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SERBIA AND 

THE NEW CENTURY 
 
 

Dear readers, in your hands you hold 
the    first    issue    of    THE    NEW    CENTURY,    a 
quarterly providing liberal answers to global 

issues, published by our Center. The quarterly’s 
title is partly meant as a tribute to the book 
THE    NEW    CENTURY    by    Eric    Hobsbawm,    in  
which the author answers questions by Italian 
journalist Antonia Polito. Even though he is a 
left-wing    thinker,    Hobsbawm    in    this    book  
expresses    views    and    attitudes    which    have  
influenced the Center for Euro-Atlantic Studies  
to become an ideologically committed socially  
oriented        left-liberal        think-tank,        advocating  
primacy    of    individual    over    collective    rights, 
without       disregarding       the       rights       which 
individuals can exercise only in community with  
others. Our goal is to be permanently open for  
debates and adopt new attitudes in the course  
of our search for solutions to global challenges 
of the new century. These challenges include, 
for example, the role of the state in the world 
of globalized free trade, the fate of the free 
market without freedom of movement of labor, 
the issue of supremacy of human rights over  
territorial integrity of states which also in the 
new     century     remain     principal     actors     in  
international  relations,  justification  for 
humanitarian   interventions,   tensions   between  
economic globalization and politics which lags 
behind in this process, inherent geographical- 
geological-climate-demographic    versatility    of 
our planet and the moral need to advocate 
equal initial conditions for all, just distribution 
and    rational    depletion    of    resources    and 
sustainable development, commercialization of 
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science,    slowness    of    the    society    to    adjust    to    new    scientific    and    technical 
achievements which undermine the basis of broadly accepted and long-standing  
practices, the role of religion in the new century, the collision between the  

protection of human rights and the need of the state to provide security to its  
citizens, ungroundedness of advocacy of multiculturalism...  

The aforementioned book, published in 2000, brims with references to  
NATO bombing of Serbia and, among other things, explains to what extent  
precisely this event has changed the established principles of international  
relations. Despite the brilliant reviews the book has received throughout the  

world, in Serbia it has been completely unnoticed. When we searched Google to  
check references to Serbia and the new 21st century because of copyright  
information, we have found very little common references. Therefore the title  
THE NEW CENTURY, which reflects our wish that in Serbia, challenged by  
legitimate local problems, issues and topical crises, the will and resources for the  
most objective possible understanding of the world we live in and our active  
participation in it be generated. When CEAS is concerned, we will try to provide 
answers to the global challenges we all face, whether we are aware of it or not, and    
we    will try to base    those    answers    on the    principles    of    freedom and  
humanity, free from any religious or philosophical dogma.  

The topic selected for the first issue of THE NEW CENTURY is the  
relationship of Serbia towards security-defense political alliances which exist in  
the region of the Western Balkans as well as in the Euro-Atlantic part of the  
planet to which Serbia geographically belongs. Our active intention is for Serbia to 
become a part of that world in formal and legal terms, primarily by way of  
full and active membership in the EU and NATO, not only because of the  
founding principles on which these organizations are based, but also because of our 
assessment that large regional integration is the best way to respond to global 
challenges.  
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What the Agreement on the New Parliamentary  

Majority Does (Not) Bring to the Security Sector  

Reform and Security Policy  
 
 
Author:  

Dušan Gamser 
 

Judging     by     the 
“Agreement on  Common 
Political Aims” of the Coa- 
lition among the Serbian 
Progress Party, the Serbi- 
an Socialist Party and the 
United Regions of Serbia, 
in accordance with which 
the     new     parliamentary 
majority was constituted, 

there will practically be no further reform of 
the security sector in Serbia. Only a few 
passing remarks of this important document  
indicate that the new government acknowl- 

edges the existence of the sector and poli- 
cies in this area. The priorities cited in the 
Agreement only indirectly concern the army, 
the police, the intelligence services or the 
private security sector. Only the judicial sec- 
tor has been addressed to somewhat great- 
er extent. 

The state policy (dealt with in the 
first chapter of the Agreement) will be guid- 
ed by the overarching goal of “accelerating  
the process of European integration” for the 
sake of which it is “necessary to carry out 
systemic    reforms,”    fulfill    the    Copenhagen  
criteria and implement the SAA. The leading  
members of    the    future    government    also  
mention “painful reforms” on the European 
path. If it is to be consistent, this new re- 
form policy will have to at least scratch the 
security sector. Especially because the five 
main “reforms”  being  announced  include  
“the  fight  against  organized  crime.”  Even 
though as such, it is not a reform but only 
one of the (desirable) state policies, its suc- 

 

cess in the Serbian context is not possible 
without a reform of security and intelligence 
structures,    given    their    symbiosis    with    or- 
ganized  crime  inherited  from  the 1990s, 
which has never been decidedly severed. 

However, certain changes in the se- 
curity sector are announced in the context 
not  of  explicitly  mentioned “organized 
crime” but in the context of - the closely  
linked - corruption. Thus, the Agreement’s 
fourth chapter mentions “raising to a higher 
level cooperation among state administra- 
tion, security and judicial sectors” and “joint 
action in the fight against corruption.” Tak- 

ing into account the earlier statements by 
the newly elected President of Serbia about  
the quality of reports sent to him by the se- 
curity services and his sarcastic remark that  
they are such that he would “gladly cede  
them to the opposition,” it is questionable 
whether the demand of the Serbian Pro- 
gress Party for better cooperation among  
various security services is truly motivated 
by    the    desire    for    efficiency    in    the    fight  
against corruption (because sometimes it is  
precisely the competition among those ser- 
vices which is beneficial for disclosing the 
cases of high corruption) or by the desire to 
establish their own party control. Namely, 
the new President has not at all questioned 
the very principle of party control over the 
security services, but only the quality of the 

information he is getting from them, dis- 
cretely hinting    at    a    possible    disloyalty    of 
staff appointed by the previous authorities 
or some other political party.  



 
 
 
 
 

It remains to be seen whether the 
new President will dismantle the unconstitu- 
tional structures in his own Office, inherited 
from his predecessor, given that the man- 
date of the Chief of Staff was extended to 
include coordination of intelligence services.  
Or, which is also questionable, some of the  
leading ministers from the ranks of the Ser- 
bian Progress Party are about to take over 
the task of this coordination, which will now 
be conducted on the level of the Govern- 
ment. 

A    couple    of    optimistic    announce- 
ments are present in other paragraphs of 
the same chapter of the coalition Agree- 
ment. If the fight against terrorism is truly to 
be conducted “in  cooperation  with  the 
democratic world” and if in this fight the 
new government will resort to “regional co- 
operation,” does this mean that the practice  
of    implicating in    terrorism    political oppo- 
nents in the region thus Kosovizing the issue  
of terrorism, while at the same time ab- 
staining to condemn phenomena clearly re- 
lated to global terrorism in the UN, will be  
terminated? However, it is good that “co- 
operation    with    international    organizations 
fighting against human trafficking” is envis- 
aged to be continued. 

Deterrence,     disclosure     and     pros- 
ecution    are    only    a    fraction    of    the    fight  
against corruption, crime, terrorism or other 
security threats. Without an independent,  
professionalized and efficient judiciary it is 
not possible. The new government promises  
to “eliminate the negative consequences of 

reform of the judiciary from the previous 
period.” Moreover, various procedural laws 
will be reviewed, such as the one on crimi- 
nal proceedings and some others. It remains to 
be seen whether the changes will stop at 
correcting (indisputable) mistakes of  the 
previous government or new reforms will be 
initiated. Or, on the contrary, it is nothing 
but a political signal to other state bodies 

(such as judicial ones, even the highest) that 
shy and clumsy attempts at lustration car- 

 
 
 
 

ried out by the previous government will 
imperceptibly be annulled too? For purpos- 
es    of    better    democratic    oversight    of    the  
work of intelligence services, in addition to  
clearly    defined    judicial    oversight    which    is 

still lacking, it would be important to pro- 
vide open political support to efforts of the  
Ombudsman and the Commissioner for Ac- 
cess    to    Information    of    Public    Importance  
and Personal Data Protection to ensure ad- 
equate information and other preconditions  
for quality external oversight of the work of 
those services. It was precisely the repre- 
sentatives of these institutions who have re- 
cently informed    the    public    about    all    the 
problems with the existing form of judicial 
oversight of the work of intelligence ser- 
vices. 

It is often forgotten that the state of 
economy is of key importance to the se - 
curity of Serbia. The criticism of the social- 
economic program of the new ruling ma- 
jority    typically    objects    that    it    represents  
merely a list of nice wishes and that balanc- 
ing of the state budget (especially if an em- 
phasis is to be placed on cutting spending) is 
incompatible with announced increases of  
public spending. The recently disclosed fi- 
nancial affairs involving the Ministry of De- 
fense are only the most recent reminder of 
what ought to have been introduced in the 
entire security  sector  a  long  time  ago - 
strengthened control of spending of budg- 
etary resources. 

Finally,  the  energy  security  is  ad- 
dressed in the Agreement in a way that is 
applicable to any country on Earth. Howev- 
er, Serbia has its own specific set of prob- 
lems, involving, for example, inherited unfa- 
vorable    bilateral    agreement    with    Russia  
(mentioned in the election campaign by the  
Serbian Progress Party candidate for the En- 
ergy Minister), unjust settlement of the is- 
sue of the mining tax (the topic publicly 
mentioned    by    no-one    except    the    Liberal 
Democratic Party) or monopolies in the field 
of  energy  imports  or  other  issues  which  



 
 
 
 
 
might contradict the newly assumed obliga- 
tions of Serbia in the process of European  
integration. The strengthening of energy ef- 

ficiency, the investments in renewable en- 
ergy or the so-called cogeneration of ener- 
gy, could be useful. The promised   “estab- 
lishment  and  development  of  the  energy 
market and energy sources in accordance 
with EU standards” would certainly present  
an important progress. But the crucial ques- 
tion is whether Serbia, which aspires to be- 
come an EU member, will build its energy 
security in cooperation with the EU and the  
neighboring countries which also aspire to- 
wards  membership  or  will  it  seek (non- 
transparent)   shortcuts   towards   energy   sup- 
pliers hoping that one day this will ensure its  
privileged    position    in    the    region    and    the 
blackmailing capacity in    relations with    its 
neighbors. 

From   the   standpoint   of   European 
and Euro-Atlantic values, the Agreement on  
the new parliamentary majority, in addition 
to its lack of mention of continued establish- 
ment of democratic oversight of the security 
sector, makes a great omission in that it ig- 
nores the importance of human rights and 
freedoms and the rule of law as the founda- 
tion of every democratic security policy. In 
this context, CEAS maintains that establish- 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Investigation: Murders of soldiers in Topčider (BETA) 

 

 
 

 

ment of democratic control over the sector 
ought to be one of the priorities of the new  
government, primarily in terms of reinforce- 
ment of the role of parliamentary and judi- 
cial oversight of the sector and protection of  
human   rights   of   members   of   the   armed  
forces - for example, by shedding light on all  
the circumstances under which the soldiers 
in Topcider and in Leskovac had been mur- 
dered. 

Furthermore, a major problem not  
addressed by the new parliamentary ma- 
jority which however represents a serious 
security threat to the citizens of Serbia is the 
issue of storing surplus military armament 
and equipment. 

The new parliamentary majority has  
also not even mentioned continuation of the 
police reform. Even a decade after demo- 
cratic changes in Serbia, the practice of mu- 
tual  communication        and        coordination 
among police and other bodies and insti- 
tutions has not yet been fully established. 
The politicization of the police, its exagger- 
ated    centralization    and    its    uneconomical  
and    stale    model    of    command    still    char- 
acterize the work of the Ministry of Internal  
Affairs. The new majority does not take into  
account that in the process of European in- 
tegration   and   democratization   of   society, 
the success of the police will be measured  
primarily according to such criteria, rather 
than by the number of solved criminal cases 
or other operative indicators. 

In parallel to the proposed measures, 
enforcement of mechanisms of transitional 

justice ought to be continued, given that 
they were shown to be one of the most effi- 
cient  tools  for  handling  the  human  re- 
sources aspect of reform of the security sec- 
tor. 

