discussions on this issue
in RS lately: the relation of Serbia and Serbs in BiH to
NATO from various political contexts is not, and does
not have to be the same. For its own strategic reasons,
Serbia has a very careful approach to the possible NA-
TO membership. At this moment, it has decided to cho-
ose military neutrality, at the same time reforming and
adapting its Armed Forces to NATO standards. In a re-
cent interview to Vecernje Novosti, Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Serbia, Vuk Jeremi¢, explicitly said: “In any ca-
se, Serbia has precisely defined the policy of military ne-
utrality. We are not entering NATO, or any other
military alliance.” Attitudes like this are a legitimate ri-
ght in the interest of the state of Serbia. This attitude,
however, does not have to oblige and limit Serbs from
BiH: Serbs in BiH should approach this issue pragmati-
cally, in their own interest and the interest of the joint
state of BiH. RS political representatives should suppo-
rt BiH membership in NATO, with full understanding of
a different road for Serbia. The issue of accession to NA-
TO is not under the jurisdiction of the entities, but of
BiH as a state. As the Constitution of BiH does not inclu-
de an institution of referendum on any state issues, it is
logical to conclude that the decision on that can be ma-
de by representative legislation bodies of BiH. Not all
countries conducted a referendum on joining NATO
(Norway, Albania, Croatia), but all of them carefully eva-
luated their interests and held public debates. Therefo-
re, it is better to make such an important decision in the
RS National Assembly on the broadest multiparty co-
nsensual grounds, and then verify it in the joint bodies
on the state level. In committing to NATO, one should
be released from national myths, wrong choices, politi-

cal misconceptions, and false moral and election gambli-
ng. Membership will require a pragmatic and analytical
evaluation of one’s own interests, the interests of the
others, and the perception of future events in the regi-
on and in the world. It will not be possible to justify wro-
ng decisions by referring to people and hiding behind
citizens’ support: Politicians are not here just to defer
to people’s decisions but to inform and educate people
and present them clear political alternatives, taking re-
sponsibility for the best possible choice.

L

At the beginning of the 21 century, the security paradi-
gm, that is, the way of thinking on providing security of
each individual country and the world as the whole, has
changed. Today, there is no individual state which can
protect itself against new security threats. Without co-
llective security today there are no guarantees for the
security of any individual country, and neither for the
peace and stability both in specific regions and around
the world. The main principle of collective security was
defense and protection of one country and all countri-
es together. In the 21* century, the goal of integration
efforts on the security level is directed to the creation
of a “security community” in each individual country, as
well as in the world as the whole. That is why it is not
surprising to read the news that one organization in Ru-
ssia is advocating for Moscow to join the EU and NA-
TO: many things that seemed politically impossible only
yesterday look realistic today. Maybe some new securi-
ty challenges and threats might make this cooperation
more possible in the future than it seems today. =
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First Experiences of Fuly-Fledged
Membership

NATO and

the Republic of Croatia

By:Vlatko Cvrtila

In January 1992, when asked whether NATO would be
abolished now that the Cold War rival was gone, Manfred
Woérner, Secretary-General of UN answered: “The orga-
nization of collective security cannot be based solely on
political demands and legal procedure. It must be based
on common values, practice of very close co-operation,
and above all, visible capacities for ensuring the security
to its members even in the most difficult conditions. The
only system of collective security in Europe today is NA-
TO, and it will remain in the future.”” NATO organizati-
on is a product of the Cold War, i.e. of the geostrategic
situation after the Second World War, and it was created
as an answer of Western democratic states to a rising
threat from Eastern Europe. The concern of Western sta-
tes was not only reflected in a military threat: they also
saw a great danger to the democratic system coming from
the USSR, because communism represented a totalitari-
an system that was contrary to democratic values. The di-
ssolution of that system and of the “Eastern” threat led
NATO to victory in Cold War. That victory also meant a
necessary transformation and adaptation to new conditi-
ons. The Western institutions very soon were faced with
the “victory crisis”. During it, the institutions and mecha-
nisms of national and international security that were fo-
rmed in the Cold War period failed in certain issues
because they were unfit and unsuitable to new challenges.
Besides the institutions of national and international se-
curity, there are other institutions of Western society that
went or are still going through the “victory crisis”. Tho-
se are: the free market, welfare state, multiparty demo-
cracy, national sovereignty and bureaucracy of national
security. Institutions of industrial society cannot fully re-
spond to the dangers that threaten the modern world. A
“victory crisis” is especially manifested in the national se-
curity sector, because the institutions in that area have to
make a big step in order to satisfy new conditions. Besi-
des, the modern world is marked by many “boomerang”
effects that are the outcomes of the activities of instituti-
ons which should take care of national security, but inste-
ad endanger it in the field of freedom and human rights.
In the long run, Western democratic societies might have
significant consequences on their internal democracy and
institution functioning if the trend of increasing the power



of national security institutions in the name of fight aga-
inst terrorism continues.? In addition to all the above, NA-
TO met with completely new challenges in the
international space that led to different constitution of
international order, to rapid progress in modern techno-
logy area, and to changes in the security and defense pa-
radigms that led towards changes of the organization and
use of armed forces of Western societies.?

Except the described internal crises, on its foreign agenda
NATO was supposed to overtake the responsibility for
stability and security in Europe. Although a real war did
not happen, one part of Europe seemed like just out of a
war: the new democratic governments had weak politi-
cal structures, a bad economy, there was a sudden redu-
ction of military arsenals, demobilization, demilitarization,
potential internal ethnic conflicts, etc. To avoid the rise of
new instabilities, NATO took on another responsibility:
first, stabilizing Central and East Europe through support
to new, democratic governments; and second, stabilizing
the region of ex-Yugoslavia and repairing the consequ-
ences of the dissolution of the socialist federation. In bo-
th cases NATO had problems in choosing the mechanisms
to achieve its goals, all because of certain restrictions that
were there because of the extended functioning of its
institutions and Cold War logic.

* 0%k %

One of the mechanisms with which NATO achieved its go-
al of long-term stabilization of Europe was the full membe-
rship in the organization for 12 countries from the former
socialist-communist bloc. NATO membership requires mo-
re than a plain technical rearrangement of a defense sys-
tem and all of its mechanisms that are used for protection
of sovereignty and territorial integrity of a country: me-
mbership also means a change of thinking about the
armed forces, that is, adaptation of their missions to new
democratic conditions and new threats and dangers, but
also adaptation of the entire political system and society
to new circumstances of the activities inside the Alliance.
New democracies need armed forces which will be capa-
ble of acting in a democratic environment, which will co-
ntribute to development of a democratic community, but
also armed forces which will be capable of taking all the
obligations in the sphere of national security and defense,
as well as all international obligations with the purpose of
establishing a safe and stabile environment. All that toge-
ther means that national states, which enter the projects
of democratic, security and defense transition, have to
invest significant energy in shaping new security and defe-
nse structures, as well as significant financial means. In new

democracies, that is, in transitional states, this translates
into very complex requests for transformation, and not
only of a technical nature.

Western democratic security doctrines had a key impact
on shaping the transformation models of security and de-
fense systems of transitional states, as well as developme-
nt of trans-Atlantic partnership in the defense sector. That
was especially reflected in the continued attempts of cre-
ating compatibility between the two key European securi-
ty players: NATO and EU. For example, Robert Bari¢
thinks that one of the results of the cooperation between
NATO and EU should be the reduction of divisions betwe-
en “old” and “new” Europe, as well as the “construction
of the systems of cooperative security which could be a
seed for broader trans-Atlantic security community...“

NATO had the strongest influence on the adaptation of
“new” Europe, devoting most of its activities in the 1990s
to providing assistance in defense system transformation
of former socialist states. The final goal of the transfo-
rmation is the division of responsibilities for international
security amongst a larger number of the countries, that
is, in joining their organization and thereby spreading the
space of strategic stability. In that context, “the process
of NATO expansion, in addition to its strategic aspects,
also has territorial connection: the aspirations are dire-
cted to the East and the Southeast.”> Already in the mid-
1990, NATO defined the program of its further activities
by accepting the London Declaration (6 July 1990). The
document highlights that security and stability should not
only be observed in the light of military arsenals and co-
mponents, but the Alliance’s goal should be achieving se-
curity with the aid of political means for the benefit of a
broader community, and not only the Alliance membe-
rs. The importance of the London Declaration lies in the
fact that it proclaimed the need for cooperation with fo-
rmer ideological enemies: the Warsaw Pact members. It
includes the proposal on strengthening cooperation be-
tween NATO and other Central European and Eastern
European countries in various fields of action, and anno-
unces the restructuring of the Alliance military forces.
During the accession of Poland, Czech Republic and Hu-
ngary to NATO in 1999, then US Secretary of State Ma-
deleine Albright clearly noted that the main reason of
the expansion was spreading stability in Europe, and not
a successful escape to the West away from the problems
the countries had in their surroundings or internally. In
order for the new countries to accomplish these goals,
they have to be ready to take over complicated tasks of
international security, that is, to create capacities with
which they will take part, together with other members
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and interested countries, in building a safe and stable inte-
rnational environment.

As we have already pointed out, NATO has directed its
activities in the last twenty years to assisting the countri-
es which started developing democratic civilian — milita-
ry relations, that is, to its expansion to new members
with the goal of creating an area of stability in Europe.
The countries which expressed their wish to join NATO
were expected to show a very significant transformati-
on of their security and defense system. Political elites
in these countries defined the accession to NATO as one
of their main foreign policy goals, and they mostly pre-
sented defense system reform in that context. The im-
pression was created in public that the whole reform
was conducted only because of accession to NATO and
not because of the needs of national security and defe-
nse, that is, of consolidation of democracy. It can be sa-
id that the discussion on the advantages and
disadvantages of membership mostly referred to the ac-
cession expenses, which were observed through two co-
mponents: the financial costs of the defense sector (or
more precisely — armed forces), and the use of the
armed forces in international operations (which was
often presented as participation in satisfying someone
else’s interests). It can be freely said that there was almo-
st complete omission of a discussion on the benefits of
joining the Alliance which would be related to the follo-
wing factors: consolidation of democratic relations, de-
velopment of civilian — military relations, democratic
management of security sector, transparency and respo-
nsibility of security sector, security sector supervision,
and others, including the geopolitical and geostrategic
benefits of the membership in North Atlantic Council.

* 0% %

Each evaluation of the advantages and benefits of membe-
rship depends on the preconditions which are the gro-
unds for the mentioned discussions. In most discussions
in public, the initial preconditions included identification
of the situation, as well as assessment of potential profit,
advantages, costs or disadvantages of NATO membership.
The discussions were most often focused on the financi-
al costs of armed forces transformation - a significant re-
duction of deliberation of the membership benefits. Each
evaluation of advantages and benefits of joining the me-
mbership depends on the preconditions which are the ba-
sis of the mentioned discussions. Although different
sources emphasize various forms of benefits, it seems that
there is agreement; on the possible profits that can resu-
It from NATO expansion.® At the time of shaping the NA-

TO expansion project, it was not only geostrategic reaso-
ns that were prioritized: the expanded NATO was also
observed through the expansion of democratic reforms
and political stability to the countries entering NATO and
the countries being proposed as candidates. Security inte-
gration became important for the economic and political
integration of Central European and East European co-
untries in European processes. Potential candidates were
expected to solve territorial disputes with neighboring co-
untries, calm down ethnic divisions, reform their security
sector and consolidate main democratic institutions, be-
fore becoming NATO members.

NATO expansion was also supposed to increase joint de-
fense capacities. This alleged benefit from expansion co-
uld be problematic, as the accession of countries which
did not develop their defense capacities enough or had
problems in financing them, according to some predicti-
ons, could decrease the total joint security of all member
countries. During the Cold War period, other member
countries were able to fill possible weaknesses of the de-
fense line where it was kept by weaker allies with total po-
wer of strategic formation and weapons.” However, today
this is not possible to such an extent anymore because the
threats have changed too. In the context of these new
threats, the Allies cannot apply their strategic power, be-
cause it cannot bring efficient results. In what way can sta-
tes which have weak organization and capacities of
national security sector be assisted in fighting terrorism,
organized, crime, corruption, illegal migration, illegal tra-
fficking of various sorts, etc? The only assistance which can
be offered is support in building an efficient, responsible
and evenly distributed national security system.

Table 1 presents a list of the potential advantages of NA-
TO expansion. All the advantages have a joint problem -
the quantification difficulty. For example, how is it possi-
ble to express in dollars the value of implementation of
democratic reforms, or of support to political integration
? Ironically, the advantages that are most easy to quantify
— for example, improved distribution of NATO obligati-
ons or increase of weapons sales — are either limited or
not mentioned listed for obvious political reasons.

According to some authors, the mentioned possible di-
sadvantages of NATO accession present the real costs
of the expansion, because each of them requires harmo-
nization of the national security system with new obli-
gations, and certain financial means have to be spent for
such change.” As pointed out before, the public in ca-
ndidate states mostly discussed the issues of financial co-
sts, reducing total reforms to the statement that ’too



Table 1. Potential advantages, costs and disadvantages of NATO expansion®

Advantages and benefits
of NATO expansion

Disadvantages
of NATO expansion

Strengthening joint defense capacities

Directs costs of expansion (e.g. C’l, infrastructure,
logical issues, interoperability, expanded civil
structure, increased accession measures

Further democratic reforms and political stability
of entering countries

Additional risks of ethnic and territorial disputes of
entering members

Supporting economic and political integration

Financing joint operations

Improving relations between neighboring countries

Rearrangement of armed forces
(financial and other costs)

Adaptation of NATO to post-Cold War
atmosphere

Obligatory compliance with Alliance decisions made
by consensus

Improving participation in NATO costs

Modernization of armed forces

Increasing weapons sale in NATO

Improving combat readiness

Savings in armament production

Improving readiness for participation in peace
operations far beyond national state territory

much money would be spent for the project.” The wa-
rnings that an independent defense could turn out to be
more expansive didn’t soften public insistence on the
expenditure side of accession. Two groups of expenses
listed in the Table — modernization of the armed forces
of entering countries, and improving combat readiness
- caused the biggest public interest, because the expe-
nses were mostly observed as an expense and not an
investment in improving capacities. But, the costs appe-
ar in all countries, regardless if they preparing for me-
mbership or are already there.

* 0% %

The Republic of Croatia became a member of NATO on
2 April 2009. In the last few years the Croatian public
had a chance to ask many questions about benefits of
joining the Alliance. At that time, benefits were mostly
estimated by the experiences of the countries that had
joined NATO earlier: political, economic, strategic and
geopolitical advantages of NATO membership were po-
inted out.” But in addition to the general benefits, which
are more or less the same for all member states, there
are also elements that are specific for every individual
country. Regardless of the same conditions and the sa-
me international conjuncture, it does not follow that two
countries of similar size and capacity will use the given
historical chance in the same way. It depends on many
factors, and one of them is the timely reaction to exi-
sting circumstances in international space. Entering NA-

TO is not just joining the Alliance, but also an acknowle-
dgement that the country succeeded in its consolidati-
on of democracy and that the needed reforms were
carried out in an acceptable way.

We can start the analysis of NATO membership benefi-
ts for Croatia by saying that Croatia is now in the co-
mpany of partners sharing common values and
accomplishing their interests in joint action, a group of
states that have great influence in many processes in
international community. Here are some facts: out of
totally eight members of the economic forum known as
G8, six of them are NATO members: Canada, France,
Germany, Italy, the United Kingdom and the United Sta-
tes. The representatives of the European Council and
European Commission are being invited to G8 summi-
ts, which means the representation of other NATO co-
untries which are members of European Union. If we
add Russia and Japan, we get a group of the economi-
cally most influential states in the world. If we look at
the economic format of G20, there are again seven me-
mbers of NATO, as well as representatives of the Euro-
pean Union (that represent other 14 members). Out of
five members of Security Council, three of them are in
NATO: the United Kingdom, France and the United Sta-
tes. Out of 27 members of the EU, 21 are in NATO.
There is probably no need for more lists to conclude
that the Republic of Croatia and the Republic of Alba-
nia are now moving in the circles of very influential sta-
tes in the modern world.

i Southeastem Euroge

Democracy and Security

N
w



i Southeastem Euroge

Democracy and Security

N
N

Except “companionship“ with the above mentioned gro-
up of states, the Republic of Croatia with this membe-
rship gets a completely new position in international
relations, enabling it to achieve national interests thro-
ugh co-operation inside the Alliance as well. For exa-
mple, bilateral collaboration with member states is now
much simpler for Croatia, especially bilateral relations
with the USA and other big NATO countries.

In the last 20 years NATO has outgrown the boundari-
es of its member states because it has mostly dealt with
the questions of global security. NATO got in this posi-
tion thanks to favorable international conditions in which
it did not have to deal with military-strategic affairs only,
but could commit itself to new security processes in the
international community. In its strategic concept of 1991,
NATO concluded that the new strategic situation was
appropriate for the development of different internati-
onal relations that will be based on a better understa-
nding between nations and states, and more
collaboration on peace building and security. Such an
orientation resulted in the development of a number of
initiatives that were aimed at strengthening democratic
relations in international communication. Two initiatives
can be highlighted as especially important: the project
of expansion, that was recorded in the Expansion Study
in 1994, and the Partnership for Peace Project, which,
with its content and scope, enabled a transformation of
many security systems in post-communist world. Both
projects enabled the Republic of Croatia to take reform
steps which prepared the whole security system for fu-
nctioning in conditions of democratic surrounding.

Although the Republic of Croatia expressed its desire for
entering Partnership for Peace in mid-1990s, that goal
was not accomplished until the change of government
early 2000. Subsequently, on 25 May 2000, the Minister
of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Croatia, Tonino Pi-
cula, signed the “Framework Document of Partnership
for Peace® at a meeting in Florence, making Croatia an
official member of that NATO program and Euro-Atla-
ntic Partnership Council (EAPC). The same year, Croatia
started PARP (Planning and Review Process), after the
Government of the Republic of Croatia sent its answers
to the NATO “Survey of Overall PfP Interoperability”.
The initial steps were followed by defining partnership
goals with the purpose of the improvement of interope-
rability between the Armed Forces of the Republic of
Croatia and NATO. NATO offered Croatia 32 partne-
rship goals, and the Republic of Croatia accepted 28 in
total. In later years, the number of goals increased, until
it reached 50 partnership goals in the last year before

the accession. It should be mentioned that the majority
of goals repeated year after year, but the number of acti-
vities within each goal was increasing, and the Republic
of Croatia defined its priorities of transformation and
adaptation through Individual partnership programs each
year. For example, it started in 2001 when it determined
the areas in which it planned to improve its capacities:
the so called C3 system - command, control and co-
mmunication, the area of civil protection planning, de-
mocratic monitoring of the Armed Forces, military
exercises, defense planning, budget making and resource
managing, defense policy and English language studies.

Already the following year, on 14 May 2001 at a summit
in Reykjavik, NATO invited the Republic of Croatia to jo-
in the new program — the Membership Action Plan. That
invitation additionally invigorated Croatian activities, as
was especially visible in a number of projects referring to
the change of legislative and other infrastructure of nati-
onal security system. In spring 2002, the Croatian Parli-
ament accepted a package of laws on the national
security area (Defense Law, Law on Security-Intelligence
Services, Law on Participation of the Armed Forces of
the Republic of Croatia, Police, Civil Protection and Civil
Officers and Servants in Peace Operations and Other Ac-
tivities Abroad), and two strategic documents: the Nati-
onal Security Strategy and the Defense Strategy. These
documents brought organizational and other changes in
the system of security sector management, and the dire-
ct consequence of the changes was a strengthening of ci-
vil-military relations and the civil managing of the system
as a whole. The first cycle of the Membership Action
Plan started in fall 2002, which meant entering a new
phase with a different and more obligatory approach to
adaptation to the entire NATO system of standards.

By entering the Membership Action Plan, the Republic
of Croatia became an official candidate for membership
in NATO. In that moment the obligations of adaptation
expanded from the Armed Forces to the adaptation of
the complete system of national security and the state
for NATO membership. Achieving “institutional opera-
bility” is one of the major benefits of joining NATO, and
with that the transformation of the security part of the
system becomes connected with processes of democra-
tic consolidation, that is, democratic transition, which is
the only possible way for achieving success in important
reforms of the security sector." The Membership Acti-
on Plan enabled the Republic of Croatia to receive expe-
rt assistance and the opinion of NATO experts in all
important areas. The Republic of Croatia concentrated
its activities in five areas: political and economic issues,



defense and military issues, financial issues, security issu-
es and legal issues. In addition to receiving expert assi-
stance, each year the Republic of Croatia went through
a process of progress evaluation, which enabled the me-
asuring of effects and transformation of goals in acco-
rdance with the needs and abilities. Along with
counseling in the above mentioned areas, NATO also es-
timated the effects of democratic consolidation, there-
by expanding the area of reforms significantly.
Furthermore, NATO often asked questions in relation
to minorities, the return of refugees, collaboration with
The Hague Tribunal, fight against corruption and orga-
nized crime, judicial reform, etc., thus showing concern
for Croatia’s entire social and political development.