The author is associate of CEAS  



 

 

 

From NATO Summit in Chicago - How to Proceed  

from Here?  
 
 
Author: Nenad Zafirovid  

 
 
 
 
 

On May 20 and 21, Chicago hosted the NATO Summit which brought together  

leaders of 28 NATO member states and 30 other states participating in NATO operations  

throughout   the   world   or   hoping   to   become   members   of   the   North   Atlantic   Treaty  

Organization. The Summit was also attended by representatives of all Balkan countries  

except Serbia which, as was confirmed in both Brussels and Belgrade, was not even invited, 

given its attitude on military neutrality.  

 

During the two-day summit, NATO leaders brought the strategic decision on the  

security transition of NATO operation in Afghanistan in 2013 and its termination in 2014 and 

approved 20 multinational projects, but failed to answer the question what the Alliance for the 21st 

century should look like.  

 
 
 
 

The new mandate of the Afghan mission  
 

At the Chicago summit, the NATO  
leaders brought the decision about security  

transition of their mission in Afghanistan,  
which will make a transit from a combat in- 
to a training, advisory and assistance mis- 
sion by mid-2013 and terminate by the end  
of 2014, after which security responsibility  
will be fully taken over by the government  

in Kabul.  
According   to   NATO   plans,   the   Af- 

ghan National Security Forces (ANSF) will 
ANDERS FOGH RASMUSSEN, 
SECRETARY GENERAL OF NATO 

become 352.000 strong by the end of 2013, 
enabling gradual withdrawal of the Allied 
forces.  



 
 
 
 
 

Even though the new French presi- 
dent        François Hollande publicly confirmed 
that he would keep his pre-election promise 
and withdraw all French combat troops by 
the end of 2012, most NATO countries will 
maintain their commitment and continue to 
deploy their troops by the end of 2014. 

Nevertheless, the United States of  
America and the other Allies also work to- 
wards reducing their military presence in 
Afghanistan. Australia said that it would ac- 
celerate withdrawal of its forces and wind 
down its mission by the end of 2013, a year 
earlier,    and    even    Washington    intends    to 

withdraw 23.000 out of a total of 88.000 
soldiers it deploys there by September this  
year. This decision should be interpreted in  
the light of presidential elections in the U.S. 
and strong opposition of voters to further 
engagement in Afghanistan. 

What rouses concern among most 
military analysts is the fact that the U.S. and 
Allied withdrawal comes as an encourage- 
ment    to    the    Taliban    to    launch    attacks  
throughout    the    country.    The withdrawal 
will also increase pressure to hand down 
certain areas of jurisdiction to Afghan forc- 
es even faster than it would be advisable. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ANDERS FOGH RASMUSSEN, SECRETARY GENERAL OF 

NATO, HILLARY CLINTON, THE SECRETARY OF THE 

USA, BARONESA CATHERINE ASHTON, HIGH 

REPRESENTATIVE OF EU 

 

 
 

 

It is therefore still difficult to predict 
whether details regarding the Afghan mis- 
sion agreed upon at the Summit are truly 
enforceable within the set deadline without 
jeopardizing the entire security situation. 

 

The Missile Defense System and „Smart 
Defense“ 

 

In Chicago, the NATO leaders also 
declared operative the first phase of the 
missile defense system. The so-called Inter- 
im Capability will consist of a very strong 
radar station in Turkish Anadolia, the SM-3  
(RIM-161) missiles stationed on the Ameri- 
can Navy Aegis warships in the Mediterra- 
nean, along with interceptor missiles put in 
place in    Poland    and    Romania.    They will 
stand under the command located in the 
military base Ramstein in Germany. 

This is the first of the four phases of  
this missile defense system, which is based  
on the U.S. technology. The entire project is 
expected to be completed between 2018 
and 2020. 

„It is the first step towards our long- 
term goal of providing full coverage and 
protection for all NATO European popula- 
tions, territory and forces, “said NATO Sec- 
retary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen. 

The missile defense system encoun- 
ters fierce opposition by Russia, which con- 

siders it a threat to its security and de- 
mands either to be included in the system 
or to obtain guarantees that the system 
does not target its deterrence capacities. 

The negotiations are at a standstill 
for a long time and Moscow threatens to 
activate its missile defense systems and sta- 
tion its Iskander-type ballistic missiles in Ka- 
liningrad, a Russian enclave on the Baltic, if it 
does not obtain NATO guarantees. 

However,   NATO   Secretary   General  
said that the talks would be continued and  
expressed hope that at a certain stage Rus- 
sia will come to understand the common 

interest in cooperating on missile defense.  



 
 
 
 
 

The French President Olland reiter- 
ated in Chicago that Russia and other coun- 
tries should not feel threatened by NATO’s 
planned defense system. 

Moreover,    in    order    to    withstand  
huge pressures on defense budgets, NATO  
placed    an    emphasis    on    the    doctrine    of  
Smart Defense laid out last year by Rasmus- 
sen, which calls on sharing of defense re- 
sources among member states due to lim- 
ited funding. 

The first package of over 20 multina- 
tional projects was thus approved, including a 
project to set up a 17-million-dollar-worth 
Alliance Ground Surveillance (AGS) system, 
which will    stand    under    a    command    sta- 
tioned in Italy, a project to expand Allied 
patrolling of the Baltic airspace, a project 

enabling combat airplanes to use ammuni- 
tion from various sources and countries and  
a scheme of joint navy patrolling of various  
countries. 

„Now it is more important than ever 
to make the best use of our resources and  
to continue to adapt our forces and struc- 
tures,“ Rasmussen told the participants at 
the Summit. 

However, sharing  of  defense  re- 
sources means that some NATO members  
will have to sacrifice a degree of their sov- 
ereign control to gain a less loose military  
bloc, which might be met with criticism of 
opposition politicians and the general pub- 
lic. 

In addition, as Rasmussen admitted,  
sharing of Smart Defense might under cer- 
tain circumstances be obstructed by some 
member states that do not equally benefit 
from that system. 
 
Support to KFOR, appeal to Belgrade and 
Pristina to come to an agreement 
 

The    leaders    of    NATO    reaffirmed 
their commitment to security and stability 
of the Balkans and gave their full support to 
KFOR. 

 
 
 
 

KFOR will continue to support de- 
velopment of peaceful, stable and multi- 
ethnic Kosovo and to contribute towards 

maintenance of freedom of movement for  
all. 

„Even though for the time being we 
will keep KFOR in the present form in order 

to enable it to accomplish its mission, we 
remain    committed    to    moving    towards  
smaller, more flexible and preventive pres- 
ence,    but    only    when    security    situation 
would allow it,“ the Declaration from the 

Summit has said. 
The leaders of    NATO    called    upon 

Serbia to further support efforts towards  
consolidation of peace and stability in Ko- 
sovo and urged all parties concerned to co- 
operate fully with KFOR and EULEX in the 
execution of their respective mandates for 
which unconditional freedom of movement 
was necessary. 

„We urge Belgrade and Pristina to 
take full advantage of the opportunities of- 
fered to promote peace, security, and sta- 
bility in the region, in particular by the Eu- 
ropean Union-facilitated dialogue. We call 
on both parties to implement fully existing 
agreements, and to move forward on all 
outstanding issues, including on the conclu- 
sion of additional agreements on telecom- 
munications and electricity,“     the     NATO 
leaders have said. 

 
Macedonia still without membership, 
Montenegro receives praise 

 

As was    expected,    NATO    did    not  
place on the agenda the issue of admission 
of Macedonia into its membership, due to  
the threat by Greece to veto such a deci- 
sion. The call on both countries to find a  
mutually acceptable solution to the name  
issue has been reiterated once again. As 
some analysts have noted, the sentence in the 
NATO    Summit    Declaration    praising 
Macedonia for the substantial contribution 
to its operations as well as to the regional  



 
 
 
 
 
peace practically sounds cynical, but no fur- 
ther steps are taken. 

It is interesting that shortly before  
the Summit, Bill Clinton’s former national  
security advisor Sandy Berger, former De- 
fense Secretaries William Cohen and Don- 
ald Rumsfeld sent a joint letter to President 
Obama calling on him „to make any effort, 
public and private, to affirm the place of 
Macedonia in the NATO family and to call 
upon    other    members    of    the    Alliance    to 
support continuation of the politics of open 
doors“ for other aspiring states. 

One of them is Montenegro, which,  
in the opinion of NATO leaders, has success- 
fully implemented significant political, eco- 
nomic    and    defense    reforms.    Having    ex- 
pressed satisfaction with increasing public 
support to NATO membership in Montene- 
gro, NATO invited Podgorica to continue on 
the path of reforms so it can draw even 
closer to the Alliance. 

When    Bosnia    and    Herzegovina    is  
concerned, NATO leaders emphasized that  
they welcomed the significant progress that  
had been made in recent months, including  
the establishment of the Bosnia and Herze- 
govina Council of Ministers, and the politi- 
cal agreement reached on the registration 
of    immovable    defense    property    as    state 
property. 

„The political agreement on defense 
and state properties is an important step  
towards fulfillment of conditions for start- 
ing the first Membership Action Plan cycle 
and we urge the political leaders to further 
their efforts to work constructively to im- 
plement the agreement without delay,“ the 
Summit Declaration stresses. 
 
The Summit ended - where to and how to 
proceed next? 
 

NATO     Secretary     General     Anders 
Fogh    Rasmussen    assessed    the    Chicago 
Summit as full success saying: „We have fo- 

 
 
 
 

cused  on  the  future  of  Afghanistan;  we 
have decided to make smart investments in 
our defense even in the times of an eco- 
nomic crisis; and we have engaged with our 
partners throughout the world to respond 
to challenges  confronting  us  in  the 21st 
century.“ 

However, in the opinion of most an- 
alysts, the Summit was a shadow of what 
was supposed to be a critical moment in the 
history of the Organization and fell short of 
delivering an urgently needed vision of the 
future of NATO. 

Moreover, it is noticeable that stra- 
tegic interests of the U.S.A. and other NATO 
members diverge. 

As Barack Obama has said, the U.S.  
security focus has „pivoted“to Asia, away 
from Europe. 

As Richard C. Longworth of the Chi- 
cago Council on Global Affairs has noted, 
since the end of the Cold War, NATO was 
mostly engaged „in or near its own Europe- 
an backyard,“ in missions in Bosnia or Koso- 
vo and subsequently in Afghanistan or Lib- 
ya. 

„Future     American     military     opera- 
tions are likely to be far out of area, possi- 
bly in Asia. But Europe is increasingly paro- 
chial, focused on its own interests, especial- 
ly the Eurozone crisis. Too often Europe ig- 
nores what goes on outside Europe. For this 
reason, Washington doesn’t expect many  
NATO nations to take part in these more  
far-flung missions, so it is looking for new  
partners outside the Alliance,“ Longworth 
comments. 

His thesis is confirmed by the fact 
that at the Chicago Summit more delega- 
tions of countries that are not NATO mem- 
bers than NATO members were represent- 
ed, countries like New Zealand, South Ko- 
rea, Singapore, even Mongolia, which all 
have    their    soldiers    in    Afghanistan    and 
whom President Obama went out of his 
way to thank.  



 
 
 
 
 

fense  allocations equal 2  percent  of  the 
GDP.  

This   leads   to   unbalanced   participa- 
tion in the Alliance outlay and the anger of  
Washington was perhaps best described by  
former    Defense    Secretary    Robert    Gates  
when he said:  „You have members which  
are willing and able to pay the price and  
shoulder the burden of our obligations in  
the Alliance and those who enjoy the benefits of  

NATO  membership  but  do  not  want  to share 
risks and costs.“  

All this  distances  Washington  from  its  
European allies, who militarily need the Al- 

BILATERAL MEETING: ANDERS FOGH 

RASMUSSEN, SECRETARY GENERAL OF 

NATO ANDI BARACK OBAMA, THE 

PRESIDENT OF THE USA 

 

 

 

The other major problem which un- 
dermines NATO from within is sharing of 
costs. 

Pressured by the severe Eurozone 
crisis, the countries of Central and Western  
Europe  reduced  in 2011  their  military  
budgets by 1.9    percent    on    average. The 

greatest reductions were made in Greece, 
Spain, Italy and Ireland, but stronger Euro- 
pean states such as Germany or Great Brit- 
ain also made sharp cuts in their spending 
budgets. What concerns Washington, which 
itself has to cut its defense budget, is the 
fact that only five NATO members have ob- 
served  the  provision  envisaging  that  de- 

liance more than Washington does, if for no 
other reason than, as Longworth has said, 
because    an    American    presence    in    NATO  
guarantees that the Europeans themselves, 

with their militaries submerged in a multi- 
national alliance, will never again go to war 
with each other. The European Union, by 
merging   European   economies,   reinforces  
that guarantee. In the end, he lays out a ra- 
ther grim scenario. „The EU is in trouble. 
The Eurozone may not survive. If it falls 
apart, this could undermine the whole Eu- 
ropean project and reignite the nationalism 
evident in recent elections in France and  
Greece. Given Europe’s history in the first 
half of the last century, this is scary.“ 

 

The author is RTS Washington 
correspondent  
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The mission of the MLO has considera- 
bly changed as the need to support and assist  
NATO’s Public Diplomacy activities in the region  
has become more important. This has led to a  
new structure already confirmed by our Joint  
Force Command in Naples - in addition to the  
“Monitor & Advisory Cell”, which works closely  
with the International Military Cooperation De- 
partment within the Serbian Ministry of De- 
fence, a newly formed  “Public Affairs Cell” plans to     
improve     our public     outreach     through     engagement 
with other ministries, the media, and the NGOs. The 
cell will comprise of a Country 

1. NATO MLO in Serbia is expanding its 
scope of activities. What are the most notable 
novelties concerning your work in Serbia? 
 

First of all, I want to say that I am very 
happy to be here in Serbia as a Chief of NATO’s 
MLO Office and I look forward to personally 
contributing   to   raising   cooperation   between 
Serbia and NATO through the Partnership for 
Peace framework to a higher level. I have had a 
professional experience in the Balkans serving 
as KFOR unit commander in Kosovo and De- 
fence Attaché in Slovenia. This is the first time 
that I am dealing with the Serbian Armed Forc- 
es, and I have to say I am very glad to have met 
such skillful and professional soldiers. 

Advisor and a Media Advisor who will be taking 
an active role in our communication activities, 
explaining our mission and work in Serbia. 

 

2. What are the main features of Ser- 
bia-NATO cooperation? 

 

Serbia is committed to becoming able 
to deploy its military units to the multinational  
peacekeeping operations, based on UN Security  
Council resolutions or other international deci- 
sions. This requires transformation of defense 
structure into modern and interoperable sys- 
tem among all international partners. Serbia is 
using NATO mechanisms available to partner- 
ship countries to achieve this aim. For this rea- 
son, many military goals have been set in the  



 
 
 
 
 

PfP Planning and Review Process (PARP), with 
the primary focus on development and achiev- 
ing interoperability with NATO forces. 

The    current    cooperation    is    therefore  
based on developing and conducting activities  
in line with the agreed partnership goals. These  
partnership goals range from defense planning,  
public     information,     personnel     management,  
and cyber defense, to medical support, gender  
perspective, special operation forces, air opera- 
tion training, etc. Many joint meetings are con- 
ducted between experts from NATO Headquar- 
ters, NATO members and the PfP countries, in  
order    to    support    Serbian    Armed    Forces    in  
achieving    these    goals.    A    special    team    from 
Brussels is coming quarterly for checking the  
state of reforms, while all NATO defense at- 
taches accredited in Serbia are providing addi- 
tional support. 

In addition, the Serbian Armed Forces 
have started participation in the Operational 
Capabilities Concept Evaluation and Feedback  
(OCC E&F). In this field, a three-year program is  
under way and almost 400 Serbian soldiers be- 
longing to infantry, military police, and medical  
teams are under evaluation by NATO multina- 
tional evaluators’ team. By 2014 all this person- 
nel will be NATO certificated and will be able to  
participate in international operations abroad. 
 

3. Some people say that NATO is no 
longer an efficient organization. Do you think 
that the Alliance can still play an important 
role in the future? 
 

NATO is still a very vital organization, 
playing an important role in a wide spectrum of 
military and civilian affairs in the world and the 
Balkans. It is the only military alliance in the 
world with 28 member countries and integrated 
military structure. NATO was able to conduct 
major simultaneous operations on three conti- 
nents in 2011, from Libya to Afghanistan, and in  
the Balkans. All these operations addressed dif- 
ferent security challenges, like keeping a safe 
and secure environment in Kosovo, protecting  
civilians in Libya, training security forces in Iraq,  
and securing ships from pirates off the coast of  
Somalia. Let me underline that we are also con- 
tributing in demining, disaster relief and bring- 

 
 
 
 

ing military forces across the world under a 
democratic control. 

 
4.    You    mentioned    the    Planning    and 

Review    Process    as    a    framework    for    Serbia- 
NATO military cooperation. How is this coop- 
eration organized on a political level? 

 

The PARP was an initial step aimed at 
deepening    and    broadening    cooperation    with 
Serbia on the military level. In April 2011 the 
North    Atlantic    Council    approved    Serbia’s    re- 
quest to undertake an Individual Partnership 
Action Plan with NATO. This Plan is still in the  
process of obtaining approval by all 28 NATO 
countries. Once adopted, it will provide a com- 
prehensive framework for NATO-Serbian politi- 
cal cooperation in new areas, mainly foreign 
and security policy, human and minority rights,  
fighting terrorism, anti-corruption, etc. Within  
preparation for IPAP, NATO's Building Integrity  
Ambassador, Jan Lucas van Hoorn, visited Bel- 
grade several weeks ago to meet senior Serbian  
officials who deal with fight against corruption  
in the Parliament, the Ministry of Defense, and  
the General Staff. Recently, Deputy Legal Advi- 
sor    Mr.    Eddy    Groenen    met    Serbian    Interior,  
Foreign, Justice, and Defence representatives to  
discuss a very important NATO document, SOFA 
(Status of Force Agreement), which allows a 
country    to    send    forces    abroad    maintaining 
them under its own judicial supervision. These 
are just the most recent examples of the new 
cooperation in these fields. 

 

5. How do you estimate the current 
level of Serbian overall security sector reform? 
What    are    the    biggest    achievements so far? 
What are the most important remaining tasks? 

 
Defense and security sector reforms are  

central elements of cooperation between Ser- 
bia and NATO. The Serbia-NATO Defense Re- 
form Group has been providing assistance to 
the Serbian authorities on reform and moderni- 
zation of Serbia’s armed forces, developing Ser- 
bia's links to NATO through the PfP and advising  
on military aspects of Security Sector Reform.  
Serbian reforms are supported through a selec- 
tion of training and exercises, in order to build a 
modern,     affordable,     and     democratically- 



 
 
 
 
 

controlled defense structure. NATO as a whole 
and individual countries have considerable ex- 
pertise, which Serbia is drawing on in its de- 
fense and security sector reform. 

I    am    glad    that    the    Defense    Reform 
Group has intensified its activities since 2010, 
and that regular meetings are conducted. All 
scheduled  assistance  projects  for 2011-2012  
were successfully executed in a timely manner  
and with support of partner countries including  
Norway,    Czech    Republic,    Canada,    and    other  
NATO members. I would particularly mention a  
Norwegian-led € 9.6 million-worth project that  
was    successfully    completed    after    five    years,  
helping almost 6,000 discharged defense per- 
sonnel in Serbia to start small businesses. Un- 
der the Science for Peace and Security Pro- 
gramme, Serbia has received grant awards for a  
number of cooperative projects, including seis- 
mic risk-hazard reduction studies and counter- 
terrorism workshops. NATO aims to further in- 
crease scientific cooperation with Serbia, and 
key areas for development could be further re- 
gional security issues and environmental initia- 
tives. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BRIGADIER GENERAL ORNELLO BARON 

 

 

 

 

6. CEAS advocate that Serbia needs to 
adopt the concept of Smart Defense, can you 
say to which point NATO come up with adopt- 
ing this concept and how can NATO help Serbia 
to adopt this concept? 

 
At the Chicago Summit in May 2012,  

NATO leaders agreed to embrace the so-called  
“Smart Defense” in order to develop the capa- 
bilities required to achieve “NATO Forces 2020” 
goals. NATO Heads of State and Government 
approved a concrete package of multinational  
projects, in order to bring better protection of  
NATO    forces,    better    surveillance,    and    better  
training. These projects will give an improved  
operational    effectiveness    and    closer    connec- 
tions between NATO forces.        As the NATO Sec- 
retary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen noted,  
“in an age of austerity, we cannot spend more,  
but neither should we spend less. The answer is  
to spend better and to get better value for the  
money.” 

When it comes to Serbia, I think that 
the partnership countries in the Balkans have a  
chance to be the best examples of “Smart De- 
fence” principles. The essence is in specializa- 
tion and transnational cooperation which in- 
creases    the    level    of    national    security,    confi- 
dence and mutual trust with minimum invest- 
ments. Serbia and the neighboring countries are  
well aware that they cannot have everything in  
the defense and security system, so they need  
to specialize and concentrate on the develop- 
ment of certain capacities and thereby spend 
less money.  



 

 

 

 

The Controversies of Military Neutrality of Serbia  
 
 
 
 
On December 14, 2006 Serbia became a member of NATO Part- 

nership for Peace Program thus beginning the process of institutional co- 
operation with NATO. Serbia declared military neutrality on December  
26, 2007 in one sentence of the Resolution of the National Assembly on  
the Protection of Sovereignty, Territorial Integrity and Constitutional Or - 
der of the Republic of Serbia. The Serbian National Defense Strategy was  

adopted in April 2009 and the National Security Strategy in October the  
same year. The previously adopted politics of military neutrality was neither 

Author: Jan Litavski           elaborated nor mentioned in either of these strategies. The Foreign  
Policy Strategy, as one of the most important strategic documents of eve-     

ry country, has not yet been enacted. Given such disoriented behavior of the Republic  
of   Serbia,   we   will   try   to   extrapolate   in   detail   what   the   concept   of   mili- 

tary neutrality theoretically implies, discuss the way in which Serbia declared military  
neutrality and discuss Serbia's consistency in implementing the politics of military  
neutrality. In this paper, significant attention will be paid to obligations ensuing  
from the Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP) which Serbia in general  
envisaged assuming in accordance with the National Assembly resolutions concerning  

the   European   integration   process,   concretely   elaborating   them   in   the   National  

Security Strategy as well as to the question whether these obligations contravene the 
declared military neutrality and whether accession to CSDP can act as a substitute for 
membership in the NATO alliance. 

 
 
 

On the concept of neutrality 
 

The  word „neutrality“  is  derived 

from the Latin word „ne uter“ which in lit- 
eral translation means „neither one nor the  
other.“    1 Neutrality mostly implies a deci- 
sion of a state to remain unbiased in case of  
eruption    of    an    international    conflict    and 
remain without any preferences with re- 
gard to belligerants. It was only in the 19th 
century that normative provisions were de- 
veloped which recognized the neutral sta- 
 
1 WIKIPEDIA. N.D. Neutrality. In: Wikipedia: the free  
encyclopedia (online). St. Petersburg, Florida: Wiki- 
media  Foundation.  Available  from: 
http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/neuterality  (Accessed 
27 July 2012). 

 

 

 

tus of a state in international relations. The 
concept of neutrality has been changing in 
the course of history of international rela- 
tions. In the late 16th and the early 17th 
century, neutral countries were allowed to 
be    favorably    disposed    towards the    party 
considered  to  be  fighting  for „the  just 
cause.“    2 This implied two important ele- 
ments: the neutral state could allow transi- 
tion of foreign troops across its territory 
and had a right to conscript its soldiers in 
order to stop the conflict. In the 19th centu- 
ry, neutrality changed its meaning and im- 

 
2 Jessup, Philip C., Deák, Francis, Phillips, Walter A., 
Reede, Arthur H. and Turlington, Edgar W., 1935-36. 
Neutrality,    its    History,    Economics    and    Law.    New 
York: Columbia University Press.  

http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/neuterality


 
 
 
 
 
plied absolute lack of bias, while in the 20th 
century, between the two world wars, the  
notion of differentiated neutrality was de- 
veloped    according    to    which    reserve    and 
lack of bias were no longer crucial criteria. 