After the general partnership goals, already in 2003 the
Republic of Croatia decided to define the areas which
were directly focused on creating new capacities of defe-
nse system. In its Individual Partnership Program in 2003,
the Republic of Croatia defined its areas of priority :

- toimprove interoperability in the system of comma-
nd, supervision and communications including info-
rmation systems, navigation and identification
systems,

- to improve the aspects of interoperability through
adopting procedures and terminology,

- to plan civil protection,

- to improve defense planning, which includes making
the budget and resource management,

- to offer English language courses and thereby incre-
ase the number of soldiers, under officers, and offi-
cers with STANAG enabling their work in an
international environment,

- to improve interoperability of logistics through ope-
rational, material and administrative aspects of sta-
ndardization, through military exercises and
respective activities in training,

- to raise total capacities of armed forces for exercisi-
ng future tasks,

- to accomplish progress in the field of military educa-
tion, training and doctrine.™

During 2006 and 2007, the Republic of Croatia comple-
ted two important documents for the further develo-
pment of defense system designed for accomplishing
high level of interoperability: the “Strategic Defense Re-
view” and the “Long Term Development Plan of Armed
Forces of the Republic of Croatia 2006-2015”. The “Stra-
tegic Defense Review” defines priorities in developing
capacities for participation in allied operations, and po-
ints out the commitment of the Republic of Croatia to

develop completely professional, movable, deployable
and financially viable armed forces. The long-term de-
velopment plan defines the details of a new structure
for the armed forces, as well as concrete projects in the
field of modernization and equipment for the purpose
of the gradual achievement of the necessary capacities
by 2015. The Republic of Croatia defined capacity de-
velopment to be able to deploy up to 8% of its ground
forces to operations, while 40% of ground forces sho-
uld be trained and equipped for operations under the
Alliance wing. Through the proposed partnership goals
for 2006, the emphasis was on developing armed forces
which would be capable of taking responsibility for inte-
rnational security independently, that is, in cooperation
with other countries. It is important to note that the Re-
public of Croatia started from the fact that the transfo-
rmation was conducted on the basis of NATO being a
contractual organization in which each member country
was responsible for building its own security capacities.
However, in order to accomplish the synergy value of
the Alliance, defense capacities should be built on joint
needs and evaluations with the purpose of building fo-
rces capable of performing operations across the spe-
ctrum — from operations of peace prevention and crisis
prevention, to operations of imposing peace, as is refle-
cted through the conclusions of Istanbul Summit.™

In addition to the above mentioned advantages referri-
ng to institutional and security sector adaptation, the Re-
public of Croatia achieved many other benefits by being
a NATO member. For example, it directly participates
with other members in making a new strategic concept
of the Alliance, thus, it has an opportunity to discuss the
issues which will define the future of NATO and its po-
sition in international arena. We have to be aware that
this is not just a discussion on the strategy of one orga-
nization, but a concept which will define key determi-
nates of total global security. Of course, NATO will view
global security in a way that ensures all instruments for
achieving the interests of members states, that is, for
maintaining the processes in the international enviro-
nment on a level which most contributes to building inte-
rnational peace and stability.

In addition to global benefits, there are advantages rela-
ted to this region, and having joined NATO, Croatia achi-
eved a new position in and pertaining to the region. It is
a known fact that NATO put huge efforts in managing
the crisis which happened after the dissolution of SFRY
and the wars waged on its territory — NATO is still pre-
sent with its troops in the region, and its engagement will
certainly continue. The Republic of Croatia now has an
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opportunity to participate in creating approaches and po-
licies towards the region, that is, it assume a function
which can help strengthening Euro-Atlantic processes,
thereby creating a favorable environment which will ha-
ve a positive impact on the development of the Republic
of Croatia as well. For example, the Republic of Croatia
is in the group of NATO members countries which advo-
cates the accession of Bosnia-Herzegovina to MAP.

Having joined NATO, the Republic of Croatia also cha-
nged its geopolitical position in the area: our geopolitical
destiny was marked by the function of this area as a bu-
ffer, a border which was the place of conflict between the
Ottoman Empire and Central European empires. Our
present geographical area was then divided between di-
fferent creations during the period of development of Eu-
ropean national movements, and later attempts were
again thwarted due to various international and internal
conditions, which limited the normal genesis of political
communities in the region. Only the independence of the
Republic of Croatia enabled the new conditions through
which its area started to be valued in a different way. To-
day it no longer has the “buffer function, but the new
function of “gateway“."™ That means that the Republic of
Croatia has a new role as an initiator of European inte-
gration processes and dynamics, directing the region to-
wards NATO and the European Union. This new role will
result in strengthening foreign policy activities towards
each individual country, as well as all forms of common
activities of the countries in the region. It seems that now
it is ideal time for establishing new networks of coopera-
tion, because the success of Croatia is a good orientation
for other neighboring countries as well.

* 0 0%k %

It is relatively seldom that small countries have a favora-
ble international conjuncture in which they can achieve
their national interests with minimal obstruction. The
Republic of Croatia is in such a situation today, and all
the other countries from the former SFRY, which opt
for Europeanization of their policies and systems and for
membership in NATO and European Union, will be in it
as well. On a general level, we can conclude that me-
mbership benefits can be divided into four groups: first,
the benefits related to transformation of security sector;
second, total institutional adjustments, that is, strengthe-
ning of “institutional interoperability”; third, the benefi-
ts from action in the global space; fourth, the benefits
from encouraging the development of new regional
dynamics. Of course, membership does not mean hidi-
ng under the umbrella, but permanent activities and re-

sponsibilities for international peace and stability. The in-
ternational responsibility has now increased for the Re-
public of Croatia, with a special emphasis on its
responsibility to the region. The strengthening of Euro-
Atlantic perspectives in the region and encouraging co-
operation on all levels and in all aspects brings a new
dynamics and creates favorable environment for its fu-
rther development. Only in such a conflict-free enviro-
nment, can the Republic of Croatia, together with other
countries, count on economic and political prosperity.
The advantages of the present geopolitical position of
the Republic of Croatia will not be realized unless it de-
fines active support policies for its neighboring countri-
es in the processes of European integration. m
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Farther from Belgrade,
Closer to Brussels

Montenegro - the Next
Member of the Alliance

By: Srdan Kusovac

Forty percent of Montenegrins unconditionally suppo-
rt their country’s membership of NATO, while 44 pe-
rcent, in case of a referendum, would be against it'.
This data — from a survey conducted in December
2009 by the ’Strategic Marketing’ polling agency for
the government’s Coordination Team for the Imple-
mentation of Communication Strategy on Euro-Atla-
ntic Integrations — also show that 79% of Montenegrins
expect their country to become a NATO member re-
gardless of their opinion on the matter.? This data is
of increased significance if we keep in mind that the
number of citizens supporting NATO membership has
increased compared to previous surveys.

Only a week before this data was published, Monte-
negro received recommendations from the most re-
levant address possible when it comes to NATO
membership — Washington. During the official visit
of president Milo Bukanovi¢ to the Unites States of
America, one of the key discussion topics was NATO
membership. Even if the message sent by the White
House — reflected in the fact that ,,the Vice-Preside-
nt (Joseph Biden) reiterated America’s support for
Montenegro’s EU and NATO aspirations“® — could
be interpreted as the usual protocol support of Ame-
rican officials to applicant countries’ dignitaries, the
attitude of the State Department left no place for do-
ubt. On January 20, Secretary of State Hilary Clinton
congratulated the Montenegrin Prime Minister on ac-
hieving MAP status with NATO, and pledged the Uni-
ted States’ support for Montenegro becoming an
integral part of the Euro-Atlantic community* in the
strongest expression of public support from Washi-
ngton so far. Milo Bukanovi¢ replied he was confi-
dent Montenegro was going to be the next state to
become a member of NATO.> Less than two weeks
later, a similar attitude was expressed by ,,the key
strategic expert” of the North-Atlantic Treaty - Fra-
nk Boland, the director of NATO’s Defense Policy
and Planning Department.®

What has made Montenegro such an appealing pa-
rtner only three and a half years after the proclamati-
on of its independence? Why is NATO’s support

N Southedstem Euroge

Democracy and Security

N
~



i Southeastem Euroge

Democracy and Security

N
=]

increasing only a decade after it bombed the rump Yu-
goslavia, which included Montenegro? And what could
make Montenegro stray from its, as it seems, certain
path towards the North-Atlantic alliance?

The answer to the first question is simple: Having left
a dysfunctional state union, Montenegro has elimina-
ted a major obstacle on its path to the European Uni-
on and the only obstacle on its way to the
Euro-Atlantic integrations — Serbia. According to bo-
th national and European politicians’ estimates, it has
now become the Western Balkan state with the highe-
st rate of progress in Euro-Atlantic integration proce-
sses. Since both these processes — joining NATO and
the European Union — are being conducted simultane-
ously by Podgorica, it is not possible to analyze them
separately.

When it comes to the EU, Montenegro has, since mid
2008, when it was in a way at the same level with Se-
rbia, run a significant course, step by step and witho-
ut any needless lingering. It applied for EU membership
at the end of 2008 and its application was approved in
spring 2009. The EU questionnaire was delivered in
summer 2009, it was filled in, and it is expected that
Montenegro will have become an official candidate by
the end of 2010.

In the case of NATO, the process of joining is even
quicker’. The process of integration into the EU sta-
rted when Montenegro was still in the union with Se-
rbia, while the process of joining NATO started
when independence was restored. Through the pro-
clamation of its independence, i.e. through its Decla-
ration of Independence passed by the Assembly on
June 3, 2006, Montenegro opted for Euro-Atlantic
integration as one of the priorities in the Governme-
nt’s activities, stating that the new independent sta-
te ,has strongly chosen to join European and
Euro-Atlantic — NATO security structures and conti-
nue to contribute to the strengthening of regional
stability and security“.® Admission into the Partne-
rship for Peace followed only six months later in De-
cember 2006. In summer 2007, the Law on Defense’
and the Law on the Military of Montenegro™ were
passed, followed by the National Security Strategy™
in November 2008 and the Defense Strategy™ in mid
December of the same year. With these acts Monte-
negro established the security and defense systems
required for its future membership in NATO. Pursu-
ant to these legal acts, the military is under the de-
mocratic and civil control of the Assembly of
Montenegro, the Government and the Defense and

Security Council, while it is supervised by the Parli-
ament through its responsible body — the Defense
and Security Board.

In autumn 2007, the Communication Strategy on Eu-
ro-Atlantic Integration™ was adopted. This marked the
start of official public advocacy for Montenegro’s me-
mbership in NATO.

At the same time, along with these formal steps, Mo-
ntenegro achieved a lot in terms of psychology and pe-
rception: only a few months after the declaration of
independence, it started the large-scale sale of weapo-
ns and military equipment inherited from the former
Yugoslav People’s Army. Dozens of rusted ships, which
had been rotting in the Boka Kotorska Bay, were sold
to buyers in African and Asian countries; hundreds of
tanks, cannons and trucks were sold or recycled in the
steel factory in Niksi¢. In late 2009 it was reported that
the state had earned $15.5 million from this exercise,
of which $9 million had been collected.™

One ,,Una” type submarine was donated to Slovenia,
which has announced its plans to put it on show at its
Technical Museum in Pivka. Montenegro has officially
promised to donate one such submarine to Croatia
and Serbia each. Montenegro also granted Serbia the
right to use its flight simulator for the aircraft Superga-
leb G4 free of charge. While Serbia is still claiming a
few G4 aircrafts which remained at the airport in Go-
lubovci near Podgorica after the proclamation of inde-
pendence, the two countries are trying to negotiate
an exchange based on reciprocity. The process of de-
stroying old ammunition is still in progress: since 2006,
Montenegro has destroyed around 3,000 tons of am-
munition and explosives, and is planning to destroy twi-
ce as much in the future.®

There was little debate related to these moves: so-
me opposition politicians argued that Montenegro
would be defenseless without weapons, and when
attacked, would have no one to protect it. The only
negative public reaction worth noting were the de-
monstrations held by the villagers of Prag near Ni-
k3i¢, where the military regularly detonated its
explosives in order to destroy them. This isolated ca-
se, as it turned out, was an attempt by the villagers
to get financial compensation from the military ra-
ther than an expression of their opposition to the
destruction of ammunition.™

Not diminishing the importance of the speed, quali-
ty, and most of all, the efficiency of the formal part



of Montenegro’s Euro-Atlantic integration process,
the key reason for increased public support for NA-
TO membership can be found in the day-to-day poli-
tics. The governing coalition — comprising the
Democratic Party of Socialists of Milo Bukanovi¢, the
Social-Democratic Party of Ranko Krivokapi¢, and
the three minority parties representing Albanians,
Bosniaks and Croats — is constantly and completely
backing the argument that the only guarantee of se-
curity for a country as small as Montenegro is in full
NATO membership. Montenegro has no pending
issues with its neighbours, and, formally, fears no one.
In fact, its policy towards all countries in the region is
not only formally, but also practically, that of good
neighborly cooperation. However, what Montenegro
has been experiencing since 2006 are constant atte-
mpts by Belgrade to destabilize the country. In the fi-
rst years of independence this was not very
noticeable, since the economic boom clouded the si-
ght of ordinary people, and, consequently, this issue
was not publicly talked about. However, as time pa-
ssed, and especially since problems within the EU and
the global economic crisis set in and significantly slo-
wed down the process, Podgorica started claiming,
first unofficially, and then officially, that Serbia is be-
hind numerous political developments in Montene-
gro. The opposition protests of October 13, 2008 in
Podgorica, after Montenegro and Macedonia decided
to recognize Kosovo, were accompanied by Serbian
media rants: this is when, for the first time, it was sa-
id that the process had been steered by Belgrade.
Belgrade soon started announcing the creation of ,,a
unified cultural space for Serbs* in the region, and
the establishment of ,,a board for regional Serbs
which would implement a national strategy and poli-
tics towards all Serbs living in the former Yugoslavia
region“.” A little over six months later, there was
new media and political furor triggered by the ,,Kne-
Zevi¢ case®, in which Ratko KneZevi¢, a former Mo-
ntenegrin government official, repeatedly spoke to
the Belgrade and Montenegrin opposition press of
the involvement of senior Montenegrin leaders in or-
ganized crime.” When Belgrade filed a request to
open three consulates in Montenegro in 2009, Po-
dgorica declined: a formal explanation has never be-
en offered, but a number of Montenegrin officials
unofficially said that Serbia’s main goal was to use its
consulates as meeting points for opponents of Mo-
ntenegrin independence. Already this year, the “Sa-
ri¢ affair* — the case of a Montenegro-born Serb
accused of drug smuggling, which Belgrade passed on
to Podgorica — led senior Montenegrin officials and
politicians to openly speak of Belgrade acting delibe-

rately to destabilize Montenegro, halt its Euro-Atla-
ntic integration?® and ,,subvert its order.“?

Podgorica’s attitude towards Belgrade has for years
been characterized by efforts not only to avoid a co-
nfrontation, but not to allow itself to be provoked: in
any argument with Serbia, Montenegro, as the we-
aker party, would not end up the winner, especially
since the Montenegrin opposition — and not only the
party representing the Serbian minority — has been
completely instrumentalized to serve the needs of Be-
Igrade. Such a situation, however, is often interpreted
by the wider public and the supporters of the ruling
coalition as unnecessary appeasement. The Montene-
grin public is looking out for any Serbian moves to de-
stabilize Montenegrin security, and in a setting where
it seems the government is not doing enough, a logi-
cal safe haven is found in the concept of a wider secu-
rity integration.

However, this is not the only reason for NATO’s incre-
ased popularity in Montenegro: the maturing of soci-
ety and, surprisingly, of the opposition, i.e. of the
parties and political groups opposing Montenegro’s
membership in NATO, are contributing to the incre-
ased popularity of NATO in Montenegro more than
any efforts of the Montenegrin government.

0 % %

The Socialist People’s Party, the leading opposition pa-
rty after the spring 2009 elections, accepted NATO
integration as a necessity in the autumn of 2009 . The
party, headed by pragmatic technocrat Srdan Mili¢,
has left the Great Serbia rhetoric behind and shifted
its focus to social issues, corruption and organized cri-
me. Looking for its place in the sun, the Socialist Pe-
ople’s Party has, practically, recognized Montenegro’s
national symbols as well — party officials are standing
when the national anthem is played — although it still
formally asks for alteration of the verses ,,authored by
the traitor Sekula Drljavi¢* and for the reintroduction
of the Serbian tricolor. The biggest step was made in
the first tentative but later open acceptance of Monte-
negro’s future in NATO, and the questions this party
is now asking primarily concern the price of Montene-
gro’s membership.??

The Movement for Changes, headed by Nebojsa Me-
dojevid, is still looking for its political signature. The
party — its support halved in the last electoral cycle
— has been living off the critisicm of everything the
government does, but it has not yet raised its voice

i Southeastem Euroge

Democracy and Security

N
]



i Southeastem Euroge

Democracy and Security

w
o

against Euro-Atlantic integration. Both formally and
intrinsically, the Movement for Changes supports the
integration of Montenegro into the EU and NATO as
soon as possible, but in practice it is often counte-
rproductive. The party’s factual political activities re-
lated to NATO are best exemplified in the party
leader’s statement that ,hawks such as Javier Sola-
na, Wesley Clark, Dick Cheney, who very actively lo-
bbied for this regime, are disappearing from the
political scene“® and that ,,Montenegro will get an
invitation to MAP, but is not becoming a member any
time soon“.*

The parties representing Albanians, Bosniaks and Cro-
ats fully support Euro-Atlantic integration processes.

Pro-Serbian political parties, as a rule, attack NATO,
but this critique does not reach beyond the rhetoric
of the *90s, with the addition of statements such as
»our children will be dying in Afghanistan for Ameri-
can interests®.

The most radically anti-European and anti-Western po-
litical options in Montenegro are not represented by
political parties: instead, the starring role has been
assumed by an informal political party operating under
the guise of media and non-governmental organizati-
ons. The essence of this critique is best reflected in the
attitude of one of NATO’s most active opponents in
the country, Professor Filip Kovacevi¢, who says that
Montenegro is obeying NATO in a parrot-like fashion
and the tycoon nature of the governing elite makes the
country already resemble Georgia.?

Selected quotes from two private media — the weekly
»Monitor*“ and the daily paper ,,Vijesti“ can serve to
present the arguments:

» I he progressive democratic world will reject us, and
NATO will keep us hostages... to their aggressive and
imperialistic remapping of the world.*“*

»Parliamentary election results could take us directly
into NATO. Becoming a NATO member, Montengro
would only on paper still have its right as a sovereign
state to decide on a key issue: war and peace.“¥

»In the absence of another export product, Montene-
gro would — under the paradigm that ,,it is in our blo-
od to deal with global and big issues®* — export its
armed citizens; it could also be claimed that waging
wars around the world contributes to a lower une-
mployment rate.“?®

The key arguments of those opposing Montenegro’s
membership in NATO can be summarized as follows:

1. People should vote on membership in a refere-
ndum

2. Membership in NATO is expensive

3. By joining NATO, Montenegro is losing part of its
sovereignty

4. Montenegro’s military is neither trained nor profe-
ssional enough

5. Montenegro’s military is far too small to be a pa-
rtner of larger militaries

6. Citizens will not benefit from this membership at all.

It is clear that erstwhile "typical’ big issues — the global
relations of NATO, Russia, China, the position of ne-
ighbouring states and a score of conspiracy theories —
are no longer mentioned.

& % %

Montenegro’s military is in a process of transformati-
on. Conscription, which had been suspended in Mo-
ntenegro during the former union with Serbia, has
been abolished and concrete work on reorganization
has kicked off with a new organizational structure. Ac-
cording to the new plan, Montenegro’s military will nu-
mber 2,356 professional members®’: 349 officers
(15%), 891 non-commissioned officers (38%), 809 co-
ntracted soldiers (34%) and 307 civilians (13%). The
most significant changes were introduced in ground
troops, where two brigades — the Light Infantry and
Special Forces — were merged into one Ground Fo-
rces Brigade with around a thousand members. Speci-
al logistics and human resources units were eliminated
and the Headquarters headcount was reduced from
105 to 72 formation posts, managed by the Ministry
of Defense. The new organizational structure introdu-
ces the new Non-commissioned Officer Support Cha-
in, in line with NATO principles, while the Navy and
Air Forces were also subjected to significant changes,
such as the Navy Command being moved from the Bo-
ka Kotorska Bay to the harbour of Bar.

It has introduced new uniforms, modernized its infa-
ntry weapons, and acquired new all-terrain vehicles.
Refurbishment of its helicopters is in progress and the
reconstruction of the Jadran training ship is also pla-
nned. Original plans to turn the former Helicopter Ba-
se in Danilovgrad into a regional center for training
helicopter pilots have not been presented recently, but
this segment has marked a significant progress in re-
aching NATO standards, with an average 80 flying ho-



urs per pilot achieved in 2009. The military educates
several members of staff abroad, and is trying to get
as close as possible to NATO standards for those who
are trained at home.

The strongest bilateral cooperation in the sphere of
defense and security has been established with the
U.S. State of Maine, with the Maine Army National
Guard Commander visiting Montenegro, and the Mo-
ntenegrin Minister of Defense returning the visit.

The Unit for Peace Missions was established in August
2008, comprised of 5 officers, 32 non-commissioned
officers and 36 contracted soldiers. In October 2008,
the parliament passed the Law on the involvement of
the military personnel, Civil Protection Service, police
and public administration employees in peace missi-
ons and other activities abroad, and in 2009 it follo-
wed up with three decisions on the deployment of
Montenegrin troops in peace missions in Afghanistan,
Liberia and Somalia.

The first Montenegrin officers were sent to Afghanistan
in early February 2010, tasked with securing the conti-
ngent of Hungary, ,,the contact-state“ for Montenegro.
Montenegrin officers were trained in Hungary and Hu-
ngary is the country completing all practical tasks in Mo-
ntenegro related to the admission into NATO.

The military has identified the following as future re-
form priorities:

® Continuation of work on the strategic defense su-
rvey

® |mplementation of partnership goals

® Elimination of the surplus of weapons, ammuniti-
on, mines and explosives, and other movables

® Further modernization of weapons and equipme-
nt in line with NATO standards, with focus on IT
and telecommunication equipment, combat motor
vehicles and night-vision optics for special units

® Continuation of cooperation with NATO and Pa-
rtnership for Peace member countries, and educa-
tion of military staff in NATO and Partnership for
Peace member countries

® Measures for further improvement of the living sta-
ndards of members of the military, primarily rega-
rding housing issues.

L

In both its EU and NATO integration process, Monte-
negro wants its case for membership to be treated on

its own merit, and Montenegrin officials emphasize
they see no realistic obstacles in Montenegro itself, ex-
cept for possible problems in administrative capaciti-
es. However, in spite of the positive atmosphere in
NATO, and the present strong determination of the
Montenegrin government not to organize a refere-
ndum, full membership should not be expected befo-
re mid 2011 or early 2012.

Until this happens, Montenegro will put maximum
efforts into NATO integration, with Podgorica sendi-
ng its toughest player from the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs — political director Vesko Garcevi¢ — to the
NATO mission in Brussels. At the same time, there has
been an unofficial announcement of thorough changes
in the team working on the Communication Strategy.
The general impression is that European integration
has fully taken hold and is on the right track, and now
the focus should be shifted onto NATO. Finally, the vo-
cabulary used by officials changed in 2009, with the
term ,,European integration carefully replaced by the
term ,,Euro-Atlantic integration”. =
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“The Kosovo Ticket”

The Influence of Russia
on Events in Serbia

Pise: Zarko Petrovié

Serbia’s political moves for the ’preservation’ of Kosovo,
which, to a large extent, have relied on Russian support, ha-
ve resulted in the increase in Russia’s influence over Serbia.
Two years dfter it was labeled ,,one of the pillars of Serbian
foreign policy“' Russia today influences the identification of
Serbia’s priorities, as well as the general situation in the co-
untry. The politics aimed at establishing firmer bonds with
Russia in order to assure its support in the prevention of Ko-
sovo’s formal recognition, have in fact prevented the conse-
rvative and nationalistic forces in the country to use Russia
as an alternative to the EU and thereby halt Serbia’s inte-
gration into the EU. In building strong relations with Russia,
the pro-Western forces in Serbia managed to draw closer and
temporarily bind Russia’s official politics to the pro-Western
option in Serbia. In spite of this, in refusing to realistically
analyze Russia and its interests and priorities in international
relations and insisting on the short-term benefits this alliance
offers, Serbia has put itself in a position where Russia can
influence public opinion, and even the identification of Se-
rbia’s priorities in foreign politics. This is best reflected in the
issue of Serbia’s membership in NATO: using the ,,Kosovo ti-
cket®, Russia is trying to prevent the NATO entry of a co-
untry with which is it building special “strategic’ relations.

E R

Since 2001, Serbia’s foreign policy has been focused
on European integration and regional cooperation,
while it has been trying to maintain ,,balanced politi-
cs* with Russia.? Since 2005, i.e. since the moment it
became clear that the issue of the status of Kosovo was
soon to be solved in a way which would damage the
territorial integrity of Serbia, Serbian officials have put
all their effort into strengthening the shaky relations
with Russia. From that moment on, Russia has been
perceived in Serbia as a country which could greatly
contribute to Serbia’s efforts to prevent Kosovo’s inde-
pendence. This has resulted in an increase in Serb effo-
rts to strengthen relations with Russia.

After Kosovo declared independence on February 17,
2008, Serbia started looking for the best way to react
to its recognition by most countries in Trans-Atlantic
community. The government, established in July 2008
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after a minor political crisis and special parliamentary
elections, aspired to diminish, as much as possible, the
negative effects of this independence declaration on its
internal politics, which were polarized to the extreme.?
The pressure created by conservative and nationalistic
forces was such that not responding to the situation
would be interpreted as the betrayal of Kosovo.* On the
other hand, any disproportional response threatened
to endanger relations with the countries of the Euro-
pean Union, which Serbia is seeking to join, and cost
pro-European forces the support Belgrade needed to
implement belated internal systemic reforms crucial to
both its political course and the mid-term future of the
country. The reaction to Kosovo’s declaration was re-
flected in diplomatic action — downgrading diplomatic
ties with countries that recognized Kosovo — , in the
transfer of the issue to the legal terrain and in firm di-
sapproval of any recognition of Kosovo in bilateral, and
especially multilateral forums. The diplomatic action
was Serbia’s unilateral move, but transferring the pro-
blem onto the legal terrain and blocking further reco-
gnitions required allies. The primary logical choice for
Serbia was the Russian Federation, a country which did
not like the precedent set by Kosovo and which needed
to pursue its interests in the Western Balkans.

Between 2007 and 2009, Serbia’s foreign policy towa-
rds Russia shifted, with an open formulation of its plan
to draw closer to Russia and simultaneously work on
EU integration. Negotiations on the transit of the ,,So-
uth Stream* gas route through Serbia and the sale of
NIS started in 2007,° around the time when negotiati-
ons on the status of Kosovo under the auspices of the
troika of representatives of the EU, the USA and Ru-
ssia were coming to an end. Seeking to assure its su-
pport, Serbia offered Russia a lucrative privatization
deal involving the sale of 51 percent privatization of
the Serbian Oil Industry (NIS) to Russian interests, in
exchange for Russia’s promise that a branch of ,,South
Stream® would go through Serbia and that the unde-
rground gas storage facility ,,Banatski dvor® would be
constructed. In both cases the ownership ratio would
be 51% - 49% in favour of Russia.®

After special parliamentary elections and the appo-
intment of new government in July 2008, the politics
of relying on Russia, both regarding the status of Ko-
sovo and other international issues, continued. Since
January 2009, or more precisely, since the Ambassa-
dors Conference in Belgrade, Moscow assumed a pla-
ce next to Brussels and Washington, an enhanced role
compared to the period before 2005.” Aided by Ru-
ssia, Serbia managed to secure the UN General Asse-

mbly’s support for a resolution which asked the Inte-
rnational Court of Justice to give an opinion on the le-
gality of Kosovo’s independence declaration.

The convergence of Serbia’s interests in preserving its
territorial integrity and Russia’s interests in preventing
the legalization of the precedent set by Kosovo’s inde-
pendence was further strengthened by concrete, pra-
ctical convergence of the two countries. Besides the
energy sector deals, a Moscow Bank branch office was
opened, and there are plans for other major Russian
banks, such as Gazprom Bank, to enter the Serbian
market, further improving conditions for the spread of
Russian business in Serbia. There have been a few Ru-
ssian commercial investments, and the list of products
on which no or reduced duty is paid has been exte-
nded.® Among other forms of military cooperation’,
Russian engineers have since April 2009 been removi-
ng unexploded bombs left over from the 1999 NATO
bombing™. When Russian president Medvedev visited
Belgrade on October 20, 2009, an agreement was si-
gned on Russian-Serbia cooperation in humanitarian
and natural disasters and other emergency situations.

When the issue of Kosovo was transferred to the legal
terrain, with the clear message that the institutions in
which Russia has a veto right would not recognize Ko-
sovo, and after the discussion before the International
Court of Justice in The Hague, the process of Serbi-
an-Russian convergence was completed. Even though
Serbia turned its foreign policy course towards the di-
rection of the Euro-Atlantic community in late 2009
with an application for European Union membership,
Russia’s influence in Serbia remained intact.

When in early 2010 Serbia’s Minister of Defense, Dra-
gan Sutanovac, raised the issue of Serbia’s entry into
NATO™", his words elicited a tempestuous reaction.
Leading opposition leaders asked for a referendum
where the people would decide™, a response based
on both the emotional antagonism towards NATO for
the 1999 bombing of Yugoslavia, and the People’s Asse-
mbly Resolution 125 /07 of December 2007, which
proclaimed Serbia’s military neutral until a referendum
on the issue was organized.

Russian officials stepped in loudly expressing their opi-
nion, i.e. their opposition to Serbia’s membership in
NATO: the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lavrov, said he
thought the majority of Serbia’s people were against
their country joining NATO® and the chairman of the



Duma Committee on International Affairs, Constantin
Kosachey, said Serbia joining NATO would mean Se-
rbian people accepted NATO’s intervention and the
independence of Kosovo.* Russia’s ambassador to NA-
TO went even further when he said Russia would re-
examine its attitude towards Kosovo in case Serbia
joined NATO." The Russian maneuvering was effecti-
ve, and both Serbia’s Minister of Foreign Affairs Vuk
Jeremi¢™ and President Boris Tadi¢” backtracked, issu-
ing denials. It is unclear whether this turnaround resu-
Ited from the pressure exerted by Russia, or by a
realistic assessment of the probability of Serbia’s entry
in NATO seen in the context of the Kosovo issue.

The reason behind Russia’s rigid opposition to Serbia’s
NATO membership lies in the principle relationship be-
tween Russia and NATO. Unlike the military doctrine
of the Russian Federation from 2000, where NATO was
not mentioned, but only a vague formulation of exte-
rnal threat seen in ,,the spread of military blocks at the
expense of the Russian Federation“™®, in Russia’s new
military doctrine, NATO was explicitly mentioned as a
»military danger® (but not military threat).” It is, the-
refore, logical to expect Russia’s increased efforts in op-
posing the accession into NAYO of friendly countries
such as Serbia. Russia is aware of Serbia’s position and
its environment, but it is also aware of the fact that Se-
rbia’s membership in NATO would present a setback
for several important interests in the Western Balkans.
In its present situation of ,,military neutrality* Serbia is
developing a ,,strategic partnership® with Russia in the
field of energy, and showing interest in Russia’s initiati-
ve for a new Pact on Security in Europe® — it is less li-
kely to do so as a NATO member, because in that case
Serbia’s bonds with the USA would be far stronger than
they are now. Providing arguments in favour of a new
Pact on Security in Europe, Russian officials have often
said that the existing security architecture was not go-
od enough because there are countries in Europe which
are not, and do not intend to become NATO membe-
rs — alluding, among others, to Serbia.”

* * *

Immediately upon the start of the Kosovo status talks, Ru-
ssia informed the world it was not supporting the inde-
pendence of the province: it has not changed this
attitude, although a big part of the Euro-Atlantic commu-
nity hoped it would. Its reasons stem from its perception
of Kosovo’s independence as a dangerous precedent that
threatens to have negative effects on Russia’s territorial
integrity, as well as the integrity of neighboring countries.
This is, most certainly, one of the reasons why the co-

untries such as Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Georgia and Moldo-
va have not recognized Kosovo. Furthermore, protecti-
on of international law is the cornerstone of Russian
foreign politics?? and one of the few, but still available we-
apons Russia is using in order to maintain the status quo
in international relations, where it plays a key role in spi-
te of its actual significance in the world. Russia’s legal co-
nservatism aims at retaining some form of control over
realpolitik processes in the world, a control endangered
by the bombing of Yugoslavia (1999), the intervention in
Iraq (2003), as well as ,,the coloured revolutions® in po-
st-Soviet territories (2003 — 2005). The conservative pro-
tection of international law enables Russia to come up
with solid arguments, based on international law, against
the spread of NATO, against the placing of military infra-
structure in Eastern Europe, against interventions, and es-
pecially against USA unilateralism. Excluding the limited
bombings of Serb positions in Bosnia in 1994, 2 NATO’s
bombing of Serbia in 1999 was the first intervention si-
nce the founding of this alliance, and it showed that Ru-
ssian opinions will be ignored if contrary to essential
interests of the Euro-Atlantic community. This shows the-
re is a serious realpolitik value in the question of the sta-
tus of Kosovo, as expressed by Russian Prime Minister
Vladimir Putin when he drew a parallel between the situ-
ation in Kosovo and that in the renegade Georgian provi-
nces of Abkhazia and South Ossetia :

From the moral and ethical point of view, the comparison
of Kosovo, the precedent set by Kosovo, and Abkhazia and
South Ossetia is completely grounded. They do not differ
at all. There were ethnic conflicts both here and there, as
well as violations of law.?

The question of the status of Kosovo is both a practical
and a usable question in contemporary international
relations. Russia uses this question to point to the NA-
TO-centric system of security in Europe, because NA
TO bombed Kosovo without a UN Security Council decision,
which led to Kosovo’s proclamation of independence .
Russia sees the recognition of Kosovo by most NATO
members as a move contrary to the principle of terri-
torial integrity of countries and a direct consequence
of the bombing of Serbia.”> On the other hand, inte-
rvening in Kosovo, NATO emphasized its (supra-)legal
arguments that values had priority over realpolitik, and
that protecting a great number of possible victims was
more important that some global-level consensus with
countries such as Russia, which did not share the same
value systems and priorities with NATO states.

However, the situation changed in 2008, both for
NATO and Russia. NATO could not secure the nece-
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ssary support to Kosovo’s independence even amo-
ng its own member states, since four out of 28 me-
mber states refused to recognize Kosovo. NATO was
faced with the limitations of its own possibilities to vi-
olate international law. The violation of the existing
norm with the aim of protecting possible victims from
mass violations of humanitarian law and human ri-
ghts, both quantitatively and qualitatively differs from
violation of the existing norm in the international law
for the purposes of stability — because the conflicti-
ng parties are unable to agree on the status. On the
other hand, the recognition of the unilateral procla-
mation of the independence of Kosovo has changed
the political climate in Russia as well. Immediately
after the proclamation of independence of Kosovo,
Russian leaders said this would set a precedent, which
would have consequences in Georgia. Relations with
de facto regimes in Abkhazia and South Ossetia have
been formalized in Georgia.” The attack of Georgi-
an forces on Chinvali in South- Ossetia gave Russia a
reason to respond to the recognition of Kosovo’s in-
dependence, and Russia recognized these two provi-
nces on August 26, 2008. Justifying its own violation
of the international law, Russia used, mutatis mutandis,
the arguments presented by the Euro-Atlantic co-
mmunity in the case of Kosovo (mass violations of hu-
man rights resulting from the attack, lack of
possibilities to otherwise maintain security). Faced
with accusations it was inconsistent in its interpreta-
tion and application of international law, since it had
completely different attitude in the case of Kosovo,
Russia said it was true that the cases of Kosovo and
Abkhazia and South Ossetia could not be compared,
because Serbia had not attacked Kosovo as Georgia
had attacked South Ossetia, which was why the case
of South Ossetia was the sui generis case, and the ca-
se of Kosovo was not.”

The realpolitik effect is, however, completely different
in these two cases. Kosovo was recognized by 65 co-
untries, including most countries from the Euro-Atla-
ntic community, while only four (Russia, Nicaragua,
Venezuela and Nauru) recognized Abkhazia and So-
uth Ossetia. Regardless of the results of a legal analysis
on the status of these provinces, this fact best depicts
the reach of their argumentation, as well as the actual
influence that Russia and the Euro-Atlantic communi-
ty have in international relations.

The question of Kosovo remains open for Russia,
although it is aware that its influence on the final de-
cision on its status is limited to preventing the legali-
zation of Kosovo’s status in those bodies in which it
has the right to veto. Having withdrawn its troops by
August 2003, Russia’s involvement in the issue has be-
en reduced to discussions on the principles and inte-
rnational law, and it has freed itself from any
responsibility to influence the final decision. The da-
ily paper ,,Kurir® reported that president Medvedeyv,
while visiting Serbia, asked president Tadi¢ not to cha-
nge Serbia’s policy towards Kosovo.?® Regardless of
the accuracy of this information, the fact remains that
Kosovo is Serbia’s priority in relations between Russia
and Serbia, as well as a part of the platform on which
Russia is building its opposition to the politics of the
Euro-Atlantic community.

The focus on the status of Kosovo and the shaping of
politics around this issue has, to an extent, stabilized
the internal political situation in Serbia, providing the
country with the possibility to continue with reforms
on its European path. The countries of the Euro-Atla-
ntic community have not been exerting much pressu-
re on the government in Belgrade, sensing the delicate
situation it is in. However, through its insistence on
strengthening ties and building a ,,strategic partne-
rship“% with Russia, without a realistic insight into Ru-
ssia’s and its own interests and priorities in
international relations, and by insisting on the short-
term benefits this alliance offers, Serbia has put itself
in a position where Russia can objectively influence pu-
blic opinion, and even the setting of Serbia’s priorities
in foreign politics. This has additionally limited the spa-
ce for foreign-political maneuvering, regardless of the
issue of Kosovo.

Serbia has to realistically analyse the extent to which
its short-term decisions, regardless of how importa-
nt the issues they pertain to are, will lead to a double
negative effect: the increased Russian influence on Se-
rbia’s internal affairs, which the Euro-Atlantic co-
mmunity will not tolerate for long and which will halt
Serbia’s further integration, and the failure of the
efforts aimed at defending the country’s territorial
integrity. u
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Challenges of Kosovo’s
Euroatlantic Integration

The "American Connection"

in Kosovo

By Agron Bajrami

Since the beginning of the 1990s, all Kosovar Albanian
leaders have continuously expressed their enchantme-
nt with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and
dreamt of the day when Kosovo would join the We-
stern Alliance’s rank and file. For Kosovo, becoming
part of NATO as well as of the European Union, was
part of a political and security vision indispensable for
building a West-oriented and democratic society in a
country where the overwhelming majority of the two
million population are ethnic Albanian, most of them
secular Muslims. From Kosovo’s historical leader and
first President, Ibrahim Rugova, to the current head of
state Fatmir Sejdiu and Prime Minister Hashim Thaci,
all have explicitly and without any doubts on many oc-
casions stated that becoming part of NATO is not only
Kosovo’s aim, but also its destiny.

With Kosovo declaring independence on February 17%
2008, the dream of joining NATO and other Western
structures became a realistic political aim. It is seen as
feasible within a few years, especially since NATO itse-
If has a permanent presence in Kosovo and, since June
1999, its KFOR mission serves as Kosovo’s de facto
army. The government’s NATO aspirations — echoed
frequently by leaders such as President Sejdiu who re-
cently declared NATO membership to be part of Ko-
sovo’s vision for the future'— also enjoy great support
among the absolute majority of people in Kosovo. Whi-
le most Kosovo Albanians continue to be deeply suspi-
cious of the EU due to what they see as its repeated
historical failure to help them in their quest for fre-
edom and independence , the absolute majority has ve-
ry warm feelings towards NATO, regardless of the fact
that many of the NATO countries are at the same ti-
me EU members, and NATO’s policy toward indepe-
ndent Kosovo is as “status neutral” as that of the EU.

It is not at all difficult to understand why NATO has
such high standing among Albanians in Kosovo: after
all, this Alliance did enter its first war in defense of Ko-
sovo and its people. In 1999, in what was later dubbed
as a “humanitarian intervention”, NATO fought a 78-
day long air war against Serbia — named “Operation
Allied Force” — because of Belgrade’s continuous and



extreme misrule over Kosovo, and eventually its atte-
mpt to ethnically cleanse the territory of Albanians.
The driving force behind the intervention was the US
administration under President Bill Clinton, guided by
his Secretary of State, Madeleine Albright. 2

NATO’s war over Kosovo turned out to be a rather
complicated affair, causing internal disagreements even
among NATO members, and a deep rift with Russia,
culminating with open hostility at a time of the 50* an-
niversary of the North Atlantic Alliance. 3

The air campaign ended in June 1999, with Serbia signi-
ng a full and effectively unconditional withdrawal from
Kosovo in the Macedonian town of Kumanovo, close to
border of Kosovo. The Military Technical Agreement —
widely known as the Kumanovo Agreement — opened
the doors for NATO troops to enter Kosovo, where
they were welcomed as liberators in what was an unpre-
cedented show of people’s affection for foreign unifo-
rms - something not seen in Europe since the end of
War World Two. In his book “Waging Modern War”,
apart from giving a detailed day-to-day account of “Ope-
ration Allied Force”, then NATO SACEUR General We-
sley K. Clark, also notes the gratitude and deep
emotions of Kosovar Albanians for the American soldi-
ers entering the town of Ferizaj after the Serbian wi-
thdrawal. *

To this day, the NATO-led peacekeeping mission in Ko-
sovo, KFOR, continues to score the highest public ap-
proval rates, not only compared to international
missions like the United Nations Mission in Kosovo
(UNMIK) or the European Union Rule of Law Mission
(EULEX), but also compared to local institutions. In
the last opinion poll conducted by Gallup last autumn,
Kosovo Albanians put NATO on top of the list of insti-
tutions in which they had confidence, with 90 perce-
nt, trusting it more than even religious institutions (86
percent), EU institutions (78 percent) or their own go-
vernment (66 percent). This level of trust in NATO is
the highest in the region, with most other nations ra-
ting NATO under 50 percent, and Serbs tellingly havi-
ng the least trust towards NATO with 15 percent. °

When speaking of Kosovo and NATO, one should not
put aside one factor which makes this relationship even
closer than expected: the United States of America.