At the Vienna Congress in 1815 the 
concept of „a permanent neutral power“  
was adopted, which has since then become  
a standard in international law. Namely, at  
the Congress, all European states have rec- 
ognized the status of a permanently neutral  
power    to    Switzerland.3    Subsequently    The  
Hague Convention V respecting the Rights 
and Duties of Neutral Powers and Persons in  
Case of War on Land was enacted in The  
Hague in 1907.4     This document, which fully  
regulates military neutrality, determines its 
basic characteristics which imply that neu- 
tral states must not support the belligerants  
in    conflict    nor    interfere    in    the    conflict.  
Moreover,    this    document    grants    certain  
rights of neutral states, such as inviolability  
of territory of neutral states, prohibition of  
the use of its territory for transport of mili- 
tary troops etc. In this period, neutral states  
were granted the right to develop their own  
military forces for purposes of self-defense.  
It is important to note that military neutrali- 
ty becomes legally relevant only when oth- 

er states recognize this neutrality. In this 
context, professor of international law at 
the Law Faculty of the Belgrade University, 
Radoslav Stojanovid, has said: „The unilat- 
erally declared neutrality does not mean 
that a country is recognized as neutral.“5 
 
 
 
 
 

3 

Karsh, Efraim, 1988. Neutrality and Small States. 
Worcester: Biling&Sons Ltd. 
4   SECOND    PEACE    CONFERENCE    OF    THE    HAGUE, 
1907. Convention (V) respecting the Rights and Du- 
ties of Neutral Powers and Persons in Case of War on  
Land.    The    Hague:    International    Peace    Conference 
1907. 
5 

 

 

 

 

Due to the creation of supranational 
institutions and organizations and to the  
subsequent influence of globalization and 

modernization,    the    concept    of    neutrality  
has begun to lose its meaning and become  
unsustainable.    An analysis    of    literature  
dealing with the topic enables us to identify 
three broad concepts which are more or 
less associated with neutrality: neutralism, 
neutrality and the concept often confused 
with neutrality - non-alignment. The term 
neutralism6 has lost its meaning after the  
end of the Cold War, because it referred to 
a state that wanted to remain outside the 
conflict of great powers, but not outside of  
all other war conflicts. The concept of neu- 
trality of a permanently neutral power has  
different variants depending on the state  
declaring it. For a state to be considered  
neutral, the nature of its foreign policy is 
crucial    i.e.    whether    its    foreign    policy    is  
characterized    by    reserve,    promotion    of  
peace    and    cooperation    and    regular    de- 
ployment of troops in peacekeeping mis- 
sions. The concept of non-allignment7 im- 
plies    that    a    state    belongs    to    the    Non- 
Aligned Movement which originated during 
the Cold War and practically represented 
the third side in the political conflict. 

 
A    short    historical    review    of    military 
alliagencies of Serbia 

 

Serbia's claim that its neutrality is a 
historically grounded foreign policy orienta- 
tion does not correspond with reality. Dur- 
ing its history, Serbia was everything except 
a militarily neutral state. In the period be- 
fore the First World War, Serbia did not de- 
clare neutrality the way Belgium and the 
Netherlands did. In the period between the 
two world wars, the Kingdom of Yugoslavia 

 
 
 

6 

Cvejid,     Bojan. 2010.     Jednostrano     proglašena 
neutralnost.     Danas (online).     Available     from: 
http://www.danas.rs/danasrs/drustvo/terazije/jedn 
ostrano_proglasena_neutralnost.14.html?news_id= 
187441 (Accessed 27 July 2012). 

Lyon, Peter, 1963. Neutralism., Leicester: University 
of Leicester Press. 
7 

Köchler,  Hans, 1982.  The  Principles  of  Non- 
Alignment. Vienna: International Progress Organiza- 
tion.  

http://www.danas.rs/danasrs/drustvo/terazije/jednostrano_proglasena_neutralnost.14.html?news_id=187441
http://www.danas.rs/danasrs/drustvo/terazije/jednostrano_proglasena_neutralnost.14.html?news_id=187441
http://www.danas.rs/danasrs/drustvo/terazije/jednostrano_proglasena_neutralnost.14.html?news_id=187441


 
 
 
 
 
was a member of military-political alliance 
the Little Entente. In the period after the 
Second World War Yugoslavia was groping 
to find a way in its foreign and security poli- 

cy, given that in this period, at first it was 
close to USSR, while later it came closer to  
NATO. After severing of relations with USSR  
in 1948, it signed the Third Balkan Pact with 
Greece and Turkey. The period from 1961  
to 1991 is often wrongly understood as a 
period of military neutrality. However, Ser- 
bia as a part of Yugoslavia was one of the 
founding    members    of    the    Non-Aligned 
Movement,    which    represented    the    third 
bloc during the Cold War. 
 

On the manner in which military neutrality 
of Serbia was declared 
 

The     National    Assembly     Resolution  
on the Protection of Sovereignty, Territorial  
Integrity and    Constitutional    Order    of the  
Republic of Serbia of December 26, 2007  
contained a paragraph on military neutrality 
of Serbia. The said paragraph reads as fol- 
lows: „Due to the overall  role of  NATO,  
from  illegal  bombing  of  Serbia  in 1999,  
without a UN Security Council resolution, to  
Anex 11    of    the    rejected    Ahtisaari    Plan,  
which    stipulates    that    NATO    be    the    final  
body of government in an independent Ko- 
sovo, the National Assembly of the Republic  
of Serbia hereby declares the military neu- 
trality of the Republic of Serbia towards ex- 
isting military alliances until a referendum is 
called in which the final decision on the is- 
sue will be brought.“ All major parliamen- 
tary parties voted for the Resolution. Only 
the    Liberal    Democratic    Party    and    the 
League    of    Social-Democrat    of    Vojvodina  
voted    against    the    Resolution,    while    the  
League of Vojvodina Hungarians abstained  
from    voting.    Parts    of    professional    public  
and civil sector have criticized the fact that 
there had been no prior public and expert 
debate    in    the    spirit    of    good    democratic 
practice before the decision was taken as 

 
 
 
 

well as the fact that such an important deci- 
sion had been taken in one sentence of a 
document which generally deals with an- 
other topic. 

It would have been logical if the poli- 
tics of military neutrality of Serbia had been 
elaborated and supplemented in terms of  
functionality and operability in other stra- 
tegic and doctrinary documents such as the  
National    Security    and    National    Defense  
Strategy, enacted after the doctrine of mili- 
tary neutrality had been declared. The non- 
existant Foreign Policy Strategy should also 
contain provisions regarding military neu- 
trality of Serbia. There is no analysis of obli- 
gations which Serbia will have to assume 
under the CSDP or the degree to which the- 
se are compatible with the politics of mili- 
tary neutrality. Moreover, the said politics  
did not act as a barrier to non-transparent 
military-political cooperation with Russia or  
to the fulfillment of Russian geopolitical in- 
terests in the Balkans. The same holds true 

for  the  non-transparent military coopera- 
tion with the United States of America.8 We  
consider that a militarily neutral state ought  
not to behave non-transparently in terms of  
scope    and    contents    of    bilateral    military- 
defense cooperation with other countries,  
as is presently the case with Serbia and its 
military cooperation     with     Russia and the  
U.S. 

In view of the aforementioned, it is 
to    be    concluded    that    military    neutrality,  
vaguely    conceived    and    declared    in    the  
aforedescribed    manner,    was    introduced 

primarily due to the state policy towards 
Kosovo, which prevails over all other politi- 
cal decisions by Serbia as a state, limiting 
them. 

If    Serbia    had    truly wanted    to    be- 
come militarily neutral, it should have de- 

 
 

8 D.J., Milid, Jelena. 2012. Zakletva žandarmerije nije 
iznenađenje. Novi Magazin (online). Available from: 
http://www.novimagazin.rs/blog/zakletva- 
zandarmerije-nije-iznenadjenje (Accessed 27   July  
2012).  

http://www.novimagazin.rs/blog/zakletva-zandarmerije-nije-iznenadjenje
http://www.novimagazin.rs/blog/zakletva-zandarmerije-nije-iznenadjenje


 
 
 
 
 
clared its neutrality by adopting a separate 
legal act and only after a thorough expert  
and public debate on the issue had been  
conducted. It ought to have stressed that  
Serbia was committed to peace, coopera- 
tion and reserve in its foreign and defense  
policy. Instead, the declaration of military 
neutrality is prompted by the stipulation of  
the „rejected“ Ahtisaari Plan that NATO be 
the „final organ“ of government in „an in- 
dependent Kosovo.“ The sentence introduc- 
ing military neutrality did not reject Serbia's 

possible membership in new military alli- 
ances, but only membership in the currently 
existing ones. Moreover, it does not prohib- 

it presence of foreign troops on this soil, 
their transition over its soil or building of 
military bases on the territory of Serbia. 

The allegedly militarily neutral Ser- 
bia has allowed setting up and opening of 
the Serbian - Russian Humanitarian Center 
for Emergency Situations in Niš. The Serbian 
Foreign Minister Vuk Jeremid has said that 
„opening of the humanitarian center in Niš is 
of strategic importance for Serbian - Rus- 
sian    relations.“9  The    representatives    of 
both countries claim that it is not a military 
base, but a center that would „guarantee 
better security of Serbia and the entire Bal- 
kans,“10 although in professional and expert 
circles there are doubts that this is the case. 

If Serbia really had had an intention  
to be militarily neutral and be recognized as  
such by other states, its foreign policy ought  
to have been characterized by reserve on  
the basis of which others would have been  
able to recognize it as a militarily neutral 
 
 

9   TANJUG, 2011. “Centar u Nišu nije vojna baza”. 

Politika, 17 October 2011 carried by www.B92.net 
(online).    Available    from:    http://www.b92.net/    in- 
fo/vesti/index.php?yyyy=2011&mm=10&dd=17&nav 
_id=550223 (Accessed 27 July 2012). 
10 Barovid, Đ., Ruska baza u Nišu trn u oku NATO.  
Vesti  online  (online).  Available  from: 
http://www.vesti-online.com/Vesti/Srbija/172640/  
Ruska-baza-u-Nisu-trn-u-oku-NATO  (Accessed  27 Ju- 
ly 2012). 

 

 

 

 

power.11     However, the self-declared mili- 
tary neutrality of Serbia was not recognized 
by a single state in the international com- 
munity, considered by some theories as an 
essential    condition    of    military    neutrality, 
nor has Serbia sought this recognition. 

Given that none of the said condi- 
tions of military neutrality had been envis- 
aged by the said Resolution and that Serbia, 
in both domestic and foreign policy, be- 
haves as a state that has not declared mili- 
tary neutrality    in    accordance    with    major  
definitions of the term, but merely neutrali- 
ty towards NATO, Serbia can better be de- 
scribed as a strategically disoriented state 
than as a state that is militarily neutral. 

 

A short overview of the situation in the 
Western Balkan region 

 

Neutrality as a concept on which se- 
curity and defense policy are based is not  
accepted in any state in immediate neigh- 
bourhood of Serbia for both economic and  
ideological    resons.     All    the    neighboring 
states are already members of the EU and  
NATO or are about to become their mem- 
bers. Most of them estimated that military  
neutrality costs much more than accession 
to an alliance. The economic price of mili- 
tary     neutrality     represents     an     important 
question, especially when for a small and 
poor country such as Serbia. The Ministry of 
Defense of the Republic of Croatia in 2007  
conducted a study that showed that entry 
into NATO is far cheaper than military neu- 
trality.    According    to    this    estimate,    the 
membership in NATO in the period of ten  
years costs 3 billion US$ less than military 
neutrality. 

Croatia and Albania participated for  
the first time as full members at the NATO  
Summit in Strasbourg and Cologne on April  
3-4, 2009, at which the 60th anniversary of  
the work of this organization was marked. 