Historically, in Kosovo, NATO was seen as a sort of
American military arm in Europe. In reality, from the
Kosovar perspective at least, this assumption seems to
be more than natural and obvious: the Washington ad-

ministration under President Clinton and Secretary Al-
bright was the driving force behind the 1999 peace ne-
gotiations held at the French Chateau Rambouillet and
then in Paris, talks whose failure precipitated the NA-
TO campaign. ¢

The air campaign itself was led by then NATO Supre-
me Allied Commander in Europe (SACEUR), Ameri-
can General Wesley Clark, who in his account describes
the war to be “a victory for these Albanians, who we-
re mistreated, attacked and deported in hundreds of
thousands from their homes and their country” as well
as a “more than a victory for NATO... it was a perso-
nal victory for all of us who worked to draw attention
on Milosevic’s plans for Kosovo, and fought to stop, and
finally to reverse the ethnic cleansing”. ’

America got deeply involved in Kosovo against Serbia,
eventually turning to military power and warfare, in
what was seen from at least some of President Clinto-
n’s White House officials as the “gravest foreign policy
crisis of his presidency” which ended up with “the first
war fought by NATO forces in its fifty-year history”. In
the face of opposition from all corners, within US and
NATO and outside, the war over Kosovo turned out to
be Clinton’s “ultimate international juggling act” while
it would also test the Western Alliance he crafted with
NATO expansion into Eastern Europe. &

And, even today, under American leadership, NATO
is playing a major role in state-building in Kosovo, co-
ntrary to what it’s “status neutral” declared policy mi-
ght suggest; while it officially does not recognize the
independence of Kosovo, NATO is responsible for su-
pervising and supporting the establishmentand traini-
ng of a multi-ethnic, professional and civilian-controlled

Kosovo Security Force, KSF. 9

KSF, although a small force of 2,500 active and 800 re-
serve troops, lightly armed and with no possession of
heavy weapons such as tanks, heavy artillery or offe-
nsive air capability, is an institution of the independent
Republic of Kosovo and is viewed as officials in Pristina
as a military formation which is being trained to take
over the military responsibilities from NATO, once the
peacekeeping troops are completely withdrawn. This
view of KSF as Kosovo’s future army was recently unde-
rlined by Kosovo’s prime Minister, Hashim Thaci, in an
interview for the Associated Press. Commenting on the
recent reduction of KFOR troops — reduced to 10,000
as of January 2010, with reports suggesting further re-
ductions in the future — expressed his confidence that
KSF is increasingly well prepared to take over from NA-
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TO, taking up the role “that every security force has in
an independent country” and noted that “there must
be no security and defense vacuum in Kosovo”. "

On the other side, Belgrade has continuously been ex-
pressing doubts over NATO’s intentions and mission
in Kosovo. On the very day that Kosovo declared inde-
pendence, on February 17 2008, virtually minutes
after the parliament in Pristina voted in favor of the
creation of the independent Republic of Kosovo, in Be-
Igrade, then Prime Minister of Serbia Vojislav Kostuni-
ca, labeled Kosovo as “a fake state, created by NATO
and America”. "

This Serbian attitude has only reinforced the positive
view among Kosovars towards NATO and the US ,
while the Bondsteel base, close to the town of Ferizaj,
has become a symbol of this, so to speak, “American
Connection” between NATO and Kosovo.

While the US is almost adored in Kosovo, that is not
the case with the European Union, despite the fact that
Pristina’s primary goal is said to be European integra-
tion and EU membership. The reasons are many and
go beyond current problems, touching deep into the
historically controversial involvement of big European
powers in Kosovo and the region in the last 100 years;
with the fall of the Ottoman Empire and World War
I, peace conferences resulted with agreements that le-
ft Kosovo under Serbian rule, and Kosovar Albanians
demands were ignored and disregarded. "

This historical experience is today followed by further
disillusionment with Europe, as the EU is continuing wi-
th its controversial and basically ineffective policy towa-
rds Kosovo, with the latest twist of defining itself as
“status neutral”. Because five EU states do not recogni-
ze Kosovo, while a majority of 22 does, the EU’s rule
of law mission in Kosovo, EULEX, which is supposed to

assist and monitor Kosovo’s police, justice and customs
systems, is having wide and long-lasting difficulties in de-
ployment and operation. Even though EULEX is the la-
rgest civilian mission ever launched under the European
Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP), and its
mandate was agreed by EU Ministers on February 4"
2008, it took almost a year to deploy. Because of inte-
rnal disagreements over Kosovo’s independence, EU-
LEX only started its work on December 9 2008, while
in northern part of Kosovo, which is dominated by the
Serbian minority population and effectively controlled
by Belgrade-sponsored parallel institutions, the EU mi-
ssion is still not fully deployed and operational. ®

Hence, more than two years of the EU deciding to se-
nd its mission to Kosovo, EULEX is yet to show Koso-
vars if it really means business and whether it is capable
of doing what it ostensibly came to do.

Of course, the EU is a group of 27 countries, and Ko-
sovo is not the only instance in which there is division
among member states, resulting in compromises or
even lack of any policy at all. Contrary to the United
States, the European Union still does not have a fully-
defined foreign policy, and the consensus-driven pro-
cess of building common positions has sometimes put
Brussels at serious risk of failing major tests, like the
one it is currently facing in Kosovo.

The problems of EULEX are in more than one way
symptomatic for the EU experience in Kosovo. Even
during the UN administration, from 1999-2008, when
the EU had a pillar within UNMIK and was in charge
of rebuilding Kosovo’s economy, results were dramati-
cally lacking; Today, Kosovo is still struggling with high
unemployment estimated at 40 percent, extreme leve-
Is of poverty with almost 15 percent of people living on
one euro per day, and high levels of corruption in the
administration and public sector, which scares off mo-



st foreign investments. The privatization process, once
hailed by UN and EU officials as the cornerstone of
economic development, has brought no improvement,
while private business is quite weak, and the governme-
nt is the biggest employer and investor in the country.

While not the whole of this grim picture has been pa-
inted by the EU alone, it is more than obvious that it
left some major brush strokes of gray on the canvas.
This mistrust towards European policies did not spare
even KFOR forces, especially during the first years
after the 1999 war. In the northern town of Mitrovica,
the Albanian population frequently blamed French
KFOR soldiers for the ethnic division of the city, while
some went even further suggesting that it was a dire-
ct consequence of French government policy towards
Kosovo and Serbia. At the time, there were media re-
ports suggesting that links between Paris and Belgra-
de are influencing the behavior of French troops in the
peacekeeping missions in Kosovo and Bosnia.

Whatever the truth, perception of Europe as less tru-
stworthy and less friendly compared to the US, rema-
ins deeply rooted among Kosovar Albanians. And, with
the complicated situation in which Kosovo finds itself
in relation to its EU accession perspective — being not
only last in line for membership, but also feeling quite
depressed and utterly betrayed at not being conside-
red for even smaller European carrots, such as visa li-
beralization — no wonder it is turning for guidance
across the Atlantic.

But, as most Kosovars already know, Euro-Atlantic
integration for Pristina is not something that would be
easy to achieve, even without the problem with the
recognition of its independence . Kosovo still has a lo-
ng way to go if it wants to get into NATO and the EU:
as the European Commission 2009 Progress Report
on Kosovo shows, there’s much to be done in fulfilling

political and economic criteria, as well as achieving Eu-
ropean standards. ®

On the other hand, even if Kosovo were able to fulfill
the necessary criteria, the fact remains that the inde-
pendence declared on February 17* 2008 is still not
recognized enough to ensure Pristina’s smoother and
faster integration into the international community,
especially into transatlantic institutions. This, coupled
with Serbian obstructionism, leaves Kosovo, as well
as the whole region, still in the troubled waters of the
past, with instability lurking behind each and every
corner. H
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Lessons from the Past

How Did Tito Use

NATO?

By Vlado Azinovi¢

More then twenty years after the end of the Cold War
and the breakup of socialist Yugoslavia, the countries
of Southeastern Europe are being gradually absorbed
by a security system developed under the auspices of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Some
countries in the region are already embedded in this
system as full-fledged NATO members , while others
are included in the NATO accession process at various
stages or still weighing their options and considering
possible alternative security concepts. Regardless of
their current position and security choices, there were
at least three major issues that all countries in the re-
gion had to carefully consider in their decision-making
process on NATO: (1) their own national interest; (2)
the overall geopolitical context, and (3) public opinion
attitudes towards NATO integration.

In retrospect, it seems interesting and perhaps useful,
to briefly examine the less-known details about politi-
cal and security challenges that Josip Broz Tito’s Com-
munist Yugoslavia had been faced with in the early
stages of the Cold War. In the late 1940s and early
1950s, the rapprochement with the capitalist West and
NATO almost seemed like the only lifeline that could
ensure the survival of the country, threatened by its
former Communist brethren following the ideological
and personal rift between Tito and the Soviet leader
Joseph Stalin. Almost 60 years ago, like today, national
interest, the geopolitical context, and even closely-con-
trolled public opinion were the key elements in Tito’s
decision-making on whether or not to join NATO.

L T

The United States and the United Kingdom had
backed Josip Broz (1892-1980) during the closing years
of World War Two, in spite of his Communist affilia-
tion and his never-disguised intention of turning Yu-
goslavia into a Communist country. Tito’s Yugoslav
opposition, Dragoljub “Draza” Mihailovic (1893-1946),
a Serbian colonel in the pre-war royalist regime, had
decided that it was more important to oppose Tito’s
Communist Partisans than to engage fully against the
Germans. For the Allies, therefore, support for Tito



was a pragmatic response to the need to tie down Ger-
man divisions in the Balkans while the invasion of
France was being prepared.

The same pragmatism guided U.S. policy when Tito
was expelled from the Cominform by Joseph Stalin in
1948. A number of factors fed into that split, although
they coalesced essentially around the autonomous
character of the Yugoslav revolution — which, unlike
most of Eastern Europe, had not come under commu-
nist rule following Soviet victories in the war — and the
reluctance of Yugoslav communists to follow Moscow’s
direction.

Once the U.S. confirmed that the Yugoslav-Moscow
dispute was genuine, it moved to fully support Tito,
realizing that a Yugoslavia independent from Soviet
domination would be a very serious blow to the Soviet
Union. A CIA report at the time concluded that
“Tito’s defiance of the Cominform has precipitated the
first major rift in the USSR’s satellite empire and has
struck at the very core of the Stalinist concept of So-
viet expansion through world Communism.” '

U.S. support, however, was founded on the corner-
stone of its national interest: (1) to encourage socialist
states to assert and maintain their independence from
the USSR; (2) to encourage the advancement of alter-
native non-Soviet models of socialist development, and
(3) to promote stability in this historically turbulent
area.

The Truman administration decided to support the
renegade Yugoslav Communist as a way to challenge
Stalin, deprive the Soviets of a sphere of influence on
the Adriatic, and ensure the survival of a possible mag-
net for further defections from the Soviet bloc.

Tito was able to restore Yugoslav unity but only
through the imposition of Communist ideology and
complicated mechanisms for doling out benefits. The
country was organized as a strongly centralized feder-
ation with six republics (Slovenia, Croatia, Serbia,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Macedonia and Montenegro)
within their historic borders. In addition, the territory
of Serbia also encompassed the autonomous provinces
of Vojvodina and Kosovo. 2

The regime survived in part thanks to U.S. military aid,
U.S.-orchestrated economic assistance from the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, the World Bank and the U.S.
Export-Import Bank, and the restoration of trade re-
lations with the West after August 1949.3

The defense of Yugoslavia was never a formal commit-
ment of the United States or of NATO. Still, there was
calculated ambiguity in Washington’s imprecision as to
how it might react if Moscow tried to reincorporate
Yugoslavia or carve off its Orthodox areas — notably
Serbia, Montenegro, and Macedonia. While in 1968
the Soviets could move against Czechoslovakia in the
near-certainty that there would be no U.S. military re-
sponse, the same assurance could never be taken for
granted with regard to Yugoslavia.

At the pinnacle of the Soviet-Yugoslav dispute, Wash-
ington warned the Soviets that the U.S. and the West
would not sit by passively in the face of any attempted
takeover. It may be argued that this warning to the So-
viets played a key role in the Kremlin’s decision not to
launch a war against Yugoslavia. The intimidation of the
Yugoslavs was therefore reduced to hostile propaganda
aimed at fostering internal discontent, additional diplo-
matic pressure, continuation of the economic block-
ade, an organized effort to infiltrate agents into the
country, increased military maneuvers along the Yu-
goslav border, as well as repeated incidents along the
Yugoslav border with Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania.
However, there is evidence that early in the crisis,
Stalin was trying to organize a satellite invasion of Yu-
goslavia from Hungary. As both Marshal Georgii A.
Zhukov and General Bela Kiraly had stated in their
memoirs, Stalin was considering the idea of an ar-
mored thrust and airborne assault on Bosnia.*

Until Yugoslavia was expelled from the Cominform in
1948, Western defense plans, and particularly Ameri-
can and British defense plans, would have been to re-
linquish Europe all together and withdraw completely,
had there been a Soviet invasion. It was General Mont-
gomery, then the deputy SACEUR in the newly
founded NATO, who tried to resist this because he
thought that Europe could be defended within the con-
tinental area, along the Rhine or the Alps, if only Yu-
goslavia could be used to prop up the defenses of
particularly Italy and parts of Austria, which then was
still occupied by Western powers. This plan of putting
the defense lines of NATO deep into the European
continent, rather then letting it be on the coast of
France and Belgium, depended and crucially revolved
around this big revolution in the situation of Yugoslavia.
The general concept of operations for the defense of
Western Europe in the early 1950s was based on the
obstacle of the Rhine prolonged by the lJssel. The aim
was to focus the forces of Western Europe on the de-
fense of the Rhine, covered by delaying action further
east. Bases in the United Kingdom were supposed to
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be used in launching a strategic air offensive against
Russia. However, “the successful adoption of a Rhine
strategy in Western Europe is militarily impracticable
because of the overall shortages of forces. The North
Atlantic Treaty Countries will have insufficient forces
to prevent Western Europe, excluding the United
Kingdom, from being overrun. Therefore, there are
clear advantages to be gained from holding the Italo-
Austrian bridgehead in Southern Europe in order to
retain a foothold for the subsequent counter-offensive
and to contribute to the defense of the United King-
dom base.” *

It was believed in the West that the Ljubljana Gap - the
valley in which the Slovenian capital lies - could have
served for a rapid Soviet attack from Hungary into
Italy, although this was never as much of a priority for
NATO as the Central Front. At a minimum, therefore,
to deny Yugoslavia to the Soviet Union was to make
the defense of Italy and Austria easier.

American military representatives had warned the Yu-
goslav government that, in the case of war, the Rus-
sians would try to break through Slovenia into Italy
and from Bulgaria to Albania, cutting Yugoslavia off
from Greece.® Although the third-largest regular land
force in Europe in 1948, the Yugoslav People’s Army
(JNA) could not withstand such a sustained assault.
The Yugoslav authorities were told that their defensive
capabilities would be considerably enhanced if Yu-
goslavia would be willing, in conjunction with the Allies,
to consider Northeastern Italy, Yugoslavia and Greece
as a single defense area. Forces and equipment were
subsequently allocated to the defense of the Ljubljana
Gap in the north and the Vardar valley approach to
the Salonika area in the south.’

U.S. assistance to Tito included the provision of aircraft
and other military equipment, plus a continuing eco-

nomic aid program that won Yugoslavia a unique and
favored position among all Communist countries. The
allocations of American military aid to Yugoslavia — in
tanks, pieces of heavy artillery and jet planes — were
used to equip the units of the JNA in the area of the
Ljubljana Gap and were generally kept in that area.®

Yugoslavia thus became an important, albeit second-
ary factor in Western defense planning and there was
some discussion about the possibility of bringing it
closer to NATO. That discussion continued into the
mid-1950s as Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union flirted
with full reconciliation after Stalin’s death. However,
this was never a likely prospect. Tito had repeatedly
assured American and British representatives that Yu-
goslavia would come in immediately on the Western
side in the event of an outbreak of war with the So-
viet block in Europe.” Still, he was determined to
avoid what might have been regarded as a “provoca-
tive” association with an “aggressive” alliance, and
also to avoid the appearance of commitment to ei-
ther bloc.™

Tito told the British government that the Yugoslav peo-
ple “understood and approved” the steps taken by
their government to improve relations with the West.
However, Tito was convinced that joining NATO
would not be understood by the Yugoslav public. “It
was essential,” he said, “to proceed by stages in this
way, carrying public opinion along. Yugoslavia would
be more useful to the West as a united nation outside
NATO , than in it and divided.” ™

Following his famous rapprochement with Khrushchev
in 1955, Tito kept his relations in balance between the
Soviet Union and the United States. He exploited Yu-
goslavia’s position in the Cold War, playing one side
against the other with various benefits in trade and
both financial and military assistance.



Yugoslavia’s independent character was also reinforced
by Tito’s role in promoting the Non-Aligned Move-
ment, in which he and Yugoslavia sought to be the
leading force for socialist development in the develop-
ing world.

Independence from Moscow but adherence to an es-
sentially Marxist-Leninist form of one-party rule left
Yugoslavia with a pivotal position between East and
West in the Cold War. Both sides at different times
came closer to Yugoslavia, but for both the main ob-
jective was to prevent it falling into the other’s hands.

This geopolitical setting ended in a rather dramatic
fashion by the implosion of the Soviet block and the
end of the Cold War, as well as the beginning of the
wars of Yugoslav succession at the end of the 1980s
and the beginning of the 1990s. Almost a decade later,
with the post-conflict consolidation of Yugoslavia’s suc-
cessor states and their gradual transition toward
democracy and market economy, the time has come
to again examine the issue of international security net-
works. Neither the Soviet Union, or the Cold War, or
Yugoslavia for that matter, were part of equation any
longer. Some sixty years after Tito’s mind games with
NATO, the Western Alliance remained a rare invari-
able, with little or no security alternatives.

While some Europeans may still believe that the sole
purpose of NATO’s existence has remained un-
changed — namely “to keep the Americans in, Russians
out and Germans down” — NATO today is not the
same organizations it was a few decades ago. The role
the Alliance played in ending wars in the former Yu-
goslavia, as well as the new challenges it has been faced
with following the September 11, 2001 attacks on the
U.S., have all introduced a measure of caution in deci-
sion-making on NATO accession. For countries in the
region, opting for NATO is not an automatic choice,

but requires careful and rational analysis of risks and
benefits, with a clear vision of what scenario would
best serve the vital national interests. As our little his-
tory reminder suggests, taking into account the public
attitudes toward NATO accession should also be an
important part of the process. =
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The Atlantic Initiative Visited
the Peace Support Operations
Training Center

AVisit to the Training Center in

Butmir — Reaching NATO Standards
Through Top-Class Education

The Peace Support Operations Training Center in the
military base in Butmir has two entrances, one from the
"Federation’ side and one from the ’Republika Srpska’
side — that is what we are told while going through a se-
curity checkup at a barb wired gate. This neutral’, mi-
litary environment did not at first look promising to the
Al members who decided to spend a day in the Peace
Support Operations Training Center, but the atmosphe-
re changed dramatically when we got in to a modern
By: Jasna Pekic white building that looks completely different from the
barracks that otherwise dominate the base.

The Center is equipped with the latest technology: in a
bright classroom we find a group of English language stu-
dents, most of them from Bosnia-Herzegovina, but also
one female student from Novi Sad, Serbia. They greet
us politely and immediately turn back to their work.
The center in Butmir offers

“We are trying to develop the spirit of positive compe-
tition here,” says Dr Kenan Dautovi¢, director of the
education and training for center. “They are all trying really hard to be as good

young Bosnian officers as they can, but they also enjoy working together.”

internationally recognized

Dr Dautovi¢ and his assistant Sladana Cvijanovi¢ tell us
about the history of the Center. The original idea was
to focus on young officers’ basic training for peace
operations, as a field that was politically acceptable,
and on a territory that was within the borders of Bo-
snia-Herzegovina, allowing for the cooperation betwe-
en sides that were at war not so long ago. The initial
idea and the ensuing efforts to get support from Bo-
snian political structures came from Great Britain.

“The Center was officially established in 2003, it will
maintain its multiethnic character for ten years, and Bo-
snian authorities will then take over” Dr Dautovi¢ says.
“After opening, we were mulling over possible activiti-
es, but in the meantime, Bosnia-Herzegovina decided
to participate in international peace operations, so we
The author is a student in the MA decided that this should be the main focus here.”

program at the Faculty of Criminal
Justice, Criminology and Security The Center and its training programs are part of an in-

Studies at the University of Sarajevo ternational project involving Bosnia-Herzegovina, Gre-
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at Britain, Poland, Turkey, Austria, Germany, Hungary,
US, Macedonia, Croatia, Norway, Finland, Sweden,
Switzerland, Netherlands and France. The initial missi-
on - to work on multinational cooperation in the BiH
armed forces - was fulfilled relatively quickly, especi-
ally after the successful defense reform in 2006. Since
then, the main mission has been to provide internati-
onally recognized education and training for selected
young BiH military officers.

In 2008, NATO upgraded the center into a Partnership
for Peace (PfP) Center, one out of 15 in the world.
“With the exception of the English Language School
in Slovenia, this is the only PfP center in the region,
the others are in Vienna, Geneva, California...” Dr Da-
utovi¢ explains.

The students are drawn mainly from BiH armed forces
personnel, but also include the best students from Sa-
rajevo University, staff from the BiH Ministry of Fore-
ign Affairs, and young people from Serbia, Macedonia
and other countries, a fact which clearly demonstra-
tes the value of a certificate from the Center.

The students have the benefit of integrated IT courses,
Internet access, smart boards, and the library, all abso-

4
I A BE, _x I
1A | 'ﬁhr‘gi;t

ar

lutely, and with all courses and lectures taking place in
English. The English requirement is at the STANAG
3333 level, and students can improve their language ski-
lls by attending parallel courses in the Center.

The basic education offered in the Center is conducted
through six internationally recognized courses, but the
Center often organizes additional programs, semina-
rs, training sessions, and other events. The course for
staff officers is one of the leading programs and its re-
sults have made the Center well-known around the re-
gion. Statistics speak for themselves: since 2006, 276
BiH officers attended a total of ten courses and as ma-
ny as 73 foreign students received their certificates he-
re, adding to the Center’s international reputation.

Peace mission training for junior officers — lieutenants,
captains and majors — is an especially valuable part of
the course. Since only the best get a chance to rece-
ive such an elite education, the Center administration
has decided to form mobile teams who provide other
members of the armed forces with an opportunity to
improve their expertise without visiting the school.

“We have a team right now in the Sixth Brigade in Ba-
nja Luka,” Dr Dautovi¢ says proudly, adding that the
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number of officers and NCOs who completed the tra-
ining has grown to an impressive 1,000 since the Ce-
nter introduced mobile teams.

“That means that quantitatively, around twenty pe-
rcent of officers have passed our training in some fo-
rm, but the quality of this training is actually much
more important”, says Sladana Cvijanovi¢.

The basic course for staff officers has two modules: a
21-week basic module for junior officers, with two se-
mesters and daily classes. During the first semester,
students learn how to read maps and follow decision-
making process in the armed forces, while the second
semester focuses on peace-keeping missions and pra-
ctical exercises. In addition to this basic course, the
Center offers a course on non-traditional threats, inclu-
ding terrorism, anti-rebel operations, and civilian su-
pport missions. Additional courses focus on
international relations, international humanitarian ri-
ghts, and the media in peace keeping operations.

“We insist on a comprehensive approach in our co-
urses because in the modern world, the military is se-
en as the last resource of power.” Dr. Dautovi¢ says.
“Current crises cannot be solved militarily and the mi-
litary is not in focus anymore.”. To illustrate this, he
describes how students have mock blue-berets exerci-

ses where they play the roles of crisis advisors in reali-
stic situations between a government and non-gove-
rnmental organization.

“We create a scenario: for example, students are in
an African state of Merango which has to deal with a
refugee problem, or with a health crisis, or something
like that. Students are expected to follow and unde-
rstand the situation: in class, they follow the adoption
of the UN resolution and the implementation of UN
and military units’ decisions, just as real blue berets
would do. This approach covers the whole process,
from problem creation to problem solution, so the stu-
dents get a comprehensive picture of different societal
and state issues,” says Dr. Dautovic.

The Center plans to develop new courses and semi-
nars, not only for junior and senior officers, but also
for the members of a wider security community,
such as the ministries of defense and security, SIPA,
OSA, and civilian defense. BiH Defense Minister Se-
Imo Cikoti¢ has been especial vocal in calling for the
introduction of these new programs. The Center is
also expected to introduce special modules exclusi-
vely for the BiH armed forces in their native langu-
age, while English modules would be reserved for
foreign students. In addition, the Center is expected
to receive ECTS points from the University and mi-



ght be even able to provide postgraduate education
in the future.

The Center includes the Research and Development
department with specialists for senior officers” educa-
tional development and for doctrine development. The
future of this institution clearly is in research: the Ce-
nter has an impressive library with not a single book
older than 2007. Says Sladana Cvijanovi¢: “There are
a total number of 47 employees at the center, and we
function perfectly together, as a team.”

Another indicator of the high quality and the applica-
bility of the education that students receive here is the
fact that soldiers with this certificate are the most su-
ccessful candidates for peace missions abroad, their
grades from these classes sent straight to the BiH Mi-
nistry of Defense.

Dautovi¢ says the Center’s vision is to be active at
three levels: global, regional, and international. At the
global level, it is a PfP center which participates in fo-
rming a Partner working program with around 1,500
activities and 4,500 sub-activities. All international pa-
rtners may contribute to the existing course quality
and develop and offer their own programs, with pro-
ject topics at the international level including integrity-
building in the armed forces, and a US-sponsored
project on women in defense structures.

At the regional level, after the signing of the Joint Sta-
tement of Ministers of Defense of the Adriatic Charter
in November 2009, the PSOTC has become a regional
centre for training together with the centers in Kruse-
vac, Serbia and Skopje, Macedonia. That regional cha-
racter is reflected in the centers’ cooperation in

Kenan Dautovié

administration, finances, and staff, in the distribution
of duties and in strategic planning. The BiH center pla-
ys the role of a regional cooperation hub, working on
course catalog synchronization, and on developing the
base of expert lecturers.

“At the national level, the Center represents a comma-
nd center for transformation, like the one in NATO,”
says Dr. Dautovi¢. “There are few NATO member co-
untries that can offer such level of expertise!”

Without trying to get ahead of political decisions, the Ce-
nter provides top-class training and education for soldi-
ers, preparing them for challenges in peace operations.

“Such a systematic approach to training is new for NA-
TO as well. Adjusting ourselves to NATO standards
and practices will make it easier for us to join NATO,”
says Sladana Cvijanovi¢. m
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The Politics of the International
Community towards BiH from
Dayton until Today

Bosnia and Herzegovina:
The Crumbling Balkan Keystone

Today, over fourteen years since the Dayton Accord
brought an end to the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the
country appears closer to renewed breakdown and cri-
sis than at any time since the war ended. The underlyi-
ng reason for this lies in the dysfunctional constitutional
structure foisted upon Bosnia-Herzegovina by the US
in 1995. Yet the reason why Bosnia-Herzegovina’s pro-
blems are coming to a head now, fourteen years after
Dayton, must be sought in the international circumsta-
nces, which are far less favourable to the country than
they were even in the middle of the last decade, when
its recovery appeared to be most successful. To unde-
rstand Bosnia-Herzegovina’s current crisis, it is nece-
ssary to examine the geopolitical factors that have
revealed just how transient was this recovery, built as
it was upon superficial reforms on the part of the inte-
rnational administration that failed to address the fu-
ndamental flaws in the structure of the post-1995
Bosnian state.

By: Marko Attila Hoare

Bosnia-Herzegovina’s contemporary crisis is manife-
sted above all in the aggressively separatist character
of the regime of Milorad Dodik, the Prime Minister of
the Serb Republic (Republika Srpska — RS). Dodik ope-
nly talks of bringing about his entity’s secession; the
RS’s recently passed law on referenda appears to ha-
ve been designed with this aim in mind." Gone is the
Bosnian Serb leadership’s rhetoric of a few years ba-
ck, of reconciliation and moderation. Dodik now lo-
udly engages in atrocity denial vis-a-vis Serb
war-crimes, and recently gave a warm welcome to co-
nvicted war criminal Biljana Plavsi¢, following her ea-
rly release from prison in Sweden.? Meanwhile, all the
indications are that the Bosniaks would respond to a
declaration of independence on the part of the RS by
going back to war. Such a conflict would not remain
confined to Bosnia-Herzegovina. Outgoing Croatian
president Stjepan Mesi¢ recently threatened that Cro-
atia would respond militarily to an attempt at secessi-
on by the RS.?

The international community is beginning to wake up
to the danger of renewed collapse in Bosnia-Herzego-
vina, yet appears to be unable to respond decisively.




Talks last autumn on constitutional reform held at Bu-
tmir, near Sarajevo, convened by representatives of the
EU and US, came to nothing. The Butmir package pro-
posed merely some minor tinkering with the Bosnian
constitutional structure; a structure that has proven un-
workable.* Thus Bosnia-Herzegovina, having been the
great blemish on the record of the EU and US with re-
gard to the formerly Communist part of Europe in the
1990s, is today the one country in the region for which
the outlook appears bleak.

The Bosnian example stands against any facile model
of absolute progress in European development in 1989,
something that requires explanation. Bosnia-Herzego-
vina is a state with an unworkable constitutional order,
one that ensures that the state cannot function. Bo-
snia-Herzegovina is divided between two entities — the
RS and the Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina, which
is a bi-national Bosniak and Croat entity. The central
state is wholly emasculated, with most power devolvi-
ng to the entities. Of these, it is the RS that is the mo-
st viable entity, owing to its unitary structure and
national homogeneity. Yet this viability of the RS is bad
for Bosnia-Herzegovina, since the stronger it is, the
stronger is its ability to obstruct Bosnia-Hercegovina’s
functioning. A stronger RS enables its leadership to pu-
rsue its goal of a de facto or de jure independent Bo-
snian Serb state.

Conversely, the Bosnian Federation is dominated by el-
ements that support or accept a unified Bosnia-Herce-
govina. The Federation could in principle act as the
nucleus of a revived Bosnia-Hercegovina. But the Fe-
deration is handicapped by the differences between
Bosniaks and Croats, with the Croats feeling margina-
lised by the numerically dominant Bosniaks. Furthe-
rmore, the constitutional structure of the Federation
is paralysed by its division between cantons — admini-
strative entities which reduce the power of the Fede-
ral government. The Bosnian state is therefore crippled
by the division of competencies between multiple la-
yers of bureaucracy and by the emasculation of those
organs of the state which should in principle be acting
as integrating factors — the central and Federal autho-
rities. The Bosnian economy is crippled by the eno-
rmous cost of this bureaucracy, as well as by the huge
corruption of the Bosnian political classes.

Meanwhile, the conflicting goals of Bosniak, Serb and
Croat politicians ensure that the state cannot be refo-
rmed, since any steps that could promote a stronger
and more functioning Bosnian state and which would
enjoy the support of Bosnian elements that support

integration — above all Bosniaks, also non-nationalist
Serbs and Croats — would be opposed by RS politici-
ans for the same reason. The reintegration of Bosnia-
Herzegovina would therefore require measures to be
imposed unilaterally in the face of Serb and possibly
Croat opposition, and this is something the internati-
onal community has not been willing to do.

Bosnia-Herzegovina, in fact, serves as an abject lesson
that you cannot have a successful post-war recovery
unless you end the war on the right basis and impose
a settlement designed to work, something that may be
illustrated through a comparison of the Dayton settle-
ment with the settlement in Europe after World War
[Il. The Allied powers set out to defeat Germany tota-
lly in World War Il; Germany was forced to surrender
unconditionally; the German regime responsible for
causing the war was removed from power; leading Ge-
rman war criminals were tried and executed; Germa-
ny itself was cut down to size, territorially truncated
and occupied. So, on this basis, a successful post-war
recovery in Europe was possible. In the case of Bosnia-
Herzegovina, the goals and policies of the international
community could not have been more different (the
"international community" here means the powers
that impose the settlement).

In imposing a settlement on Bosnia-Herzegovina in
1995, the US and the democratic states of Europe we-
re not aiming to defeat those responsible for the war
and reverse their acts of conquest. On the contrary,
the Dayton settlement was imposed in 1995 to prevent
the defeat of Serbia and the Bosnian Serb rebels. This
is not the place to go into a detailed analysis of the di-
plomatic background to the Dayton settlement, but in
a nutshell: the dominant Western policy between the
outbreak of the Bosnian war in 1992 until 1995 under
British and French leadership, was not to defeat or
even to identify the side guilty of causing the war, ra-
ther to pursue a negotiated settlement. This necessa-
rily meant conceding at least some of the goals of
Slobodan MiloSevi¢’s Serbia and the Bosnian Serb re-
bels. These then had to be reconciled with the formal
commitment to rejecting forcible changes of internati-
onal borders. All Bosnian peace plans tried to wed the
concept of Bosnian partition with the concept of Bo-
snian unity. These fundamentally irreconcilable princi-
ples meant that any settlement based upon them was
going to be unworkable.

The Clinton Administration in the US saw no national
interest in opposing this Anglo-French policy, and re-
adily went along with it. But unlike the British and Fre-
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nch, Clinton’s US was readier to put military pressure
on the Serbs to force them to agree to a compromise
settlement. Hence the Washington Agreement of Ma-
rch 1994 that established the Bosnian Federation of Bo-
sniaks and Croats, creating one of the pillars of the
subsequent Dayton settlement and swinging the milita-
ry balance against the Serbs. More importantly, Clinton
also came under intense domestic political pressure to
take action against Serb aggression and in defence of
Bosnia-Herzegovina, and following the Srebrenica ma-
ssacre of July 1995, resistance to this pressure became
unsustainable. In August and September 1995, Clinton
used NATO airstrikes to help coerce the Bosnian Se-
rbs to agree to a settlement. More importantly, he ga-
ve the green light to Croat military action against the
Serb forces in Bosnia-Herzegovina that decisively tu-
rned the tide of the war. But fundamentally, the Dayton
settlement, although it was achieved through the use
of military force, was simply just a reworking of the old
Anglo-French policy of appeasing the Serb rebels under
the cover of a "compromise" settlement. It was a se-
ttlement that was not imposed with any principled visi-
on of a post-war order in mind, but simply with the
goal of ending the war, to satisfy Clinton’s domestic cri-
tics and put an end to a conflict that was causing inte-
nse strains in the US’s relations with its European allies.®

We can compare the Dayton settlement with the po-
st-war settlement in Europe after 1945. Far from be-
ing removed from power as the Nazi regime had been,
the MiloSevi¢ regime was Clinton’s partner in imposi-
ng a settlement on the Bosnian Serb rebels. Far from
reversing Serb conquests, as German conquests had
been reversed after 1945, Dayton legitimised Serb po-
ssession of nearly half of Bosnia-Herzegovina. Bosnian
Serbs comprised 31% of Bosnia-Herzegovina’s pre-war
population, yet the RS was awarded 49% of Bosnian
territory. Whereas Hitler’s victims — the states of Po-
land, Czechoslovakia and Austria — emerged restored
from World War |l and arguable stronger than they
had been before, the Dayton settlement did not resto-
re Bosnia-Herzegovina, which emerged wholly ema-
sculated — since the concessions to the principle of
partition were greater than the concessions to the pri-
nciple of unity. In other words, the Bosnia-Herzegovi-
na that emerged from Dayton was a state that was
designed not to function, since Dayton rested upon
the acquiescence of elements — the Bosnian Serb nati-
onalists and the regime in Belgrade — that had a vested
interest in ensuring that it would not function.

There are those who argue that given Bosnia-Herze-
govina’s fractured national composition, Bosnia-Herze-

govina as a state is inherently unworkable. Yet while it
would be wrong to dismiss this argument wholly, it is
clearly insufficient. We have two cases in the Balkans
that demonstrate that after a war, a nationally fractu-
red population can be made to coexist within a viable
state where there is a workable constitutional order.
The first is the case of the Bosnian Federation itself.
There, the Bosnian Croat entity has been dismantled.
Although some Bosnian Croat nationalist elements co-
ntinue to favour secession, they have been deprived of
all institutional elements through which they could ca-
rry out this secession. The Bosnian Croat separatist
threat to Bosnia-Herzegovina has therefore been ne-
utralised in a way that the Bosnian Serb separatist thre-
at has not been. Part of the reason for this lies in the
fact that there is no Bosnian Croat entity under the
Dayton order, and part of the reason lies in the fact
that, after Croatian President Franjo Tudjman died in
1999, his successors reversed his policy of trying to pa-
rtition Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Croatia became a su-
pporter of Bosnian unity.

The second case of relatively successful national reinte-
gration is Macedonia, where following the armed co-
nflict in 2001 between the Macedonian state and
Albanian rebels, a successful model of multinational co-
existence within a unitary state was negotiated in the
form of the Ohrid Agreement. Again, this has been he-
Iped by the fact that Albania, as the national matrix of
the Macedonian Albanians, has pursued a responsible
regional policy, eschewing irredentism. By contrast, by
legitimising the RS, the Dayton Agreement provided the
institutional basis on which Bosnian Serb separatism co-
uld build, while Serbia, even after the fall of Milosevi¢
in October 2000, has never reversed its anti-Bosnian
policy, as Croatia did after Tudjman’s death.

Consequently, the international community, in admini-
stering Bosnia-Herzegovina after 1995, had to contend
with the fact that the forces responsible for the war we-
re not defeated; on the contrary, they were pillars of
the new order. This was not a problem for the interna-
tional administrators, since the purpose of the interve-
ntion was not to establish a viable Bosnian state or a
just order, but merely to fulfil the minimalist goal of en-
suring that the peace would hold, that the armed co-
nflict that had proven so damaging to relations between
the Western allies would not flare up again and that
Bosnia-Herzegovina would stay off the front pages of
the newspapers. This meant, for example, that leading
war-criminals such as Radovan KaradZi¢ were not arre-
sted by international forces in the immediate post-war
period, since the administrators and the international



community did not want to take actions that would pro-
voke the Serb authorities, or indeed other elements.®
Nevertheless, a number of factors militated in the fo-
llowing years in favour of a more interventionist policy
on the part of the international community vis-a-vis Bo-
snia-Herzegovina’s reconstruction.

Firstly, the Dayton settlement was the child of a We-
stern policy that was already discredited and in a pro-
cess of transformation at the time that the settlement
was reached. The replacement of Francois Mitterand
with Jacques Chirac as French president in 1995 and
of John Major with Tony Blair as British prime minister
in 1997 meant that French and British policy was no
longer in the hands of politicians who had strongly fa-
voured appeasement of the Serbs, but rather of their
successors who had seen the futility of the policy of
appeasement and were determined not to suffer simi-
lar discrediting. Just as the Major and Mitterand regi-
mes had deterred Clinton from stronger intervention
to halt Serb atrocities, so Blair and Chirac stiffened Cli-
nton’s determination to confront Serbian troublema-
king. When MiloSevi¢ attempted to launch a new
campaign of ethnic cleansing, against the Kosovo Alba-
nians in the late 1990s, the NATO powers this time co-
nfronted him. The policy of Western appeasement of
Milosevi¢ — one of the pillars of the Dayton Accord —
definitely came to an end with the NATO airstrikes
against Serbia in 1999, the indictment of MiloSevi¢ by
the Hague Tribunal and US assistance to the overthrow
of Milogevi¢ in 2000.7 So there was a wider geopoliti-
cal context to the gradually more hands-on approach
of the international administration in Bosnia-Herzego-
vina after 1995.

Secondly, there was an internal dynamic within the
international administration towards a more activist ap-
proach. The guardianship of Bosnia-Herzegovina was
placed in the hands of the Peace Implementation Co-
uncil (PIC), composed of UN members and internati-
onal bodies. The PIC in turn administered
Bosnia-Herzegovina through the Office of the High Re-
presentative (OHR). Although the High Representati-
ve was envisaged above all as an overseer facilitating
the recovery of Bosnia-Herzegovina, in practice, the
imperative of ensuring stability and peace gradually pu-
lled the OHR into a more interventionist role. The
OHR gradually put down roots in the country and ga-
ined a real grip on it, creating a self-perpetuating insti-
tutional dynamic toward a stronger administration. In
1997, the PIC granted the OHR the so-called "Bonn Po-
wers", allowing the High Representative to dismiss re-
calcitrant  officials who obstructed its work.

Consequently, two years later, in 1999, High Represe-
ntative Carlos Westendorp used the Bonn Powers to
dismiss the extreme-nationalist RS president, Nikola
Poplasen. Two years after that, his successor, Wolfga-
ng Petritsch, dismissed the hard-line Croat nationalist
Ante Jelavi¢ from the Bosnian Presidency and seized
the assets of the Croat Democratic Union (HDZ), the
principal Bosnian Croat nationalist party.® Thus, for ne-
arly a decade from 1997, the OHR took on an incre-
asingly strong role, chipping away from above at the
national divisions and the power bases of the nationa-
list politicians.

This strengthening role of the OHR took on its gre-
atest extent under Paddy Ashdown, who served as Hi-
gh Representative from 2002 to 2006. Ashdown
served in an international atmosphere of rapid EU and
NATO expansionism and a generally greater Western
militancy following the 9 /11 attacks and the run-up to,
and outbreak of, the war in Iraq. In response to Bo-
snian Serb arms trading with Saddam’s Iraq, Ashdown
abolished the RS’s Supreme Defence Council and re-
moved all references to statehood in the RS’s consti-
tution. He then established a unified Bosnian military
command and intelligence service. In 2000, internati-
onal mediators ruled that the disputed town of Brcko,
which sits astride the so-called "northern corridor" li-
nking the eastern and western parts of the RS, should
become a neutral district separate from both entities,
making an eventual secession of the RS that much mo-
re problematic. Later that year, the Constitutional Co-
urt of Bosnia-Herzegovina ruled that all three of
Bosnia-Herzegovina’s constituent people should enjoy
constituent status across its whole territory, striking a
blow against the national divisions entrenched by Da-
yton. In 2003, legislation was adopted that enabled the
entities’ separate customs administrations to be repla-
ced by a state Indirect Taxation Authority. In 2004,
Ashdown issued a decree for the reunification of the
city of Mostar. Also in 2004, the Constitutional Court
of Bosnia-Herzegovina ruled that thirteen towns and
municipalities in the RS, that had been given new Se-
rb names or prefixes since 1992, should have their ori-
ginal, non-national names restored. In October 2005,
the RS parliament was finally pressurised into passing
an EU-demanded reform aimed at creating a unified
Bosnian police force.’