 
11 Black, Cyril, 1968. Neutralization and World Poli- 
tics. Princeton: Princeton University Press.  
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Macedonia,     Montenegro     and     Bosnia- 
Herzegovina12 were invited to join the or- 
ganization.    They    stressed    that    obtaining  
membership in this international organiza- 

tion represents a priority for their coun- 
tries. 

At the same time, at the meeting 
held on April 9, 2012, the members of the 
Adriatic Group, consisting of Albania, Croa- 
tia,  Macedonia,     Montenegro,     Bosnia- 

Herzegovina    and    Kosovo,    decided    to    ad- 
vance    their    regional    security    cooperation  
and    jointly    attempt    to    reproach    their  
NATO to obtain membership. The Defense  
Ministers of the said countries at a congress 
in Skopje signed a declaration requesting 
NATO    to    clearly    stress    at    the    upcoming  
Summit in Chicago that it was committed to  
its policy of „open doors.“ Presently, Serbia  
remains excluded from this most important  
regional initiative dealing with collective se- 
curity, defense and cooperation with NATO. 
 
On validity of the argument in favor of mil- 
itary neutrality of Serbia and the link with  
CSDP 
 

The    argument    that    Serbia    will    be  
miliarily neutral like other neutral states in  
Europe is not completely true. Austria, Ire- 
land,    Finland,    Switzerland,    Cyprus,    Malta  
and    Sweden    have    become    neutral    in    a  
completely different historical and miliary- 
political context. 13 This happened not due  
to their own will, but due to the compro- 
mise reached among great powers, and in 
the case of some countries, military neutral- 
ity was meant to punish them. After the 
end of the Cold War, all countries of the 
former Warsaw Pact, which are now EU 
 
 
12 Republika Srpska Prime Minister Milorad Dodik 
said that Republic of Srpska would not join NATO 
without Serbia, which slows down Euro-Atlantic in- 
tegration process of the entire Bosnia and Herze- 
govina. 
13    Ojanen,    Hanna,  ed., 2003.    Neutrality    and    Non- 
Alignment in Europe Today, FIIA Report 6. Helsinki: 
Finnish Institute of International Affairs. 

 

 

 

 

members, as well as the aforesaid neutral 
countries, have rushed to become members  
of the Partnership for Peace. The member- 
ship in Partnership for Peace implies signing  
bilateral agreements with NATO. It is para- 
doxical that it is precisely the neutral coun- 
tries within Partnership for Peace that are  
more active in international peacekeeping 
missions than many full NATO members. 

The neutral countries in Europe can- 
not be compared with Serbia in any of their  
aspects.    There    are    huge    differences    be- 
tween these states and Serbia. In the cul- 
tural sense, they have always been consid- 
ered    a    part    of    Western    civilization    and  
NATO    Alliance    regards    them    as    friendly  
countries.     Moreover,     they     are     wealthy 
countries that can finance their own neu- 
trality.    Most    of    those    militarily    neutral 
states are EU members, the founding and  
other acts of which also concern suprana- 
tional articulation of foreign policy, as well 
security    and    defense    policy.    The    Lisbon 
Treaty    transformed    the    security    and    de- 
fense policy into the Common Security and 
Defense Policy.14 

Since the Maastricht Treaty till now, 
all EU member states, by ratifying the Trea- 

ties, assume obligations ensuing from all 
treaties, including the Lisbon Treaty, unless 
there is an explicit agreement that would 
envisage otherwise. For example, under the  
Edinburgh Agreement of 1992, Denmark is  
allowed not to participate in EDSP (Europe- 
an Defense and Security Policy). All states 
which accede to the EU or have signed the 
Lisbon Treaty have to abide by its provi- 
sions. However, some provisions, in particu- 
lar the ones concerning CSDP are not as 
precisely normativized as the ones concern- 
ing implementation of laws within the Un- 
ion's „first pillar.“ The states have an obliga- 
tion to take part in articulating and imple- 

 

14 Miščevid, Tanja, ed., 2010. Ugovor iz Lisabona - 
sigurna   luka   ili   početak   novog   putovanja? (The 
Lisbon Treaty - a Safe Haven or the Beginning of a 
New Journey?), Belgrade: Službeni glasnik.  



 
 
 
 
 
menting the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy, but that's all. Participation is based  
on cooperation and solidarity that are not 
strictly and precisely stipulated. 

Furthermore, the CSDP as well    as 
the    CFSP    are    articulated    in    those    cases 
when, according to the assessment of the  
EU, there is a need to do it, but member  
states still maintain their sovereign power  
in shaping their foreign, security and de- 
fense policies. It is only when they, through 
EU bodies, „approve“ some EU course of ac- 

tion within CFSP and CSDP that the „com- 
mon policy“ assumes a shape and becomes 
binding. 

Some    experts    in    Serbia15    consider  
that these changes bring small states in the  
situation to follow and support foreign poli- 
cies of „big“ EU member states even if they 
occassionally do not concur with all deci- 
sions of „vital interest,“ but that otherwise it 
would not have been possible to reach an 
agreement on a „common“ policy. 

The aim of this policy is to ensure 
EU's operative capability to carry out mili- 
tary and civilian missions throughout the 
world. The Lisbon Treaty introduces an ex- 
panded list of Petersberg tasks which, in 
addition to traditional operations such as 
humanitarian missions, also includes rescue  
missions,       peace-brokering       and       peace- 
keeping missions, crisis management mis- 
sions,     common     disarmament     operations,  
military    advisory    and    assistance    missions  
and    operations    against    terrorism.16    The  
Treaty also formulates the so-called „com- 
mon defense provision“ according to which 
an EU member state which has accepted 
provisions of the Common Security and De- 
 
15 The talks conducted by the CEAS team with high  
state administration officials of the Republic of Ser- 
bia. 
16  Novičid,  Žaklina, 2010.     Novine  u  spoljnoj  i  
bezbednosnoj       politici     EU       nakon       Lisabonskog 
sporazuma (New    Developments    in    the EU    Foreign 
and Security Policy after the Lisbon Treaty), Rasprave  
i članci. Belgrade: Institut za međunarodnu politiku i  
privredu. 

 

 

 

 

fense  Policy  is  obliged  to  help  another 
member state in the case of an attack. Since 
the kind of assistance that the states are 
obliged to provide to one another is not 
specified,    this    provision    cannot    be    com- 
pared to Article 5 of the Treaty of the North  
Atlantic    Treaty    Organization.    The    Lisbon  
Treaty also contains „the solidarity provi- 
sion“ which obliges member states to pro- 
vide possible military assistance to a mem- 
ber state affected by humanitarian or natu- 

ral catastrophe or a terrorist attack. The 
Treaty also envisages „permanent structural  
cooperation.“ It is open to all countries that 
wish to be a part of the programme of Eu- 
ropean military armament and to place at 
its    disposal    instantly    deployable    combat  
units. The Treaty with its „solidarity clause“  
envisages binding, but loosely defined, pos- 
sible military assistance among EU member  
states. 

The great debate is conducted about  
the extent to which military neutrality ac- 
quires new meaning with a country's EU ac- 
cession, partly because the Lisbon Treaty 
itself says: „introduction of the mutual de- 
fense clause shall not prejudice the specific  
character of the security and defense policy  
of certain Member States.“ It is questiona- 
ble whether, taking into account the very 
essence    of    the    clause,    the    neutrality    of  
those states will be able to be preserved. 17  

Swedish Ambassador to Serbia, Mr. Christer 
Asp said that in case of an attack on an EU  
member state Sweden would not remain 
passive and that politics of neutrality in the 
new circumstances would not be relevant.18 

 

 

 

 

17 CENTAR  ZA  CIVILNO-VOJNE  ODNOSE. 2007. 
Klauzula o međusobnoj odbrani. Belgrade: Centar za  
civilno-vojne     odnose  (online).     Available     from: 
http://ccmr-bg.org/eubezbednost/pdf/Klauzula  
%20o%20medjusobnoj%20odbrani.pdf (Accessed 27 
July 2012). 
18 TANJUG, 2011. Srpski vojnici do kraja godine u  
misiji EU u Ugandi. Tanjug, 1 December 2011 carried  
by         Blic       News  (online).  Available  from: 
http://www.blic.rs/Vesti/Politika/293137/Srpski- 

http://ccmr-bg.org/eubezbednost/pdf/Klauzula%20%20o%20medjusobnoj%20odbrani.pdf
http://ccmr-bg.org/eubezbednost/pdf/Klauzula%20%20o%20medjusobnoj%20odbrani.pdf
http://www.blic.rs/Vesti/Politika/293137/Srpski-vojnici-do-kraja-godine-u-misiji-EU-u-Ugandi


 
 
 
 
 
These provisions in no way imply that assis- 
tance has to be limited to military means. In 
case of an attack, military assistance to an 
attacked EU member state would not have 
to be regulated by CSDP in order to be pro- 
vided.19  Even though the Lisbon Treaty en- 
tered into force a month after the adoption 
of strategic documents by the Republic of 
Serbia, there was no adequate professional 
debate in Serbia about changes which it in- 

troduces to the realm of security and de- 
fense. In Serbia the fact that the Lisbon 
Treaty confirms that NATO still remains the 
foundation of collective security of those 
members    that    are    at the    same    time    EU 
members is not very widely known. This 
may not concern those EU member states 
that are not NATO members if they do not 
want to. 

In Serbia the fact that CSDP for the 
time being does not pretend to become the  
functional defense structure that can be an 
alternative to NATO is not widely appreci- 
ated. The CSDP does not have a common  
line of command, so it cannot be an alter- 
native    to    NATO    membership    in    the    way 
proposed by some politicians and analysts in 
Serbia.20 

As    was    already    mentioned,    acces- 
sion to EDSP does not mean that members 
have to renounce their military neutrality. 
However, some CSDP provisions, primarily 
those that concern common interests and 
 

vojnici-do-kraja-godine-u-misiji-EU-u-Ugandi (Acces- 
sed 27 July 2012). 
19  FAKULTET  POLITIČKIH  NAUKA, 2011.  Evropska unija  
i    NATO -    strateško    partnerstvo    ili  zamrznuti  
sukob (European Union and NATO - a Strategic Part- 
nership or a Frozen Conflict), ŠIFRA: 23101988, Beo- 
grad: Fakultet političkih nauka. 
20 

Milid,     Jelena, 2011.     Može     li     zajednička 
bezbednosna     i     odbrambena     politika     EU     biti 
alternativa NATO integracijama Srbije (Can the EU  
Common Security and Defense Policy Be an Alterna- 
tive to NATO Integration of Serbia). In: Simid, Dragan  
R.,    ed.,    Integracija    zapadnog    Balkana    u    mrežu  
globalne bezbednosti (The Integration of the West- 
ern Balkans in the Network of Global Security). Bel- 
grade: Čigoja štampa. 

 

 

 

missions,  such     as  the     functioning  of 
EULEX,21 are not compatible with the way in 
which Serbia has defined its military neu- 

trality and its foreign policy, the fact which 
was admitted by the previous government 
in answers to the EC questionnaire regard- 
ing Chapter 31.22 

 

Conclusion 
 

Before any politics of military neu- 
trality    had    been    adopted,    one    ought    to 
have    answered    the    essential    question 
whether    the    militarily neutral    Serbia,    re- 
gardless of all bilateral agreements on de- 
fense cooperation, is capable of responding 
to all security challenges, risks and threats  
of the new century on its own. Globaliza- 
tion    accelerated    many    transnational    pro- 
cesses such as development of communica- 
tions, traffic, free and liberal market, mak- 
ing borders among states porous. Further- 
more, new threats to security of states are  
emerging,    such    as    failing    states,    interna- 
tional terrorist organizations and organized  
transnational criminal groups. Most states 
of the political West maintain that in such 
circumstances they cannot on their own re- 

 
21 The EU rule of law mission in Kosovo (EULEX) is  
the largest civilian mission which has ever been de- 
ployed    within    the    Common    Security    and    Defense  
Policy. The central aim of this mission is to assist and 
support Kosovo institutions in the area of rule of 
law, concretely in strengthening the justice system,  
the police and customs service. This mission is not  

meant to administer or rule Kosovo. It is a technical  
mission carried out through monitoring, mentoring  

and advising exercising some executive responsibili- 
ties in specific areas of competence. EULEX works  

under   the   framework   of   the   UN    Security   Council  
Resolution 1244 and has a unified line of command  

stretching  to  Brussels.  Available  from:  http:// 
www.eulex-kosovo.eu/sr/front/ (Accessed 27   July  
2007). 
22  VLADA  REPUBLIKE  SRBIJE, 2011.  Odgovori  na  
upitnik     Evropske     komisije.     Politički     kriterijumi.  
Demokratija  i  vladavina  prava (online).  Available 
from: http://ceas-serbia.org/root/prilozi/ 
dokumenta-politicki-kriterijum-demokratija- 
vladavina-prava.pdf (Accessed 27 July 2012).  

http://ceas-serbia.org/root/prilozi/%20dokumenta-politicki-kriterijum-demokratija-vladavina-prava.pdf
http://ceas-serbia.org/root/prilozi/%20dokumenta-politicki-kriterijum-demokratija-vladavina-prava.pdf
http://ceas-serbia.org/root/prilozi/%20dokumenta-politicki-kriterijum-demokratija-vladavina-prava.pdf


 
 
 
 
 
spond to the said threats and therefore at- 
tempt to ensure their security and defense  
by engaging in common action and cooper- 
ation and resorting to membership in alli- 
ances. 