This increasing activism on the part of the OHR sent
the hard-line nationalists into retreat. It created a dile-
mma for nationalist politicians, between recalcitrant
opposition and collaborating with the international ad-
ministration. This led to the fragmentation of forme-
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rly homogenous nationalist blocs, most graphically hi-
ghlighted when RS President Biljana Plavsi¢, a former
hardliner who had turned toward collaboration, put
down a revolt by supporters of KaradZi¢ in Banja Luka
in 1997. Bosnian politicians were made to see that if
they wanted to survive politically, they had to tone do-
whn the hard-line rhetoric and abandon outright obstru-
ctionism. This was a lesson that the Croat nationalists
in particular took on board, after repeated secessioni-
st Croat moves were frustrated by tough action from
the OHR, resulting in the fragmenting of the HDZ and
the emergence of a more moderate Bosnian Croat cu-
rrent. Serb politicians too, both in the RS and in Ser-
bia itself, appeared to be gradually developing along
more moderate lines. This development reached its hi-
gh point, as far as the RS was concerned, in 2005,
when the 10" commemoration of the Srebrenica ma-
ssacre was attended by the presidents of both the RS
and Serbia.™ This proved to be a false dawn, as no RS
or Serbian official attended subsequent commemora-
tions of the massacre.

There has been a regression since the seemingly opti-
mistic times of the mid-2000s, when Bosnia-Herzego-
vina seemed to be beginning to work, to the current
situation, with Bosnia-Herzegovina at its lowest point
since the war. The failure of the reintegration process
carried out by the OHR from above was that it did not
alter the fundamental fact of the Dayton settlement.
Instead, it papered over the cracks. The reintegration
rested on the institution of the OHR, which was a tra-
nsient institution. Whereas the Dayton settlement —
the division of Bosnia-Herzegovina between two enti-
ties that appropriated most of the power in the state
— was lasting. As Bosnia-Herzegovina began to work
better from the mid-2000s, so the international co-
mmunity has sought to move the country away from
international administration toward true independe-
nce. This has meant winding up the OHR and reduci-
ng the number of international troops on the ground.
Thus, the number of international troops in Bosnia-
Herzegovina has gone down from 30,000 in 1997 to
2,500 in 1999. What the members of the international
community — in particular, the EU and its member sta-
tes — did not realise, was that it was only because of
the OHR and those troops that Bosnia-Herzegovina
was beginning to assume an appearance of normality.

Take away those props, and the whole edifice begins
to collapse again. With the OHR increasingly toothless
and lacking in international support, the very force that
compelled the RS’s compliance with the Bosnian order
has now lost its potency.

Milorad Dodik, the RS prime minister, today openly
defies the High Representative, knowing full well that
the High Representative lacks either the coercive po-
wer or the international support to remove him from
office, as Westendorp removed Poplasen and as Petri-
tsch removed Jelavi¢. Thus, at one level, the internati-
onal regime in Bosnia-Herzegovina was a victim of its
own apparent success. Yet this apparent success was
also transient for another reason: it rested on excepti-
onally favourable international circumstances. In rece-
nt years, an additional factor has entered the equation
that has accelerated the unravelling of the Bosnia-He-
rzegovina of the High Representatives — the emerge-
nce of a newly aggressive and revanchist Russia, with
an agenda of upsetting NATO’s expansion eastward.
Vladimir Putin’s Russia has galvanised the resistance of
the RS to the Western order in the Balkans. Those
Western nations most in favour of collaboration with
Russia, above all France and Germany, are not willing
to press the point in the Balkans. At the same time,
with the replacement of George W. Bush with Barack
Obama as US president, the US has become increasi-
ngly conciliatory toward Russia.

For all these reasons, Dodik’s separatist regime now
holds the stronger hand in the Bosnian context. Para-
doxically, this radicalisation of the RS’s politics has
occurred despite the fact that Serbia itself has gradu-
ally moved away from the politics of anti-Western na-
tionalism. The high-point of the latter in Serbia was in
the period immediately following Kosovo’s declaration
of independence in February 2008, when this indepe-
ndence was recognised by most members of NATO
and the EU. But following the victory of the pro-Euro-
pean parties in the parliamentary elections in Serbia
of spring 2008, the pro-European current in Serbia has
been dominant. This has not positively impacted upon
Bosnia-Herzegovina, because even the pro-European
wing of Serbia’s political classes accepts the Serb-nati-
onalist paradigm with regard to Bosnia-Herzegovina.
This was highlighted by Serbian president Boris Tadi¢’s



visit last year to the RS, bypassing the Bosnian state
authorities to open, on Bosnian soil, a school bearing

the name ’Serbia’."

To sum up, Bosnia-Herzegovina’s recovery after Da-
yton has been stillborn because almost all the factors
that could have underpinned such a recovery have be-
en absent. There is no common Bosnian political elite
that transcends the national division between Serbs,
Croats and Bosniaks; the Bosnian political classes are
divided along national lines. There is no common na-
tional identity on the part of the Bosnian population;
and with most Bosnian children now attending nati-
onally segregated schools, young Bosnians are growi-
ng up without the shared Bosnian consciousness that
their parents, at least, had. There are no common sta-
te structures that could serve to bring the nationally
fractured population together as there are in the case
of Macedonia. Consequently, there are no internal Bo-
snian factors militating toward unity and recovery. But
the external factors are also weak or absent. The le-
galism and caution of the international community has
made it unwilling to replace the Dayton order and re-
form the constitutional properly, without which there
can be no genuine recovery of the country. The inte-
rnational protectorate over Bosnia has not been a ge-
nuine protectorate, as was the Austro-Hungarian
protectorate of 1878-1918, but more of an overseer.™

The reforms intended to reintegrate Bosnia-Herzego-
vina have been aimed entirely at the state level. On
the ground, the international regime has failed to re-
verse the ethnic cleansing and bring about a meani-
ngful return of refugees. Fourteen years after the end
of the war, the population of the RS is still almost enti-
rely Serb; the Bosniak and Croat refugees from the
RS have not returned home. In fact, the international
regime has consolidated the ethnic cleansing by facili-
tating the legal sale of Croat and Bosniak properties
in the RS by their legal owners to Serb buyers. Me-
anwhile, the international administration has gradually
lost the enthusiastic backing of the international co-
mmunity. The Western nations lack the will to take
the radical measures necessary to reverse the disinte-
grative process, while other members of the interna-
tional community, above all Serbia and Russia, are
actively undermining Bosnian reintegration. Yet the

consequences of the complacency on the part of the
international community toward the crumbling of Bo-
snia-Herzegovina could be serious. If Bosnia-Herzego-
vina collapses, the entire order in the Western Balkans
could collapse with it. This is a danger whose full co-
nsequences cannot be foreseen. m
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The Theory and Practice
of Ahmet Davutoglu

By: Edina Bedirevi¢

The public confirmation of Turkey’s interests in the Ba-
Ikans, manifested, among others, in the frequent visi-
ts by Turkish officials to the region, would come as a
surprise only to those unfamiliar with the delicate po-
st-Cold War realignment in the multilateral world. The
Balkans in not the only region where Turkey’s influ-
ence is increasing: Since the collapse of the Soviet Uni-
on, Turkey’s influence has also been growing in former
Soviet republics with a Muslim majority, primarily due
to their common history and culture, but also their co-
mmon religious identity. Turkey has stabilized its rela-
tions with Iran, opened its borders with Syria and has
generally intensified its diplomatic presence in the Mi-
ddle East.

However, it would be very uncritical to claim that in
establishing its strategic partnerships Turkey is ori-
ented only towards Muslim countries. It seems that
Western centers of power are more concerned abo-
ut the pragmatic friendship of Russia and Turkey, and
equally so about the personal friendship between
the Turkish Prime Minister Tayyip Erdogan and Vla-
dimir Putin." The source of this discomfort is, of co-
urse, not any suspicion regarding Turkey’s loyalty to
the North Atlantic Alliance — which Turkey joined,
in the first place, to deflect the Soviet threat — but
because in the past decades, Turkey has, in a very
steady pace, evolved from an ,,obeying® and ,,margi-
nal“ state into a very respectable power, which has
decided to confirm this position through public di-
plomacy as well.

The changes in Turkish foreign policy are an additiona-
lly interesting ground for analysis because of the the-
oretical doctrine of Ahmet Davutoglu, the Turkish
Minister of Foreign Affairs. Davutoglu has published
two books in English: Alternative Paradigms (1993) and
Civilizational Transformation and the Muslim World
(1994).2 In Alternative Paradigms, Davutoglu offers an
exceptional analysis of Islamic and Western political
thoughts, taking into account methodological and phi-
losophical contrasts. His third book Strategic Depth
(2001), is especially important in the context of the
ratio between theory and practice in international re-



lations, and because it seems that theoretical postula-
tes presented in this book have, since 2003, been the
basis of the Turkish foreign policymaking.? Although
Davutoglu has been the Turkey’s Minister of Foreign
Affairs only since May 1, 2009, he had a pivotal role
as Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan’s chief fore-
ign policy advisor already since 2003, when he was ap-
pointed ambassador. His diplomatic course has, in the
past months, influenced Bosnia-Herzegovina’s internal
political situation, as well as its relations with Serbia.
These are all reasons enough for a paper which would
take a comparative look into the theoretical postula-
tes in Strategic Depth and the changes in Turkey’s fore-

ign policy.

Davatoglu’s book Strategic Depth (2001) is based on
the four basic elements of Turkey’s future policy: zero
problem policy with its neighbors; multidimensional fo-
reign policy; a new diplomatic language and the transi-
tion to a rhythmic policy.* However, although
methodologically seemingly divided, these elements se-
rve in defending a common postulate according to
which it is time Turkey drew its strength from ,,strate-
gic depths® — a unique geostrategic position, the co-
ntrol over Bosporus and Dardanelle, and the rich
imperial historic and cultural heritage in the former
Ottoman Empire countries.

For years after the Second World War Turkey had an
inferiority complex: although it had joined NATO and
was an unconditional ally in the Cold War, its Otto-
man past, intolerance towards minorities, the issues of
freedom of speech and lack of civil control of the mi-
litary kept Turkey at the doorstep of Europe.

Davutoglu’s strategy recommends that Turkey deve-
lops good relations and abandons the longstanding as-
sumption that it is surrounded by enemies. This
premise implies improvement of relations with ne-
ighbors and, at the same time, internal democratiza-
tion and minority rights: the solving of the Kurdish and
Armenian problems and the issue of Cyprus. ,,The
’zero problem’” approach to its neighbors“ should, ac-
cording to this strategy, accelerate Turkey’s EU acce-
ssion. In summer 2009, Turkey’s Prime Minister
Erdogan announced he would give the 14 million Ku-
rds in Turkey more cultural rights and initiate a more
intense dialogue in order for the 25-year long confli-
ct with PKK to end. According to the European Co-
mmission report from October 2009, Turkish efforts
received very positive critiques.®

Western political theory has for decades been influ-
enced by Max Weber’s ideas, according to which the-
re is something inherently anti-democratic in countries
with an Islamic cultural tradition. More positive exa-
mples of Muslim-majority countries, such as Indonesia
and Malaysia, have usually been neglected for the pu-
rposes of creating a stereotype of radical Islam. The co-
nsequences of the usage of this stereotype in American
propaganda after September 11, 2001, have recently
been commented on by Brzezinski: ,,Washington’s
arrogant unilateralism in Iraq and its demagogic Islamo-
phobic sloganeering weakened the unity of NATO and
focused aroused Muslim resentments on the United
States and the West more generally.“¢

The effects of September 11 and the threat of radical
movements inspired by regressive interpretations of
Islam have emphasized the strategic importance of Tu-
rkey, which has an ideal position to assert itself as a
democratic model among Muslim-majority countries’
However, Turkey’s task of implementing the ,,zero pro-
blem* policy towards its neighbors is, in fact, far mo-
re complicated than it might seem. In today’s very
complex international relations, repairing relations wi-
th one neighbor might result in damaging those with
another, which happened when Turkey opened its bo-
rders with Armenia, disrupting its relations with Aze-
rbaijan. Relations with Armenia are still burdening
Turkey on a wider international plan, because Ankara
is denying its responsibility for genocide against Arme-
nians in 1915. The U.S. House Committee on Foreign
Affairs, a standing committee of the United States Ho-
use of Representatives, characterized this crime as ge-
nocide on March 4, despite appeals by the Obama
administration prior to voting, against the passing of
the resolution. This prompted Ankara to decide not
to return its ambassador to Washington, thereby em-
phasizing the importance of this issue for Turkey. The
same Committee a passed similar resolution in 2007,
but the Bush administration managed to prevent the
vote in the House of Representatives. Connoisseurs of
relations between America and Turkey believe this re-
solution will most probably have the same fate as the
one in 2007, because the importance of Turkey and
Armenia are incomparable in the context of American
strategic interests.

Very similar to this is the situation with Israel and Iran.
Israel and Turkey have traditionally had good relations,
a fact which often damaged Turkey’s cooperation wi-
th Middle Eastern Muslim countries. Nine years ago,
Henry Kissinger analyzed the significance of Turkey not
only through its geographic position, but also through
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the Israeli-Turkish partnership: ,,For the West, the pi-
votal country is Turkey, the strongest military power
in the region, allied to the West, friendly to Israel, and,
because of the indispensability of its geography, impo-
rtant to all the contending forces.“®

However, it seems that Israeli-Turkish relations are not
longer so important for the American security paradi-
gm. The noticeable Turkish-Israeli crisis started in su-
mmer 2009 in Davos, when Turkish Prime Minister
Recep Tayyip Erdogan, after a verbal duel with Israeli
president Shimon Peres related to mass killings of civi-
lians in the Gaza Strip, angrily left the discussion. Other
diplomatic incidents followed, and Turkey’s mediation
in efforts to reach a compromise in the case of Iran’s
peaceful nuclear program contributed to the further
deterioration of relations with Israel. In its relations wi-
th Iran, Turkey is asserting itself as a link for a peaceful
solution and a respite of tensions. Although in an une-
nviable position due to the sanctions, Iran is, undoubte-
dly, still one of the economically strongest countries in
the Middle East, and besides serving as a mediator, Tu-
rkey is also developing a very intense economic coope-
ration with Iran. However, in the context of the new
»strategic depth® according to which, it seems, Turkey
could be ,,a model country* for most Muslim countri-
es, the close friendship with Israel was a serious obsta-
cle. 1t can therefore be concluded that the
Israeli-Turkish diplomatic crisis has, in fact, contributed
to the development of Turkey’s new image as a leader
and the increase in trust among Islamic countries. It
seems obvious that, in order to realize Davutoglu’s ide-
as, one of the above mentioned four key theoretical
elements has to be sacrificed from time to time on the
path of reaching the final goal of ,,strategic depth®.

* * *

The second element of ,,strategic depth® is ,,multidi-
mensional foreign policy®. Davutoglu believes that sta-
tic foreign policy is damaging for Turkey, and Turkey
could assert itself as a mediator in the region through
a policy which would introduce more parameters. Be-
sides a leading role in the Middle East, this would also
provide new strategic relations with the European Uni-
on, and further development of the partnership with
Russia. When the Cold War ended, the distrust betwe-
en Russia and Turkey did not vanish overnight. Howe-
ver, the possible reason for their reconciliation — which,
as numerous authors have pointed out, could also be
the reason for Western concern — is the fact that bo-
th Russia and Turkey, as two peripheral Euro-Asian po-
wers, seem to have common grievances with Europe,

which could be a factor that converges their interests.’
In terms of the overall cooperation, according to the
latest indicators, Russia has become Turkey’s biggest
economic partner — replacing Germany."

Many interpret Turkey’s rapprochement with its Mi-
ddle Eastern neighbors and Russia as the result of the
shared disappointment alongside the leadership of the
AKP with the EU’s decision to accept Cyprus into me-
mbership in 2004: within Turkish foreign policy circles,
it is believed that this was a deliberate move by EU le-
aders reluctant to accept Turkey as a member."

However, for the time being, Turkey has been succe-
ssfully balancing between its interests in the West and
its partnership with Russia. On March 4, 2010, the Tu-
rkish parliament completed the process of ratifying a
treaty enabling the construction of the Nabucco pipe-
line, run by a consortium of European companies. Na-
bucco circumvents Russian territory, thus decreasing
Europe’s dependence on Russian gas.™ Analysts, the-
refore, claim that Turkey has the potential to become
“the Silk Road of the 21st century” — and is realizing
that potential by becoming the nexus of multiple impo-
rtant pipeline projects.™

An opportunity for new European-Turkish relations
was the opening of negotiations with Turkey in Luxe-
mbourg in 2005. The final decision on admission of Tu-
rkey into the EU will have to do with the minority
rights issue and civil control of the military. And while
Turkey is on a relatively good path to solve the Kurd
and the freedom of speech issues, European circles be-
lieve that the key to democratization of a country lies,
in fact, in civil control of the military.

Tachau used the central-periphery framework to expla-
in the functioning of Turkey’s political life: the national
secular state elite is in the center, juxtaposed with the
periphery where there are ethnic groups devoted to
traditional life and religious values.™ Keyman claims that
in the absence of an aristocracy which would fill the
»center® from the previous model, the substitute was
the central elite composed of military and bureaucratic
officials.” This relationship between periphery and ce-
nter, although largely obsolete as time passed, provi-
ded a strong foundation for the protection of Turkish
secularism. Candar believes that Turkish secularism di-
ffers from the Anglo-Saxon tradition characterized by
religious pluralism and tolerance: in his opinion, Turki-
sh secularism is overly atheist and not democratic as it
comes across to some Westerners, and Turkish Islam
is not as fundamentalist as portrayed.'



The latest developments related to the detention of
Turkish officers and generals, charged with preparing
a military coup, is the ground for testing the relati-
onship between the center and the periphery, as well
as for solving the issue related to civil control of the
military. However, according to some, the detention
of these officers and generals is a threat to the co-
untry’s secularism, and this worry deepened when Tu-
rkish authorities arrested the state prosecutor who
had investigated Islamic networks. The New York Times
reports that the critics of Prime Minister Erdogan are
concerned because with these actions Erdogan has si-
lenced the opposition, and now has control over mo-
st of the levers of power, including the judiciary.
Erdogan’s critics are very worried that the judiciary
»will soon fall to his Islamic supporters“.” Commenti-
ng on the latest developments, Professor Soli Ozel
from Bilgi University says ,, The old ideology is bankru-
pt, that much we know*, and carefully adds that Erdo-
gan’s party is “a democratizing force, but not
necessarily a democratic one”.™

Baskin Oran, international relations professor at Anka-
ra University, dismisses those fears. In his opinion,
Erdogan’s party, which once relied on working class
and Islamists, has gone through a transformation. “It
has become bourgeois,” Mr. Oran said, adding: “They
will always be Muslims, but they won’t be Islamists.”™

* * *

The third and fourth elements in Davutoglu’s ,,strate-
gic depth®, ,,a new diplomatic language® and ,,transi-
tion to a rhythmic policy”, dominate the rhetoric of
Turkey’s Minister of Foreign Affairs. The ruling AKP
has accepted ,,strategic depth®, among other reasons,
because of the fact that Davutoglu’s ,,new diplomatic
language® forms a new/old identity through stronger
ties with countries Turkey shares a history with. It can
be said that this position is a compromise between co-
nservative and liberal circles in Turkey, but also that this
tuned ,,rhythm® in foreign policy contributes to an
internal democratization necessary for full membe-
rship in the European Union. On the other hand, re-
lying on the Ottoman identity implies the demise of
Turkey’s status as a ,vassal“ state in relations to the
USA, which would provide significant compensation
for the “Europeanization” of Turkey to the traditional,
peripheral circles.

» Iransition to a rhythmic policy” requires frequent vi-
sits to leaders in the region, and this premise has be-
en tested with several visits of Turkish officials to

Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia in 2009. In spite of the
best of intentions, the visit to Bosnia-Herzegovina was
not very successful from the public diplomacy perspe-
ctive. This visit required more thorough preparations
and more moderation in statements, and in the abse-
nce of such preparations, and bearing in mind the re-
lations among Bosnian leaders and parties,
controversial reactions to Turkey’s diplomatic activiti-
es were foreseeable.

Davatoglu’s statements that ,,Sarajevo is ours® and
“...we shall create the Balkans, the Caucasus, the Mi-
ddle East, together with Turkey, the center of the glo-
bal politics”, were interpreted by BH Presidency
member NebojSa Radmanovi¢ as ,,a classical example
of interference into the internal issues of a country®,
and he concluded that Davutoglu ,,showed imperiali-
stic intentions towards the Balkans*.%°

Due to a more moderate approach, Turkish diploma-
cy was far more successful in Serbia. Serbian Preside-
nt Boris Tadi¢ sees Turkey’s diplomatic activities
completely differently than Radmanovi¢: during Turki-
sh President Abdullah Gul’s visit, Tadi¢ said that relati-
ons between Serbia and Turkey ,,were at the highest
level in history“.21 This is, of course, due to the inte-
nsifying of economic cooperation and the announce-
ment of Turkey’s investments in Serbia. It, therefore,
seems that a Turkish public diplomacy in Bosnia-He-
rzegovina emphasizing the new strategic friendship wi-
th Serbia and Russia would result in far better effects
that a diplomacy referencing the Ottoman Empire. Al-
though new Western theories concede that of all
empires throughout history the Ottoman had the be-
st model of multicultural tolerance, in Serbian national
culture the Ottoman era is seen as the darkest, most
detested period of foreign rule.??

The extent to which myths can influence decisions
which should be made on a pragmatic level is also illu-
strated by the discussion of which NATO contingent
in Afghanistan should Bosnia-Herzegovina send its tro-
ops to. The best offers came from Turkey, Denmark
and the Great Britain, and the mission offered by Tu-
rkey is located in the safest area in Afghanistan and has
the least risk for Bosnian soldiers. Dusanka Majki¢, de-
puty chairwoman in the House of Representatives in
the BH Parliament, is the only one who publicly re-
acted to Turkey’s offer but according to unofficial re-
actions, for a significant number of Parliament
members representing Serbian nationalist parties, Tu-
rkey is unacceptable because of historic prejudice.?
Western diplomatic circles in Sarajevo deemed such at-
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titudes unacceptable as Turkey is a full NATO member
and is treated as such by its allies and besides, risking
the lives of soldiers because of historic prejudice is co-
mpletely incomprehensible. This dilemma emerged in
the worst moment, since Brussels’ latest refusal in De-
cember 2009 to give Bosnia a Membership Action Plan
opened a discussion on the possibility of a referendum
on NATO membership in Republika Srpska. To send
Bosnian soldiers to a Turkish mission would strengthen
the arguments of nationalists in Republika Srpska who
are lobbying for the referendum.

Davatoglu’s theory recommends the involvement of
the academic community and the public in the process
of diplomatic decision-making. Interestingly, his reco-
mmendations are in line with a wider discussion on
NATO’s new strategic concept, which involves both
academic communities and the public in member co-
untries.

According to Brzezinski, a politically acceptable outco-
me of NATO’s deepening engagement in Afghanistan
and Pakistan, and the engagement of Russia in a bindi-
ng and mutually beneficial relationship with Europe
and the wider North Atlantic community, are some of
the main security dilemmas of NATO’s new strategic
concept.?

Davutoglu is, obviously, also a visionary. With ,,strate-
gic depth® and its current partnerships, Turkey has an
ideal position for finding the most optimal solutions to
new global challenges. And while, from the global pe-
rspective, the application of the theory developed in
his book ,,Strategic Depth® carries huge positive po-
tential, for success in Bosnia-Herzegovina, it would un-
fortunately require a new, revised edition. =
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Yemen-between
Al-Qaeda and the U.S.

By: Muhamed Jusi¢

For all those who follow the situation in the Middle Ea-
st, Yemen has for years been a textbook example of a
failed state, and, most certainly, one of the direst regi-
onal problems. Until recently, one of the specific cha-
racteristics of this Middle East hotspot was the fact that
all the suffering of the Yemeni population was happe-
ning far from the eyes of the world, and even from the
eye of the Arab public. This is a state which has, in the
past few decades, been hit by more civil wars than any
other in this shaky part of the world. For over a year,
its Sada province has been torn by a raging war betwe-
en government troops and Shiite rebels known as Ho-
uthis. Although the rebels and the government have
signed truces on multiple occasions, — the last one si-
gned on February 19, 2010 still being in force at the
moment — both warring sides have, in fact, used the
truce periods for tactical regrouping and rearming. Di-
ssatisfaction engulfing the southern part of Yemen,
where the civil war was barely contained a few years
ago, is increasing, and nobody would be surprised by
a new escalation of unrest. In this mayhem, just like
numerous times before, Al Qaeda, or, to be precise,
its branch on the Arab peninsula, or, to be even more
precise, Al Qaeda sympathizers for whom it is difficu-
It to establish a degree of operational relationship wi-
th that system, has decided to use the vacuum created
by dysfunctional states as an opportunity to continue
with its global Jihad operations. This has, once again,
shown the accuracy of the conclusion which was in
2002 incorporated into the 2002 document known as
the National Security Strategy of the United States of
America, according to which ,,America is now thre-

1

atened less by conquering states than by failing ones*.

The same applies to global security, which can be cle-
arly seen from the example of Yemen, but also by the
cases of Afghanistan and Somalia. Until now, it had ra-
rely happened that someone warned of the demogra-
phic ticking bomb: yet the country is one of the
poorest in the world and among those with the highe-
st illiteracy rates, with 77% of Yemeni women being
illiterate? according to UNICEF. Nobody paid attenti-
on to IMF reports pointing to the fact that 75% of Ye-
meni people under the age of 25 are near complete
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destitution, which would lead to the emergence of an
entire army of the unemployed. The country’s water
table is nearly depleted from years of agricultural ma-
Ipractice, and its oil reserves are rapidly dwindling.?
Nobody paid any attention to countless social proble-
ms either, starting with the almost unlimited consu-
mption of the drug “kaad®, which is not prohibited by
the law, to one of the worst records of human rights
abuses world wide, as shown by any of several U.S.
State Department reports from previous years.*

As so many times before, all these accumulated pro-
blems failed to attract the world’s attention until they
spilled over and directly threatened a Western co-
untry. That happened when, this Christmas, a young
Nigerian tried to detonate a bomb hidden in his unde-
rwear on a flight en route from Amsterdam to Detro-
it. The man, Umar Farouk Abdulmuttalib, a student
from London who had for some time been suspected
of connections to terrorists, was linked by intelligence
services to the branch of Al Qaeda operating in Ye-
men.® He admitted to having been trained in Yemen,
in one of numerous camps in the province of Shabwa.
Only then did Yemen reach the front pages of the wo-
rld’s media, but again only in the context of fighting
Al Qaeda and the threat it represents. Again, as so ma-
ny times before, nobody was interested in the causes
and the real context of the problem.

* * *

American right-wing politicians started lobbying for an-
other intervention, similar to those in Afghanistan and
Irag, but the Obama administration, at least in this pha-
se, showed it had learnt something from the adventu-
rism of Bush’s neo-conservatives. All the experts on
Obama’s tem (unlike the 69% of correspondents inte-
rviewed by Fox News, who opted for military involve-
ment)® advised him that a direct American
intervention in Yemen against Al Qaeda would only
weaken America’s position and open another front in
which Al Qaeda would gain more sympathizers than
American troops would, probably with great losses,
manage to ,.eliminate®.

It seems that Washington is aware of the fact than an
open American intervention in Yemen could easily be-
come a gift for Al Qaeda and its branches. Even now
Al Qaeda’s propagandists are busy with pointing to
the civil victims of the air raids in December. In case
of a direct intervention, they would develop a very cle-
ar discourse on ,,a far enemy* who has turned aga-
inst Islam in fighting yet another Muslim state.”

This might be why US president Barack Obama and
the British Prime Minister Gordon Brown have deci-
ded to support the fight against Al Qaeda in Yemen
only financially, through consulting and arming, but wi-
thout direct involvement. The two are jointly financi-
ng an anti-terrorist unit within Yemeni forces, with
Obama asking Congress to earmark $63 million for
Yemen in 2010.8

However, the biggest portion of help and a significant
portion of the joint operations of American and Ye-
meni security forces, especially those dealing with inte-
lligence, are hidden from the public. According to Fox
News, Americans even have troops on Yemeni soil,
and special units, intelligence organizations and unma-
nned aircrafts have, for some time, been waging a war
against Al Qaeda far from the public eye, with the ap-
proval of the government in Sana.’

The present American administration has publicly
opted for strong financial, military and expert help to
the regime of Yemeni president Ali Abdullah Saleh in
order not to additionally irritate the strongly anti-Ame-
rican Yemeni public. Although presently not supporti-
ng Al Qaeda, if forced to choose between America
and Al Qaeda, the Yemeni people would likely pick Al
Qaeda, as in a lot of other Arab nations. It seems that
this estimate is shared by numerous US and internati-
onal analysts, such as Stevena Erlangera from the New
York Times, who concluded that ,,for the success of fi-
ght against terror in Yemen, it is of key importance to
strike a balance between conservative Islam and an in-
creased American involvement“"

In order to be a step ahead, 150 Islamic scholars (ali-
ms and sheiks) signed a fetva which prescribes that, in
case American troops intervene in Yemen, Jihad wo-
uld be the obligation of every Muslim.™ The initiator
and first signatory of this fetva was Sheik Abdul-Maje-
ed al-Zindani, who said he did not want to see ,,the
return of colonialism in Yemen* under the false prete-
nses of a fight against Al Qaeda.

What made many other alims and intellectuals, both
in Yemen and in the neighboring Saudi Arabia and the
Muslim world, denounce this fetva was a part in which
it condemns attacks against members of Al Qaeda for
whom ,,there is no valid Sharia judgment® and who,
according to the fetva authors ,,must not be killed be-
fore taken to a legitimate court“.” Most critics have
interpreted this as support to Al Qaeda, because it do-
es not condemn attacks against civilians, but only the
attacks executed with American unmanned aircrafts



and the one in which Yemeni forces killed the military
leader of Al Qaeda in Arabian Peninsula Qassem Al-
Rimi and his five closest allies.™ In spite of all this, the
message has been sent — any military operation by fo-
reign armed forces on Yemeni soil will be met with
strong resistance by, maybe not all, but a significant nu-
mber of Muslims, both in Yemen and worldwide.

Paul Rogers reminded the public at the Open Demo-
cracy Portal that Barack Obama might have delivered
an impressive speech in Cairo in June 2009 on relati-
ons with Islamic world, but this can easily be turned
into an attempt at deceit: there is a realistic possibility
that in case America intervenes in Yemen, Obama will
be portrayed as a crusader, an enemy who has occu-
pied Iraq and Afghanistan, has been steering the Paki-
stani government, arming and supporting the Zionist
troops which are repressing Palestinians , and is now
killing Muslims in yet another state. This is a strong and
dangerous discourse with vast potential to influence
public opinion.™

In Yemen, Americans have fallen into the same trap in
which they fell so many times in Arab countries — once
again they had to support a dictatorship regime unpo-
pular among Americans, in order to fight against a di-
rect terrorist threat, which might lead to their winning
a battle, but definitely not the war. To complicate thi-
ngs further, the role of the ruling Yemeni regime, to-
gether with president Ali Abdullah Saleh — in his own
words ,,the protector of democracy® — in strengthe-
ning Al Qaeda’s position should not be ignored.

It is an open secret in Islamic military circles that Ye-
men was, for a long time, a base in which militants we-
re trained and sent to radical high-schools and
universities, from where they went to jihad battlefields
from Afghanistan to Algeria. All this was made possi-
ble by the tacit endorsement of the ruling regime which
used militant fundamentalists to restrain the disconte-
nt of the Shiite population. Yemen’s population are
53% Sunni and 47% Shiite but the lion’s share of po-
litical power and money is in the hands of the Sunni —
a reason why the Houthi rebels, with support from
Iran, started their fight against a coalition of Yemeni go-
vernment troops and Saudi military forces. Ali Abdu-
llah Saleh, ruler of the Yemeni political scene for over
31 years, often used militant Islamists for proxy wars in
buffer zones, which is why Yemen became one of the
last harbors for Al Qaeda’s ideologists and militants,
especially after they were banished from Saudi Arabia.

The historical bonds between the Yemeni government
and Al Qaeda or similar organizations are emphasized
by numerous international experts and analysts who
have been searching for the roots of Al Qaeda’s influ-
ence in Yemen. In a January story for the Internati-
onal Relations and Security Network’s ’Security
Watch’, reporter Domenic Moran says ,,there is seri-
ous evidence that the government used to make deals
with groups like Al Qaeda in Arabian Peninsula®. ®

In his New York Times story on Al Eman university —
founded and managed by the initiator of the recent fe-
tva, Sheik Abdul Majid al-Zindani — Steven Erlanger
points to close relations between Sheik al-Zindani and
one of Abdullah Saleh’s closest allies, general Ali Mo-
hsen. Ali Mohsen, together with financiers from Saudi
Arabia, is considered to be one of the major suppo-
rters of al-Zindani and his projects.

»Mr. Mohsen, a general who is currently leading the
war against a Houthi rebellion in the north, also recru-
ited thousands of Yemenis to fight the Soviets in Afgha-
nistan. His brigades returned victorious, and Mr. Saleh
has used them since to help defeat the south in the
1994 civil war, and against the Houthis. Some fighters,
of course, have migrated to Al Qaeda.

When north and south Yemen were united in 1990,
Sheik Zindani accepted Mr. Saleh’s rule and was gra-
nted this huge area of government land on the weste-
rn edge of Sana for the university — adjoining a large
military base, which is Mr. Mohsen’s headquarters.*"

With all these complicated alliances in which Al Qa-
eda sympathizers feel at home, it should not be forgo-
tten that Yemen is a tribal society in which tribal
alliances and loyalty to tribal community by far outwe-
igh loyalty towards the state and its laws. The gove-
rnment in Sana should bear this in mind every time it
enters any form of open fight against individuals belo-
nging to Al Qaeda.

There is a significant number of people who, without
any supporting evidence, believe that the failed attack
of the Nigerian on the American flight was welcomed
by both the Yemeni army and its political leadership,
which received highly needed financial and military su-
pport exactly at the moment it became obvious7 they
were not winning the war against the increasingly be-
tter armed rebels. It will probably never be possible
to prove how much Yemeni intelligence services knew
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and whether they could have prevented the unsucce-
ssful attack, or whether they wished for it to happen.
It would not have been the first time that despotic re-
gimes, which themselves created Al Qaeda, would be
getting a lot of financial, military and political support
from America for fighting it.

What remains undeniable is that even today, when Ye-
men finally got some of the world’s attention, nobo-
dy is dealing with the reasons of the conflict, but rather
only with the consequences. This deprives us of hope
that the problem of Al Qaeda’s militancy will be so-
Ived any time soon. =
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A Country of

Deadly Potential

By: Ulrich Heider

Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH) has entered 2010 in anticipa-
tion of the October general elections results; of course se-
veral associated issues will continue to affect the citizens and
other residents of the State throughout this year, including
risks to security, the environment and to human safety po-
sed by the storage of military arms, munitions and explosi-
ves (AME): most of the munitions and explosives are
considered unsafe and unstable due to age, conditions of
manufacture and storage.

The Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
(OSCE) offers provisions to assist the process of creating sa-
fer conditions for all the people in BiH. Importantly, the
International Community in BiH shares a common goal for
this issue: to see BiH shed this harmful inheritance from a
by-gone era by destroying the surplus AME.

Following a decade of balancing the concerns and priorities
of two armies, the authorities of BiH (State and the entiti-
es) agreed that the best way forward would be to put full
faith and trust in a State-controlled defense sector. A new
Defense Law entered into force in BiH in January 2006,
establishing the Armed Forces of Bosnia and Herzegovina
(AFBiH), nullifying the entities’” armies and defense ministri-
es and acknowledging the State Ministry of Defense as the
only authorized defense ministry.! This defense reform also
called for an assessment of the AFBiH’s real defense requ-
irements, using Euro-Atlantic norms and principles and gu-
ideposts for developing a democratic controlled,
professional military. Consequently, many staffing posts and
tens of thousands of weapons and tons of ammunition wo-
uld be considered surplus to the needs of the AFBiH.

The most urgent issue after this re-organizing was to secu-
re all the AMEs, both what was needed (perspective) and
what was considered surplus (non-perspective) to ensure
that these items would only be used for BiH’s defense pu-
rposes, or disposed of by the State using internationally
agreed disposal methods. Because these items were culti-
vated from the entities’ stockpiles, the State and the entiti-
es passed a special tri-lateral Transfer of Ownership
Agreement according to which the ownership of all mova-
ble defense property (including AME) shall be transferred
from the entities’ authorities to the State, under the auspi-
ces of the Ministry of Defense of BiH.2

Prior to the defense reform, in 2004, the State Ministry of De-
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fense started to dispose of some AME that was already owned
by the State and identified as surplus. This disposal was carri-
ed out through export and destruction with the financial assi-
stance provided by the United Nations Development Program
BiH. With this disposal process, BiH succeeded in getting rid
of most of its surplus weapons (331,900 pieces exported and
about 90,000 pieces destroyed), but only a small part of the
surplus ammunition (1,648 tons).

Six years later, the Ministry of Defense considers that it now
holds around 95,000 surplus weapons and some 25,000 tons
of surplus ammunition. AFBiH experts have identified appro-
ximately 5,000 tons of these surplus ammunition stores as be-
ing unsafe, but the International Community has a different
opinion. According to specialists of EUFOR, NATO, OSCE
and UNDP, using internationally acknowledged criteria and in-
formation from the U.S. Government’s Defense Threat Redu-
ction Agency (DTRA), all 25,000 tons of the surplus
ammunition is unsafe. Some pieces and lots of ammunition
are obviously in poor condition, making them unsafe to use
and, in some instances, to handle. Also, the dates of manufa-
cture indicate that they are now over-aged, which leads to the
break down of chemical components and casings, making the
items volatile. Furthermore, a lack of records on the comple-
te storage history of each lot, combined with knowledge of
poor storage conditions have led to a lack of confidence in usi-
ng the items for their initial, intended military purpose.

In 2009, political authorities placed a great deal of pressure
on the BiH MoD to propose a surplus AME disposal plan
that would suit various political interests. Several drafts had
been blocked inside the MoD for reasons that included ma-
king sales the preferred method of disposal. This increased
the amount of time required to develop and forward the
MOD’s final proposal to the BiH Presidency.

On 10 June 2009, the BiH Presidency decided to start with
the removal of these surpluses, with disposal through sales
and donation as the primary means. This Decision was co-
ntrary to the recommendations and urgings of the Interna-
tional Community, which implored the BiH Presidency to
decide on destruction as the preferred method of disposal,
as per the State’s OSCE politico-military documents.® Mo-
reover, the BiH Presidency failed to fix a deadline for co-
mpleting eventual export contracts, despite warnings by the
International Community that this lack of fixed deadline will
increase the risks to the environment and populace caused
by stockpiling these dangerous items.

When adding all military and civilian BiH capacities, the BiH
authorities and the International Community consider that
as much as 3,000 tons of ammunition can be destroyed by
BiH facilities in one year. Through a simple calculation, it
will take eight years, working at full pace, to destroy such
surplus items. In addition, during the same period, the cu-
rrent perspective ammunition will reach their expiry date
of safe use, thus adding three additional years to the total
ammunition destruction process; i.e., 11 years.

However capable BiH may be of acting on its own, politi-
cal and technical obstacles are preventing full utilization.
For example, in 2009, less than 1,200 tons of ammunition
(one third of the capacity) were destroyed and so far in
2010 there is little demonstration of willingness to incre-
ase this amount.

What are the obstacles? Some individuals and political gro-
ups continue to think that BiH, its entities and possibly ce-
rtain companies can make significant financial profits from
selling the surplus weapons and selected lots of surplus am-
munition. To this aim, they are questioning the legality of
the tri-lateral Transfer Agreement, referred to earlier. The-
ir goal is to delay the destruction process until the other si-
gnatories agree to start new political negotiations. It is clear
that their priority is not the safety of their citizens but fina-
ncial interests. The position of the International Communi-
ty is that significant profits are unlikely because there is no
legal market for these items and the risk to the environme-
nt and the population resulting from an accident, or an inci-
dent of self-ignition is increasing.

These same political influences are challenging a provision
of the Transfer of Ownership Agreement which describes
the sharing of any profits from the sales of scrap material
which results from destruction. This dispute has significa-
ntly hampered the destruction levels at the two main demi-

Example of surplus military ammunition and associated
materials being stored in AFBiH storage sites




litarization facilities because the facility managers must sto-
re the scrap materials until the matter is resolved, thereby
not allowing adequate space to store the items that are alre-
ady awaiting destruction.

Despite several alarming internal reports about the require-
ment for removal of the scrap materials, as well as reports
on the need for maintenance and repair of equipment and
facilities, the MoD has yet to demonstrate that it sees these
issues as a priority. All of these issues are contributing to
further delays in the destruction process.

The International Community stands ready to provide fina-
ncial, project management and technical assistance should
BiH request it.

For instance, in 2009, the UNDP Small Arms Control and
Reduction Project (through its donors) and the Governme-
nt of the United States of America offered nearly 5.8 milli-
on BAM (in separate projects) to assist BiH in its efforts to
increase the pace of destroying its surplus military armame-
nts.* To ensure that BiH would not incur additional costs
(e.g., payment for labor), the U.S.A.’s donation also inclu-
ded the payment for specialized technicians to conduct a po-
rtion of the destruction process. Additionally, the U.S.A. is
willing to destroy what it originally donated to BiH and also
selected items that the BiH facilities do not have the techni-

cal capacity to destroy.

As of February 2010, BiH authorities have not yet decided
to fully accept either offer.

Currently, AFBiH is maintaining 19 ammunition storage si-
tes, of which 14 have been declared non-perspective, or su-
rplus to the State’s defense needs. The condition of all of
these sites is poor, but of the non-perspective more so. The-
re is simply less interest in paying for the renovations of bu-
ildings and fences that may be torn down once their contents
have been removed; in spite of the fact that the poor condi-
tions of the storage locations contribute to the degradation
of the ammunition and increase the risks posed it.

However poor the conditions of the storage sites and their
contents may be, all must be secured. According to the
MoD, in 2009 the AFBiH spent approximately BAM 2.9 mi-
llion and allocated nearly 200 personnel to guard and ma-
intain these non-perspective facilities. Of course, guarding
all of these sites also takes soldiers away from other tasks;
for example, technicians are often put on guard duty, the-
reby decreasing the amount of items that can be destroyed.

BiH is one of 56 partners that have agreed on a set of co-
mmon principles, including helping one another to improve
the quality of security for their respective populations.
Through the OSCE Document on Small Arms and Light Weapo-
ns and the Document on Stockpiles of Conventional Ammuniti-
on, the OSCE has established mechanisms for assisting
participating States in solving their surplus problems.

“...excessive and destabilizing accumulation and uncontro-
lled spread of small arms and light weapons...pose a threat
and a challenge to peace, and undermine efforts to ensure
an indivisible and comprehensive security.”’