The notion of military neutrality in  
the said circumstances implies that Serbia 
should    develop    a    defense    system    which 
would enable it to rely on its own military 
capabilities. It would imply redefining its se- 
curity    and    defense    strategy.    In    addition,  
many important questions about the coun- 
try’s    defense    are    thus    opened,    such    as  
those    concerning    army    organization    and  
number of troops, possible renewed intro- 
duction of conscript military service,23 and  
conducting     comprehensive     studies     that  
would    require    huge    expanses.    If    Serbia  
wants to be understood as a serious militar- 
ily neutral power, it has to have its own mil- 
itary    forces    which    ensure    its    unhindered  
functioning. It implies huge defense budget  
which overly indebted and demographically  
challenged Serbia cannot afford. 

We think that for the start, Serbia 
should intensify its cooperation with NATO,  
as well as participate in the work of Adratic  
Initiative. In this way, Serbia would be able 

to accomplish more intensive and institu- 
tionally better defined cooperation with its  
Euro-Atlantic    partners    without    having    to  
renounce     its     neutrality.     The     expanded  
mandate of NATO military liaison office in  
Serbia24 should be used to take these steps.  
We reiterate that the EU and NATO consist 
of mostly the same group of states, that 
these are the same armies as well as the 
same sets of taxpayers and that, despite all 
problems, such as functioning of the Berlin 
Plus Agreement, the EU and NATO will con- 
tinue to cooperate in the future. That's why 
 

23 Almost all neutral states have a standing army and 
enforced conscription. 
24 NATO MILITARY LIASON OFFICE BELGRADE. 2012. 
Contents  presentation (online).  Available  from: 
http://ceas-serbia.org/root/prilozi/ml-01.pdf 
(Accessed 27 July 2012). 

 

 

 

 

it is good that the EU increasingly profiles 
itself as „a specialized provider of interna- 
tional security.“25 

For    Serbia    it    is very important    to 
continue the process of European integra- 
tion and assume obligations ensuing from 
CSDP, because it implies implementation of  
badly needed reforms in the security sector  
(strengthening     institutions     of     democratic  
oversight over the security sector, reform of  
the judiciary etc), which the self-proclaimed  
military    neutrality    does    not    require.    We 
urge the EU in its negotiations with Serbia 
to open negotiations on Chapter 31 as early 
as    possible,    the    way    it    was    decided    for 
Chapters 23 and 24. 

 

CEAS Recommendations 
 

Taking all this into account, we rec- 
ommend the following short-term practical 
policy measures: 

- to fully use the possibilities 
offered by the Partnership for Peace pro- 
gramme 
- to overcome political obsta- 
cles which impede adoption of an Individual  
Action Plan for Cooperation with the NATO  
Alliance 
- to take part in the work of 
the Adriatic Group in order to advance re- 
gional     security     cooperation, especially by  
setting up regional medical teams, network- 
ing all training centers and expanding coop- 
eration in the field of prevention of natural 
catastrophes and eliminating their conse- 
quences 
- to continue on the path of 
European integration, especially to urgently 
assume obligations ensuing from CSDP and 
fulfilling  tasks  ensuing  from  Chapter 31, 

 

25 NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION.  2012.  
Book presentation: “The European Union in Global  
Security: The Politics of Impact” (online). Available 
from:          http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-6A3FA860- 
EE5BFCDE/natolive/news_89051.htm (Accessed 27  
July 2012).  

http://ceas-serbia.org/root/prilozi/ml-01.pdf
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-6A3FA860-EE5BFCDE/natolive/news_89051.htm
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-6A3FA860-EE5BFCDE/natolive/news_89051.htm


 
 
 
 
 
such as establishment of regulatory bodies 
for controlling trade of arms and ammuni- 
tion 
- to analyze obligations ensu- 
ing from CSDP in terms of their compatibil- 
ity with Serbia's politics of military neutrali- 

ty and foreign policy of the new govern- 
ment of the Republic of Serbia 

- to  implement  intensive  re- 
forms in the security sector26 both in terms  
of personnel and in terms of security insti- 
tutions, primarily when it comes to setting 
up parliamentary and judicial overview over 
the security sector 
- to adopt a coherent Foreign 
Policy Strategy of the Republic of Serbia 
which would prioritize the EU integration 
process, cooperation with NATO, providing 
for the possibility of applying for member- 
ship and regional cooperation and to rede- 
fine the National Security Strategy in ac- 
cordance with the new Foreign Policy Strat- 
egy. 
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Introduction 

The issue of the Neutrality of Serbia - 
with a View of the Future can be discussed in  
terms      of      three      different      perspectives: 
Serbia and NATO; Serbia and Russia in the  
context of the new Russian Security Con- 
cept; and Serbia and EU missions. 

According to the decision of National 
Assembly adopted on 26th December 2007, 
Serbia is a neutral country with regard to 
military alliances until a referendum is held 
which would decide otherwise. In Europe,  
other neutral countries are Ireland, Malta, 
Cyprus, Sweden, Austria and Moldavia. 

However, Serbia joined NATO Part- 
nership for Peace (PfP) program at the 2006  
Riga summit, after the official decision on  
accession to the PfP had been adopted by 
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia Govern- 
ment in 2002. The discussions about Ser- 
bia’s policy of military neutrality or the idea  
about    its    possible    membership    in    NATO  
sometimes incite calls for a referendum to  
be held about whether to seek NATO mem- 
bership, but this is mostly not motivated by 
a desire to conduct an open and transpar- 
ent debate about the problem of collective 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

security, but by narrow political interests of 
some parts of the political establishment. 

Moreover, NATO Strategic Military 
Partner Conference   (SMPC) entitled   “After  
Lisbon -  Implementation  of  Transfor- 
mation” was held in Belgrade for the first 
time (June 2011). The conference involved 
group discussions and exchange of experi- 
ences regarding different issues (previous 
SMPC conferences were held in FYR Mace- 
donia in 2006, in Norway in 2007, in Albania  
in 2008 and in Finland in 2010). The confer- 
ence in Belgrade was organized by NATO 
Allied Command Transformation  (ACT) with 
an aim to exchange views and experience 
regarding strategic issues of common inter- 
est. Among other participants, the confer- 
ence hosted representatives of EU Military  
Committee and    Allied    Command     Opera- 
tions. Serbia participates in EU civilian and 

military missions and has particular rela- 
tions with Russia. 

 
 

Serbia and NATO 
 

Taking into account NATO  military 
engagement    in    former    SFRY,    especially  
NATO bombing of FRY which influenced re- 



 
 
 
 
 
definition of NATO missions after the Cold 
War, we believe that it is necessary to ana- 
lyze modalities of relations between Serbia 

and NATO. This analysis is placed in the 
context of the next envisaged NATO en- 
largement as a key element of its new mis- 
sion, including engagement beyond Article 
5 of the Treaty of Washington and in the 
context of the desire of former Yugoslav re- 
publics, now independent countries, to co- 
operate and become members of NATO. 
The sequence of NATO accession of former 
Yugoslav republics shows an evolution of  
NATO mission - Slovenia and Croatia are  
NATO members, Former Yugoslav Republic  
of    Macedonia    and    Montenegro    have    ex- 
pressed a desire to become members, Bos- 
nia and Herzegovina and Serbia have com- 
pleted  the  first  phase  of  membership - 

Partnership for Peace. Why is position of 
Serbia    regarding    future    cooperation    with 
NATO important? 

All countries in the region of South- 
eastern Europe have similar foreign policy 
priorities - integration in European and Eu- 
ro-Atlantic institutions, which will minimize  
the risk of armed conflict among neighbors. 
Serbia has another reason - the security  
problem in Kosovo, which is currently pro- 
tected by international NATO forces (KFOR).  
Also,  in  Kosovo,  the  EU  mission (EULEX)  
took over (December 2008) the civilian UN  
mission (UNMIK). The self-proclaimed inde- 
pendence of Kosovo has been recognized 
by 22 EU member states and the neighbor- 
ing    countries    except    Bosnia    and    Herze- 
govina and Romania. Kosovo is the reason  
why cooperation with NATO and possible 

membership in this organization are essen- 
tial for Serbia. 

The membership in NATO is not only a 
military but also a political issue, because 
it implies that a new member state will 
benefit from membership, but also contrib- 
ute to the security system and take part in 
collective    defense.    Serbia’s    cooperation  
with NATO unfolds in two stages: the Part- 

 
 
 
 

nership for Peace phase, which ended with 
the admission of Serbia at the NATO Sum- 
mit in Riga (2006), and full membership in  
NATO, which implies acquisition of rights  
and assumption of obligations under the  
NATO Founding Treaty.27 However, for Ser- 
bia there was another option, which was  
adopted - namely to remain neutral with 

regard to NATO. 
The fact that Serbia was bombed by 

NATO makes this relationship specific and 
different    from    others,    especially    because  
Serbian public is reluctant towards NATO. It 
is up to Serbia to assume a pragmatic atti- 
tude toward NATO in accordance with its 
own interests and needs. There are several 
reasons why the membership in NATO can 
be accepted. 

1. Membership in NATO guarantees 

the protection of a member state territory; 

perhaps not absolutely, but it guarantees its 

protection; 

2.    Joining NATO will mean joining 
the Western community of nations; 

3. NATO    membership    facilitates 
modernization and restructuring of military  
forces, which Serbia has already carried out  
in accordance with NATO standards, which 
is especially important in a country whose 
military forces have obsolete weapons and 
low level of material security of its military 
officers (Serbia  abolished  enforced  con- 
scription and professionalized its army in  
2010), because it would enable it to mod- 
ernize weapons and train its army in new 
methods of warfare; 

4. NATO membership facilitates re- 
training of officers and military personnel 

 

27 An official decision on accession to the Partnership  
for Peace was adopted by the Government of the 
FRY in 2002. After that, the government of Serbia 
and    Montenegro    officially    applied    to    join    the 
Program    on  June 19, 2003.    According  to  military 
standards Serbia was ready to join Partnership for  
Peace. However, NATO has yet to make a political  
decision whether Serbia has become a respectable  
ally.  



 
 
 
 
 
given that it implies strict observance of the 
principles    of    democracy    and    democratic 
control  over  the  military (in  some  com- 
munist countries in which the military was 
used in the past as an instrument of the 
Communist Party, the army did not stand 
under the supervision of civilian authorities  
of a democratic government), which Serbia  
has    also    introduced.    The    possible    NATO  
membership will be a step further in this di- 
rection. 

Let us discuss in more detail several 
principles NATO adheres to which deserve 
serious consideration by its possible future 
members: It guarantees territorial integrity 
of its member states and does not allow 
resolution of disputes by resorting to war or  
threat of war (e.g. Greece and Turkey often  
have a tense relationship; they would have  
most likely gone to war during the 1950s if  
they had not been the members of NATO).  
This means that NATO is to a certain extent  
the guarantor of peace for its members, ex- 

ternally and internally. Its member states 
have formed a sustainable community with a 
pluralistic security, where the very idea of 
resolving    any    dispute    between    member 
states by the use of force or the threat of a 
use of force is a priori prohibited. NATO is a 
very specific system - it is a military organi- 
zation, but also a "state of mind." 