As aresult, the participating States have agreed to strengthen
confidence and security among them through comprehensi-
ve cooperation in addressing the above risks by formulating
norms, principles and measures that cover all the aspects of
the problem. Through these norms and measures, the de-
stabilizing accumulation and uncontrolled spread of small
arms, light weapons and associated ammunition is prevented.

Each OSCE participating State may freely assess its security
needs and decide whether its holdings of small arms inclu-
de a surplus. Once a surplus is declared, the surplus items
must be properly managed to prevent loss through theft,
neglect and corruption, all of which pose risks to the local
population. The aim of this principle is to strengthen nati-
onal capacity to deal with such problems. Since unstable
ammunition is dangerous, and guarding and maintaining su-
rplus arms presents burdensome costs and because the pa-
rticipating States would not like to see such items showing
up in more troubled parts of the world, they agreed that
the preferred method of the disposal of such arms is destru-
ction; i.e., actions which render the items both permane-
ntly disabled and physically damaged.
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Age Analysis of AFBiH Ammunition Stocks
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Breakdown each year of AFBiH ammunition stocks

Should a participating State require assistance in eliminating
surplus weapons or upgrading storage facilities, it may send
a request for assistance to the OSCE, for the consideration
of the other participating States that may be in a position
to meet the requirements. Participating States may provi-
de assistance to one another voluntarily by making expert
assessment of the sites with the information provided by the
requesting party. After the OSCE initiates a response to the
request, the Chairperson of the OSCE Forum for Security
Co-operation (FSC), in close cooperation with the FSC Tro-
ika and the Chairmanship-in-Office, begins consultations on
whether assistance should be provided or not. ¢

The OSCE has already successfully assisted several of its pa-
rtners, among others Belarus, Ukraine and Tajikistan , in de-
stroying surplus weapons and ammunition and also in
upgrading the security of storage facilities. BiH could rece-
ive similar assistance if that this assistance is requested.

The OSCE Mission to BiH, through its Department of Se-
curity Co-operation, will continue to encourage the State
and Entity-level authorities to remove the environmental and
public safety risks and to encourage the State to make use
of OSCE provisions by requesting, if necessary, assistance
with destroying surplus military arms, munitions and explo-
sives and also to manage and improve the security of the
Armed Force’s stockpiles.

We will also encourage authorities to request assistance to
improve law enforcement agencies’ capacities to store ite-

ms that have been seized or confiscated during law enforce-
ment proceedings (e.g. evidence) or voluntarily surrende-
red by concerned members of the public. This can be done
by possibly upgrading some non-perspective storage sites
and turning them over to relevant law enforcement agenci-
es. But first, the BiH authorities need to make a priority of
resolving these matters. u
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Croatian Helicopters

in Kosovo

By: Antonio Prlenda

After it joined NATO as a full-flagged member last ye-
ar, the Republic of Croatia joined the NATO-led pe-
ace-keeping Kosovo Force (KFOR) on July 2, 2009. On
January 20, 2010, the third Croatian military continge-
nt (HRVCON), led by Major Marijan Skorija, replaced
its colleagues from the second four-month rotation in
the young Republic of Kosovo.

The contingent, stationed in the Bondsteel base near
Urosevac/Ferizaj, consists of the helicopter division,
with two Russian-manufactured transport helicopters
Mil Mi-171 S Hip from the Multipurpose Helicopter
Squadron (EVH) of the Croatian Air Force and Anti
Aircraft Defense of Lucko heliport.

There are 20 people in the contingent: 12 pilots, five
technicians, and one signalman, and for the first time,
the contingent includes one female pilot, and one fe-
male technician. The Croatian team can independently
service and maintain helicopters as part of the regular
checkup after 100 flying hours, when the helicopters
must be serviced by the Air Force Technical Battalion
of the 91 Air Force Base in Zagreb.

A couple of days before the first rotation was comple-
ted, members of the first HRVCON were our hosts in
the Bondsteel base. Sharing their time on the ground
with UH-60 Blackhawk helicopters from the US Ala-
ska National Guard, the crews flew over Dubrovnik,
Montenegro and Albania to Kosovo.

The basic mission of the Croatian contingent is to tra-
nsport people and cargo, something that is part of the-
ir regular duties in Croatia. The commander of the
first HRVCON, 37-year old Major Michael Krizanec,
also the commander of the Multipurpose Helicopter
Squadron, was very happy with how the mission is go-
ing: there were no incidents or technical failures, ne-
ither for the first or second contingent .

HRVCON is directly subordinate to the KFOR comma-
nder who commands the tactical reserve forces — cu-
rrently German lieutenant general Markus Bentler
who is based in Pristina,. This means that Croatian he-
licopters are often engaged in rapid deployment exe-
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Croatian Mi-1718$ helicopters are active at riot control exercises

rcises and the pullout of anti-riot forces. The 24-seater
Mi-17 1S helicopters — the successor to an older mo-
del commonly used across most ex-Yugoslav states—
beat all other KFOR aircrafts.

“We are flying all over Kosovo, day or night, regardless
of weather conditions, , and we spend the same amo-
unt of time in the air as we used to in Croatia,” says
Krizanec. “Everyone who we worked with in KFOR is
absolutely happy with the capacities and capabilities of

Visiting Croats from Kosovo

Due to the nature of their mission, Cro-
atian airmen in Kosovo do not have a lot
of contact with the local population. All
KFOR bases employ local staff, mainly
Serbs, Albanians, Croats and Bosnians,
and interaction in the bases is regular
and smooth. “People do their jobs and
are not interested in the flags on our uni-
forms”’, says Krizanec. Around 500 Cro-
ats live in the village of Janjevo, where
members of HRVCON often go for the
Sunday mass. There are only 50 Croats
left in Letnica, and Croatian airmen we-
nt for a pilgrimage there for the Holy
Mary holiday, where the so-called Black
Holy Mary is traditionally celebrated.
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these helicopters. They are also very satisfied with our
approach to missions and work. There was not a sin-
gle complaint related to procedures, training standa-
rds or possible security violations. There is nothing
new or difficult for us in flying over Kosovo, which pro-
ves that we are well-prepared.”

Based on its war experience and the NATO exercises
it has attended since 2002, the Croatian Air Force de-
cided to establish permanent helicopter crews and fo-

A helicopter crew is usually made of a captain,
copilot, and flight technician



Croatian airmen with one of their Mi-

cus on training in individual and group flying, as well as
in flying in areas similar to Kosovo. There are very few
pilots left in the squadron who used to fly in the fo-
rmer Yugoslav National Army. Those who flew over
Kosovo, did so in light Gazelle helicopters.

Although the Croatian Air Force has two Mi-8 MTV-1
helicopters, which were equipped to NATO standards
couple of years ago with help from the US, it was he new
Mi-171S helicopters that were selected for the mission

Bondsteel Camp

A regular work day in the Bondsteel base
starts with a 6 a.m. wake-up call. Around
7 a.m. people have breakfast, and regular
daily activities start around 7.30 a.m. Pla-
nned daily activities start with the we-
ather report, and pilots usually keep an
eye on it during the day. Technicians do
the maintenance work in the mornings
and in the evenings, but when there are
flights scheduled, there are additional
pre-flight, inter-flight, and post-flight che-
ckups. The sound of the American tru-
mpet marks the end of the work day at 5
p-m., and staff go to bed at 10 p.m., altho-
ugh operational staff work hours are ge-
nerally determined by their tasks.

I171S helicopters in the Bondsteel base

in Kosovo. Croatia got a total of 10 helicopters from Ru-
ssia in 2007 and 2008 as part of a debt settlement deal.

“The new Mi-171S helicopters were selected because we
always try to ease the planning for maintenance, supply,
spare parts, testing and measuring equipment,” says Kri-
zanec. “According to our statistics, we could have expe-
cted to have more flight cancelations and mechanical
failures with helicopters that have already been through
a repair. That would have required more spare parts.”
Krizanec notes that the Croatian Mi-171S fully compli-
es and even exceeds International Civil Aviation Orga-
nization (ICAO) norms when it comes to
instrument-based flights according to civilian rules
(IFR). He emphasizes that this chopper’s Zblack box’
records more parameters than that in a civilian Airbus
airplane which is about to get off the production line.
Although the helicopters still do not have the Zfriend
or foe’ identification devices (IFF) which will be requ-
ired in more complex NATO operation, KFOR’s requ-
irements for identification equipment are a little lower.
“The transponder itself or IFF is not so important in
this environment, because there are no aircrafts which
could play different roles”, Krizanec adds.

In addition to helicopters, the Croats are equipped wi-
th Russian Z S-7VN helmets and with night visors
(NVG), and crews are trained to use them while flyi-
ng. A rear ramp in the Mi-171S proved to be excellent,
because the crews in older Mi-8 helicopter had to turn
off the rotor to open the old-fashioned double doors.
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Flying over Kosovo regardless of weather conditions

“While preparing for this mission, we learned from
the experiences of our colleagues from Slovenia and
Macedonia. We have very good relations with them,
both formal and informal. In addition, we analyzed
Czech Mi-17, but most of them were not good for
the Croatian Air Force, because the Czech unit has
a different concept and applied an entirely different
maintenance system. Their helicopters were enga-
ged in the missions for longer periods of time and
the regular maintenance was more complex,” says
Krizanec.

The first Croatian contingent stayed in Kosovo for only
three months because a longer mission would have re-
quired conducting some parts of the training in Koso-
vo. But the second contingent, led by Major Andreas
Duvnjak, decided to stay for four months, the same

After being deployed in Kosovo, each pilot needs to
fly 2.5 hours of orientation flights, something usually
completed in a couple of days. The flights are affected
by the microclimate: two vast Kosovo plains, Kosovo-
Ppolje and Metohija, are divided in the middle by sli-
ghtly hilly terrain, so there are always places to cross
from one valley to another. The hills on the north and
east, and the Sar Mountain on south are not a geogra-
phic obstacle, so the flight profile and velocity can ea-
sily be adjusted to present conditions.

Says Krizanec: “We flew at altitudes of 2,000 and 2,500
meters near Sar Mountain, south of Prizren. These heli-
copters have exceptional hot-and-high features which ena-
ble them to fly amid high temperatures and altitudes.
But the winds are important too, and that is when we
make good use of our training, such as our annual traini-
ng in Velebit and other high elevation places in Croatia.”

The Mi-171S has the same TV3-117VM engines as the
older Mi-8MTV version, but it is between 500 and 600
kilograms heavier due to additional equipment. The
crews however can always calculate maximal weight
and the quantity of fuel needed for a mission, so this
difference can be annulled.

“According to the risk assessment, it was not necessa-
ry to arm the helicopters, because no threat against
KFOR was expected. Over the last nine years, there
was no incidents, but we are always ready to react if

period earmarked for the third contingent. need be”, says Krizanec. ®

KFOR Reduction

KFOR’s main task is to provide a safe environme-
nt for everybody in Kosovo. At the time of our vi-
sit, at the beginning of October, KFOR had 12,688
troops from 32 countries, while today, the number
has gone down to around 10,700. As for the air fo-
rce, there were German, Austrian, and Swiss heli-
copters, Italian aircrafts were stationed in the base
in Djakovica and French helicopters were in Plana
near Mitrovica. The forces have been reduced wi-
thin the third phase of the ‘“presence for preventi-
on” operation and the number of bases has been
reduced as well, so some air force unites have be-
en displaced. But the Bondsteel camp, the biggest
US base in Europe, is not going to be closed soon,
and Croatian airmen will continue to use D class
American meteorological and air traffic services.
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Squadron commander Major Michael Krizanec stands
next to one of two backup vehicles brought from Zagreb



Conservative vs.
Progressive Geopolitics

Pise: Sead Turéalo

The discussion on the history of (classical) geopolitics
is the discussion of its misuse, of imperialism and “te-
rritorial deviation”. Swedish political scientist Rudolph
Kjellen (1864 — 1922) is considered to be the father of
geopolitics, which he situated as one of the courses in
the science of the state, defining its subject of research
as “the state as a territory”, but it is the Brit Halford
John Mackinder, the greatest imperialist amongst ge-
opoliticians, who is considered to be a true theoreti-
cal shaper of classical geopolitics.

The presentation of his text “The Geographical Pivot of
History” (1904) to the Royal Geographical Society was
marked by modern political scientists and historians as
a “defining moment in the history of geopolitics” and a
work of “iconoclastic value”. When speaking about the
“geographical causality of history”, Mackinder develo-
ped his Eurasian strategy or the theory of the Heartla-
nd (the heart of the world being the territory covering
Russia, West Siberia, Kazakhstan, Sinkiang and Mongo-
lia) as the key to domination of the world. (pp. 151 -
159). For him the whole world is a closed stage, in a
post-Columbian era in which events on one side of the
world are reflected to the rest of the globe (pp. 131-
137). In such a context, although Mackinder avoids usi-
ng this term, geopolitics is an analytical tool for studying
the race of great powers on the closed stage. Adding to
his theory of Heartland in his 1919 book “Democratic
Ideals and Reality”, he defined his famous triptych

»Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland;
Who rules the Heartland, commands the World-Island;
Who rules the World-Island, controls the world “

a dictum which he hoped “a flaunting angel” would
whisper to British officials while they were talking to
the defeated Germans after the First World War. (Ma-
ckinder (1919) 2009)

The analysis of Mackinder’s theory and its influence
on modern geopolitics is the subject of the book ,,Ge-
opolitics and Empire. The Legacy of Halford Macki-
nder“ by author Gerry Kearns, professor of
government and international affairs and director of
the School of Public and International Affairs at Virgi-
nia Tech in Blacksburg, USA.
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Kearns thinks that Mackinder’s geopolitical idea made
a permanent mark on international affairs, although
his ideas on protectionist and biological imperialism,
prevention of and alliance between Russia and Germa-
ny, and the idea of a trade war to preserve the impe-
rial position of Great Britain did not significantly
influence the foreign policy doctrine of the UK. (O’Ta-
uthail, Dalby, Routledge, 2007)

Still, according to the confession of Karl Haushofer, au-
thor of German geopolitics, Mackinder’s geopolitical
postulates had a significant impact on the developme-
nt of key principles of German Nazi geopolitics, pri-
marily, the principle of advantage of ground forces in
relation to naval forces (p. 16). Also, according to Ke-
arns, in the period after the Second World War, when
geopolitics became taboo and discredited as a pseudo-
science, the ideas of Halford Mackinder continued to
shape the foreign policy of the great powers, and espe-
cially of the United States.

The creators of US international policy in the period of
Cold War, George Kennan, Colin Gray and others, de-
veloped a strategy of containment of the Soviet Union on
the postulates of Nicholas Spykman based on Mackinde-
r’s teaching, and the British imperialist was proclaimed
“the greatest theoretician of geopolitics* ( pp.24 — 25).

Neither did the end of the Cold War epoch prevent
the spirit of Mackinderism to persist within discourse
formations of the new world order promoted by co-
nservative geopolitical circles. Kearns thinks that the
Mackinder’s geopolitical discourse is a formational di-
scourse of US geopolitics of the 21 century, as well as
of Russian nationalistic geopolitics with continental am-
bitions (p. 16).

The ideas connecting Mackinder and recent considera-
tions of geopolitics within the conservative intellectual
elite of the United States are found by Kearns in the
works of Zbigniew Brzezinski, Thomas Friedmann, Be-
rnard Lewis, Samuel Huntington, Francis Fukuyama,
Robert Kagan, Philip Bobbitt, Thomas Barnett, Richa-
rd Kaplan, John Mearsheimer and others. According to

the author’s opinion, they interpret and construct re-
ality in categories of permanent conflict between the
West and the others, the danger of a closed world, the
need for increasing power as a primary task of interna-
tional affairs subjects, as well as the hegemonic bene-
volence of the USA which should justify a “New Great
Game” shaped in the form of a “global war on terro-
rism” as a “new round of colonial imperialism through
which the United States are trying to ensure access to
cheap oil for the next few decades® (p. 256)

As an alternative to such conservative consideration of
geopolitics in terms of force and power, Kearns offers
progressive geopolitics which reject coercion as a “na-
tural” way of spreading capitalism. This form of geopo-
litics, in the author’s opinion, recognizes “... that the
most effective ways of solving global problems without
using force lie within multilateral institutions ...“(p.266),
because “... legality and negotiation (...) are available in
more cases than often acknowledged® (p. 280). Kearns
thinks that progressive geopolitics should offer an alte-
rnative to advancing “shock doctrines” of neoliberal,
economic and colonial imperialism considering “occu-
pation as accumulation of capital” (pp. 285 — 288). The
solution is, the author concludes, that in global politi-
cal state relations, also non-state actors take responsi-
bility and articulate the value of nonviolence as a
framework for creating better world. (p. 295).

Kearns’ book ,,Geopolitics and Empire. The Legacy of
Halford Mackinder®, according to its methodological
structure, belongs to the domain of so-called critical
geopolitical literature which, by using its discourse ap-
proach, reconsiders and deconstructs conservative ge-
opolitical ideas. In this context, through
deconstructing the Eurasian strategy of Halford Ma-
ckinder and by removing the layers from his imperial
geopolitics, the author shows with brilliant simplicity
that the practice of imperialism still exists in the ge-
ostrategic agendas of great powers. Reading of this
book with the subconscious question ’is it smart to be
geopolitical’ will definitely lead you to accept the an-
swer of Klaus Dodds that it is *not only smart, but it is
also important to be geopolitical.” =



Organized Crime
in Kakistocracy

By: Sead Turcalo

For almost two decades, Bosnia and Herzegovina has
been a country characterized by political turmoil, eco-
nomic and social chaos and confusion. In such conditi-
ons, declarative democracy transforms into its
opposite - kakistocracy. Kakistocracy by itself is a bla-
ck hole in democracy which opens a door to another,
parallel world, in which organized crime appears as
one of the key figures that threatens to destruct an
already fragile state completely.

The fact that organized crime is not a threat only in
former communist and socialist states hit by a failed
transition into market democracy, or in developing co-
untries hit by wars and constant internal political co-
nflicts, can also be supported by the definition of this
phenomenon in strategic documents of the EU and
USA as one of the key threats. According to the late-
st Eurobarometer research, the citizens of EU countri-
es perceive organized crime as the biggest threat after
unemployment and economic situation, yet in the
absence of the global financial crisis, the ranking wo-
uld probably be different in favour of organized crime,
as shown by research from 2001.

However, even with all the similarities that Bosnia and
Herzegovina, as a country in transition, and the deve-
loped countries of the Western hemisphere experi-
ence in threats, there is one important difference.
While even a cursory review of printed and electro-
nic media will show that the phrase “organized crime”
is one of the most frequently used in Bosnia-Herzego-
vina’s public discourse, a search on the regional Co-
operative Online Bibliographic System & Services
(COBISS) library platform reveals that there was only
one book published in Bosnia comprehensively deali-
ng with the matter. On the other hand, in the USA
and in EU countries there are dozens of expert and
science magazines dealing with the question of organi-
zed crime, and in the world’s biggest online booksto-
re you will find some 2,000 works on the issue in
English alone. Therefore, although security threats are
the same, the ability to deal with them in professional
scientific circles and develop adequate countermeasu-
res and reaction strategies is very different.
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The general, professional and scientific public intere-
sted in the contemporary security challenges facing Bo-
snia-Herzegovina will find plenty to cover this gap in
the publication of “Organized Crime in Bosnia and
Herzegovina. Transitional dilemmas”, by Mirza Smaji-
¢, Senior Assistant on the Faculty of Political Science.

In four chapters, Smaji¢Zs book — an adapted version
of his 2009 Masters thesis — delivers a scientific ana-
lysis of organized crime starting with the ambivalent
definition, necessary distinction and differentiation of
organized crime terms such as corruption, terrorism
and the mafia, and contextualizes different forms of
organized crime in the Bosnian state and society.

In his theoretical analysis, which serves as the foundati-
on to the empirical research in the last chapter of the
book, the author starts with an examination of the bro-
ken security system of Bosnia and Herzegovina which,
to a great extent, contributes to development of orga-
nized crime, and is the result of, as the country’s “unde-
fined political and social system, reform process and
transitional position, and half-protectorate international
political subjectivity” (p. 194). Besides the economic-so-
cial factors that influence the development of organized
crime, the author recognizes “the problem of corrupti-
on of the executive, legislative and judicial bodies” (p.
194), a conclusion which explains, in our view, the fact
that legislation targeting organized crime was introdu-
ced only in 2001 in the Federation of BiH, in 2003 on
the state level, and in 2006 in Republika Srpska.

The key part of the book is, certainly, the last chap-
ter in which the author presents his empirical rese-
arch into forms of organized crime in Bosnia and
Herzegovina from 2003 until mid-2008, delving into
human trafficking, people smuggling, money laundry,
corruption and bribery, drug trafficking, fictive co-
mmerce, etc. Drawing on figures from the State Co-
urt and the Prosecutor’s Office, the author shows
that all forms of organized crime show a mild, conti-
nued rise, while detecting and highlighting multiple
problems, starting with material and personnel sho-
rtages, uncritical adoption of foreign practices witho-
ut regard for the local social context and the
excessive number and institutional organization of
police forces. (p. 174-175)

A key obstacle to the resolution of these problems was
recognized by the author in the “localized approach
to security and the fight against organized crime”, an
approach which undermines the development of a de-
politicized and de-ideologized security framework as a
key precondition for the successful fight against orga-
nized crime.

In explaining a very complex subject with succinct and

engaging writing, Smaji¢ allows his book to appeal be-
yond narrow academic circles and become obligatory
reading for anti-crime practitioners, as well as for jo-
urnalists and analysts interested in contemporary se-
curity challenges. m