The conflict between Serbian forces 
and ethnic Albanian terrorists in southern 
part of Serbia, in the so-called ground secu- 
rity zone, was resolved with the support of 
NATO. Since then (2000), this territory has  
been controlled by the Serbian police. All 

NATO member states from Eastern Europe 
were first admitted to NATO and subse- 
quently to the European Union, which con- 
firms that political component of NATO's 
new mission is to strengthen and assess 
good democratic and political standards of  
countries outside the EU borders which are 
prospective entrants into Euro-Atlantic in- 
tegrations.    The    additional    argument    for 
considering Serbia's NATO accession is the 

 
 
 
 

question what choices Serbia has if all its 
neighboring    states    are    to    become    NATO 
members? Does it mean that Serbia (with  
Russia as well) could find itself isolated in 
the     NATO "ring" i.e. the     environment     in 
which it is surrounded by NATO member 
states? 

However, the issue of possible NATO 
membership is still a psychological issue, 
because it will be difficult to explain to a 

part of the population why it is important to  
joint    an    organization    which    bombed    the  
country. For them NATO is still "a metaphor  
for    unwanted    American    hegemony”.28    In  
Serbia, opposite opinions are present: the 
minority pro-NATO opinion and the majori- 
ty anti-NATO opinion, the latter claiming 
that NATO is incompatible with democracy 
and that NATO symbolizes both outward 
aggression and internal degradation of de- 
mocracy. Similar arguments could be heard 

from anti-NATO groups during the NATO 

Lisbon summit. 
This is corroborated by the results of  

an  opinion  poll  conducted  in  June 2011  
which showed that 15.6% of Serbian citi- 
zens support NATO membership (5% less  
than in 2010), whereas 66.3% are against. 
The reason for this can be attributed to 
NATO    operation    in    Libya,    which    brought  
back painful memories of NATO bombing of 
Yugoslavia. According to the results of the 
same opinion poll, 59.3% of respondents 
support the accession of Serbia to the Eu- 
ropean Union. The opinion polls taken in 
August  and  October 2011  were  almost  
identical,  showing  that 15.1%  of  citizens  
think that Serbia should join NATO, whereas  
67.2% are against membership. In the same 
period, the support for EU accession has  
dropped to 45%, which is the lowest level 
recorded so far. Similar results were rec- 

 

28 For more details about political and security issues  
in the Balkans, see: Hadžid, Miroslav, 2001. Hroničan  
manjak    bezbednosti,    slučaj    Jugoslavije,    Belgrade:  
Centar za civilno-vojne odnose i Institut društvenih  
nauka, p. 185.  



 
 
 
 
 
orded in the first half of 2012. The reasons 
for this are difficult economic and social 
conditions and disappointment of citizens  
with the global financial crisis, the crisis in 
north Kosovo currently predominantly pop- 
ulated by ethnic Serbs who do not accept 
the institutions of the self-proclaimed inde- 
pendent Kosovo, as well as the Eurozone 
crisis. 

Nevertheless, for Serbia it would be  
more adequate to assume a more construc- 
tive and transparent approach towards de- 
bates on issues and challenges of collective 
security, as well as about further advance- 
ment of the Russian initiative for the new  
international security architecture. A deci- 
sion on future cooperation with NATO is a 
delicate and complex issue. Before any ref- 
erendum is held, it is necessary to make 
concrete security and economic estimates  
and achieve a consensus at the    national  
level. It is also necessary to show goodwill  
and readiness to cope with contemporary 
security dynamics from a more realistic per- 
spective and in accordance with Serbian na- 
tional    interests    laid    out    in    the    already adopted 
national strategy. 

The main future threats to the secu- 
rity of Serbia (and the entire Balkans region)  
will be posed by the existing hot spots on its 
own territory - Kosovo and Metohija, and 
the ones in its neighborhood - FYR Mace- 
donia. The additional threats are coming 
from    politically    and    criminally    motivated  
terrorism and organized crime and corrup- 
tion which are typical social and economic 
problems    in    the    early    transition    periods.  
New threats thus require new organization  
of the security sector, particularly the army 
and the police, as well as other state and 
social institutions in this sector. Serbia's co- 
operation with neighboring countries in the 
areas of border control, the judiciary and 
implementation of solutions previously de- 
veloped in the framework of Euro-Atlantic 
integration, should be strengthened in the 
future given tight connections of criminal 

 
 
 
 

and extremist organizations at the interna- 
tional level. The redefined mission of NATO  
in the new century, with its significant polit- 
ical     component,     enables     communication  
and cooperation to the extent necessary for 
realization of Serbia's own security goals 
and challenges to be resolved on its path 
towards closer European integration. 

 
Serbia and the New Russian Security 
Concept 

 

Current    relations    between    Serbia and    
Russia    should    be    discussed    in    the framework 
of the new post-Cold War secu- 
rity environment and energy security. 

Russia and NATO had joint opera- 
tions on the ground. When NATO launched  
air strikes against Bosnian Serbs in Bosnia  
and    Herzegovina (1995),    Russia    criticized 
this decision but subsequently backed the 
Dayton Peace Agreement. In line with this,  
in January 1996, Russia contributed 1400  
troops    to    the    international    peacekeeping  
forces in Bosnia led by NATO. The participa- 
tion of Russian troops in the peacekeeping  
mission in Bosnia was motivated by its in- 
terest in resolution of the crisis in former 
Yugoslavia, which propelled Russia back to  
the    international    scene    and    symbolically  
helped it gain more influence in Europe (at 

the diplomatic level, Russia achieved this 
with    membership    in    the    Contact    Group,  
which    placed    Russia    among    five    leading  
countries).    The    relations    between    NATO 
and Russian military forces in Bosnia and  
Herzegovina were developing without any 
incident. 

This cooperation implies joint man- 
agement of security problems in the future,  
which     was the     basis for     enacting NATO- 
Russia Founding Act on Mutual Relations,  
Cooperation and Security (signed on May  
27, 1997 in Paris). It represents a statement  
according to which two sides will jointly fa- 
cilitate development of a stable, peaceful  



 
 
 
 
 
and undivided continent on the basis of co- 
operation and mutual interest. 

However, the    period    of    successful  
mutual cooperation was superseded by the  
“cooling down” of relations due to NATO air  
strikes against FR Yugoslavia. Opposing the  
use of force without the UN mandate, Rus- 
sia suspended the cooperation within the 
Permanent Joint Council when NATO began  
its air strikes against FRY (March 23, 1999).  
However, despite deterioration of relations  
with NATO during the bombing of FRY, Rus- 
sian President Yeltsin believed that cooper- 
ation with NATO was a preferable option,  
especially in the light of the war in Chech- 
nya and the financial crisis that erupted in 
1998. President Yeltsin appointed his repre- 
sentative for negotiations on termination of 
the Kosovo conflict. 

After adoption of UNSC Resolution 
1244, 3500 Russian  troops  joined (June,  
1999)    the    international    forces    in    Kosovo  
(KFOR) led by NATO. Russia has always con- 
sidered itself a significant factor of the geo- 
strategic balance in the Balkans. A decision  
of Russian President Vladimir Putin to with- 
draw Russian peacekeepers from the region  
(2003) implied that Russia accepted the fact  
that the Balkans became a sphere of inter- 
est of NATO and Western countries. Russian 
officials stated that the decision on with- 
drawal was not a sign of Russian indiffer- 
ence for stabilization of the political situa- 
tion in the region, but meant that Russia 
would continue to participate in the process 
on the bilateral level. At the multilateral 
level,    it    will    continue    to    act    within    the 
framework of the UN, the OSCE and other 
international institutions. 

During 2000, relations between Rus- 
sia    and    NATO    were    strained,    which    was 
partly caused by NATO plans to expand to  
the East, and especially by the inclusion of  
Baltic countries and Ukraine in NATO. The  
activities of the Euro-Atlantic Allies in the 
region (Ukraine, Georgia, Belarus and Cen- 
tral Asia) were often perceived by Russians 

 
 
 
 

as a threat to their security and interfer- 
ence in the area of their "legitimate" inter- 
est. 

The shift towards the new 21st cen- 
tury was marked by serious negotiations 
between    Russia    and    the    U.S.    about    the 
plans to build “missile shield” to protect the U.S.    
from    possible    missile    attacks    from 
"outlaw" countries. However, terrorist at- 
tacks on New York and Washington, on Sep- 
tember  11,  2001,     changed     Russian- 
American relations. For the first time after 
the end of the Second World War, they 
were on the same side fighting against "the 
new global enemy”   - international terror- 
ism. Russian president Vladimir Putin an- 
nounced cooperation with the U.S., by link- 
ing two intelligence networks, opening air 
corridors for humanitarian missions, taking  
part in rescue and search missions, provid- 
ing more support to civilian and military 
opponents of the Taliban government in Af- 
ghanistan, as well as coordinating activities  
with its allies, the former Soviet republics in  
Central Asia. Such cooperation with Russia  
facilitated functioning and operation of the 
NATO mission in Afghanistan. In a way, it 
added value to NATO by confirming its new  
mission,    which    was    completely    different  
from    the    NATO    mission    during    the    Cold 
War.29 

 

29 The arguments for this statement can be found in 

the Declaration by Heads of State and Governments 

of     NATO     Members     States     and     the     Russian 

Federation, adopted at the NATO Summit in Rome  

on May 28, 2002. Concluding that “at the start of the 

21st century we live in a new, closely interrelated 

world,    in    which    unprecedented    new    threats    and  

challenges demand increasingly united responses”,  

the two sides agreed to “open a new page" in their  

relations, in order to "enhance our ability to work  

together in areas of common interest and to stand  

together against common threats and risks to our  

security." It is believed that this agreement marked  

the end of the Cold War. In this context, NATO and 

Russia    agreed    to    observe    in    good    faith    their 

obligations under international law, including the UN  



 
 
 
 
 

Cooperation with Russia was a con- 
firmation that NATO has abandoned its Cold 
War role and that its mission was trans- 
formed to a level that it can accept not only 
countries of the former Eastern bloc, but  
also Russia30. The overall cooperation with  
Russia in the post-Cold War period is a con- 
firmation that NATO has redefined its origi- 
nal mission as it was conceived and pro- 
claimed at the time of NATO founding in  
1949. Cooperation with Russia has shown 
the evolution of NATO and reduced persis- 
tent  fear (especially  among  countries  of 
Eastern Europe) of the Russian reaction to 
specific security issues. The reaction of Rus- 
sia (August 2008) to the Georgian bombing 
of citizens in South Ossetia (South Ossetia  
and Abkhazia, the areas of Georgia which 
are    inhabited    by Russian    population, de- 
clared independence in late 2008), inter- 
rupted the new NATO enlargement to the 

East, that is, accession of Ukraine and Geor- 
gia. For NATO, it is important that its en- 
largement is accompanied by renewal of 
peaceful relations with Russia and provision 
of guarantees to its member states (the Bal- 
tic countries or the countries of Central and 
Eastern    Europe    and    its    future    member states)  
that  Article 5  of  the  Washington 
Treaty regarding collective defense will be 
observed. 

Possible    accession    of    Georgia    and  
Ukraine will continue NATO transformation 
through the so-called horizontal widening 
process, and considering that this region is 
 

Charter, provisions and principles contained in the  

Helsinki Final Act and the OSCE Charter for European  

Security. Based on the same document, the NATO- 

Russia    Council    was    established,    which    provides    a  

“mechanism     for     consultation,     consensus-building,  

cooperation, joint decision, and joint action for the  

member    states    of    NATO    and    Russia    on    a    wide  

spectrum    of    security    issues    in    the    Euro-Atlantic  

region”.  Available  from:  http://www.nato.int 

(Accessed 27 July 2012). 
30 Russia has been a member of NATO Partnership 
for Peace since 1994. 

 

 

 

 

strategically important because of its ener- 
gy    resources,    the    political    and    economic 
component of the NATO mission will gain 
more importance, i.e. the vertical deepen- 
ing process of the NATO mission will be in- 
tensified. 

Russia’s acknowledgement that Ser- 
bia is far away from Russia’s borders, much  
more    so    than    former    Soviet    countries  
(Georgia and Ukraine) and that therefore  
Russia    should    have    no    reason    to    fear  
(NATO’s role or expansion), should lead it to 
sanction Serbia’s possible NATO member- 
ship. However, its position on this is quite  
the    opposite.    Russia    supports    Serbia    in  
terms of its policy on Kosovo and Metohija,  
strictly   opposing   international   recognition 
of Kosovo as an independent state, which 
was self-proclaimed on February 17th 2008.  
Russia    is    not    willing    to    accept    possible  
membership of Serbia in NATO. The military  
neutrality of Serbia is thus more acceptable 
not only for Russian officials, but also for 
certain political parties in Serbia who main- 
tain that the two countries are closely tied  
by common history, culture and religion. In  
addition, bilateral economic relations are 

very important due to the import of Russian 
oil and gas.31 

In the discussion about future global 
and European security system, one should 

 
 

31 On December    24,    2008, former presidents of 

Serbia and Russia, Boris Tadid and Dmitry Medvedev  

signed    an    oil    and    natural    gas    deal    under    which  

Gazprom's oil arm Gazprom Neft gets a 51% stake in  

the state-owned Petroleum    Industry    of Serbia    for 

400 million Euros in cash and 550 million Euros in 

investments. As a part of the deal, a 400 km (250 mi) 

leg of the South Stream gas pipeline will be built 

through Serbia, an investment valued at another 2  

billion  Euros.  In  the  first  nine  months  of 2011,  

Serbia’s    top    import    partner    was    Russia  with    USD 

1.88    billion,    while    Germany    was    its    top    export  

partner, to which Serbia exported USD 1,103 billion  

worth of goods, according to the data of the state  

statistical    office.    See:    Foreign    Trade    Exchange    of  

Serbia, September 2011, http://webrzs.stat.gouv.rs  

http://www.nato.int/


 
 
 
 
 
pay due attention to the proposal of former 
Russian President Dmitry Medvedev (made 
at the meeting with German political, par- 
liamentary and civic leaders in Berlin on 
June 5th 2008) to create a new security sys- 
tem in Europe and sign a pan-European Se- 
curity Pact, which would called on all Euro- 
pean countries to take part in this process: 

“each in line with its national capabilities,  
while any idea of alliances and groups of  
states should remain beyond this frame - 
work”. This means that NATO and EU mem- 
ber states should not, at least officially, co- 
ordinate    their    positions    in    negotiations,  
should    the    process    continue.    The    pan- 
European security pact should, in the spirit 
of the UN Charter, “finally clarify the role 
and the use of force in the Euro-Atlantic ar- 
ea”, which implies that for any NATO’s deci- 
sion to be made, an approval should be 
sought outside the Alliance. Former Presi- 
dent Dmitry Medvedev reiterated this Rus- 
sian idea of transformation of the current  
system of security institutions and signing 
of a pan-European Pact at the World Politi- 
cal  Forum (October 8th 2008,  Evian,  
France).32 Otherwise, stronger cooperation 
between the EU and Russia is supported by 
most    member    states,    particularly    France, 
Germany and Italy.33 

 

 

32 See: Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian 

Federation,        Information      and      Press    Department  

(online).  Available        from:        http://www.in.mid.ru/ 

brp4.nsf/2008/06/05/html  and http://www. 

kremlin.ru/eng/speeches/2008/10/08/html 

(Accessed 01 May 2012). 
33  The “National  Security  Strategy  of  the  Russian  

Federation  until 2020”  was  approved  by  former  

President Dmitry Medvedev on 12 May 2009, replac- 

ing the 2000 National Security Concept and estab- 

lishing a new framework of Russia’s security policy. It  

is based on national strategic priorities in the areas 

of defence, security of state and society, and sus- 

tainable development. The main changes in the 2000  

National Security Concept are a greater emphasis on 

the need to improve quality of life of Russia’s citi- 

 

 

 

 

Serbia  finds  itself  in  the  triangle 
among three important security missions: 
the EU mission (EULEX), the NATO-led KFOR  
mission in Kosovo and the Serbian-Russian  
Humanitarian Centre for Emergency Situa- 
tions (whose administrative section opened  
at Niš Constantine the Great Airport on 17  
October 2011) which will aim to provide  
shelter to about 2000 people during emer- 
gency situations. The center will house a 
Russian aircraft, which will take part in alle- 
viating    emergency    situations    primarily    in  
Serbia and the rest of the Balkans, but also 
in EU countries that need help. It means 
that Euro-Atlantic and Russian aspects of 
strategic guidelines of Serbia will determine 
the place Serbia occupies on the interna- 
tional scene in the future. 

 

Serbia and EU Missions 
 

The connection between the main 
topic and the European aspect of the Euro- 
Atlantic integration is Serbia’s intention to 
become a “full member” of EU. Serbia ob- 
tained the status of an EU candidate coun- 
try in March 2012 and is currently preparing 
to obtain a date for opening accession ne- 
gotiations. Meanwhile, only one EU country - 
Lithuania - has not yet ratified the Stabili- 
zation and Association Agreement between 
EU and Serbia, while other EU countries (26 
out of 27) have already done so. 

In the light of recent events, two 
agreements    signed    between    the    EU    and  
Belgrade are very important: the first is the  
agreement on exchange of classified infor- 
mation, signed on 26 May 2011, and the se- 
cond a Framework Agreement for the par- 
ticipation of Serbia in EU crisis management 
operations, signed on 8 June 2011. 

These    two    agreements    are    neces- 
sary for  Serbia  to become  a  part  of  EU 

 
 

zens and less hostile attitude towards the US and 

NATO. See: ARI 135/2009 - 25/9/2009  

http://www.in.mid.ru/%20brp4.nsf/2008/06/05/html
http://www.in.mid.ru/%20brp4.nsf/2008/06/05/html


 
 
 
 
 
Common Foreign and Security Policy and its 
common defense policy, which means that 
the    military    and    the    police    will    send    its 
members, together with military and police 
forces of EU member countries, to missions 
abroad which the EU considers necessary. 

Signing    the    Agreement    between 
Serbia and the EU on participating in EU 
missions is a step which brings Serbia closer  
to the EU and a sign of mutual confidence. 
Serbia is among 20 countries which signed 
this Agreement or are in the process of ne- 
gotiating it. The current EU missions en- 
compass: three military missions, namely in 
Kosovo, Bosnia and Herzegovina   („Althea“) 

and off the coast of Somalia   («Atalanta»  
EUTM) and ten civilian missions, including  
the ones in Kosovo and Bosnia and Herze- 
govina and the mixed military-civilian mis- 
sion in Darfur. 

The first mission in which Serbia par- 
ticipated was the EU's naval patrol mission  
off the coast of Somalia (anti-piracy mission  
“Atalanta” Somalia) at the end of 2011, af- 
ter it had been approved by the National 
Assembly of Serbia. The soldiers were de- 
ployed as a part of the standing bilateral 
agreement with France. The officers partic- 
ipated    in    Atalanta's naval component on  
the    ships    of    the    French    contingent    of  
the European       Union       Training       Mission  
(EUTM) of Somali personnel taking place in  
Uganda. 

It is worth mentioning that Serbian 
observers and medical teams have already 
proved that they make valuable contribu- 
tions in UN missions. According to the Min- 
istry of Defense, there are some 40 Serbian  
soldiers currently deployed in UN missions.  
The    defense    system    representatives    are  
currently self-engaged in UN peace missions  
in the Democratic Republic of Congo, Libe- 
ria and the Ivory Coast; they are deployed  
in Chad together with representatives of 
the    Norwegian    contingent,    in    the    UN 
peacekeeping mission in Lebanon together 
with the Spanish contingent, while on Cy- 

 
 
 
 

prus  they  are  a  part  of  the  Slovakian- 
Hungarian  contingent:  on 23  September  
2011 an entire platoon departed for Cyprus 

for the first time. Representatives of the 
Ministry    of    Interior    are    engaged    in    UN 
peacekeeping missions in Liberia and Haiti  
(where, after the catastrophic earthquake  
in January 2010, they assisted in saving in- 
jured people and clearing demolished sites;  
since the beginning of 2011 they have been  
engaged in prevention of cholera epidemics  
among the local population). Serbia and UN  
Peace Operations signed (November 2011) 
a Memorandum of Understanding that will 
improve cooperation between Serbia and  
the UN in the field of multinational opera- 
tions. The inclusion of Serbia in the system 
of    stand-by    arrangements    will    greatly 
shorten the procedure and time needed to  
deploy    capacities    in    multinational    opera- 

tions, which is crucial for getting the UN 
approval for participation of Serbian forces 
in peacekeeping operations. 

 

Conclusion 

The discussion of the topic Neutrali- 
ty of Serbia - with a View of the Future, has  
shown that the EU is for Serbia (and other 
Western Balkans countries) acceptable in all 
aspects. The members of the Serbian army, 

police and medical personnel who are al- 
ready taking part in UN peacekeeping mis- 
sions are also willing to participate in EU 
peacekeeping missions. In Serbia there is 
support for the EU, but also emotional bias  
towards NATO (due to the bombing). All  
Western Balkan countries apart from Serbia  
have adopted the Membership Action Plan 
and are taking part in the peacekeeping 
mission in Afghanistan. Given the extent of 
the    overlap    between    NATO    and    the    EU 

when it comes to peacekeeping and their  
tightly connected joint or successive mis- 
sions, although Serbia might not officially  
be taking part in NATO missions, it would 
have to practically join some of its opera- 



 
 
 
 
 
tions given that there will be some point at 
which the NATO and the EU missions would  
intersect.     Participation     in     peacekeeping  
missions    around    the    world    increases    a  
country’s    foreign    policy    credibility,    while 
soldiers have an opportunity to gain field 
experience and improve their capabilities 

and interoperability. 
Given    that    NATO    functions    not 

merely in the military, but in the political 
and partly even in the economic domain, it  
conducts     ambitious     research     on     urgent 
problems of contemporary world such as 
environment, water protection and preven- 
tion    and    elimination    of    consequences    of 
natural disasters - floods, droughts, earth- 
quakes, which may affect the world’s stabil- 
ity. Since 2004, NATO has been publishing 
reports on results achieved so far and pro- 
jects planned for the future action in these  
areas. 

For    Serbia,    it    is    of    utmost    im- 
portance to take part in major European 
projects. 
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The Time of Miloševid 
 

The dominant political context during 
the   1990s in Serbia was characterized by 
strong elements of authoritarian rule under 
Slobodan Miloševid and the political elite 
around him, as well as by the break-up of 
Yugoslavia, the wars that erupted in former  
Yugoslav republics and their consequences,  
including exceptionally high number of war  
crimes and other crimes against humanity.  
The key political actors in this period in Ser- 
bia were ex-communist elites who replaced  
their communist ideology with a nationalist  
one; and the omnipotent state security ap- 
paratus, which was under the control of no  
other political authority.34 The defense in- 
dustry and foreign trade came under the 
control of sons of generals and other high- 
ranking members of the security apparatus. 
The entire government became involved in 
 

34    Popovic,    Dj,    Petrovic,    P.,    Odanovic,    G.    and 
Radoman, J., 2011. Context Analysis of the Security 
Sector     Reform     in     Serbia 1989-2009.     Belgrade: 

Belgrade Centre for Security Policy. 

 

 

illegal trafficking of cigarettes and petrol, en- 
abled    by    economic    sanctions    imposed    on 
Serbia after the outbreak of the war. 

 

October 2000 and Beyond 
 

Miloševid    resigned    in    early    October  
2000 amid mass demonstrations pressuring  
him to accept his defeat in September presi- 
dential elections. Yet while his regime was 

defeated at the federal level (Federal Re- 
public of Yugoslavia - Serbia and Montene- 
gro), his structures remained in place in many  
important parts of government. A few months  
passed before a new (Serbian) government  
was formed, whereby remnants of Miloševid  
regime used the transition period to infiltrate  
the ranks of the new authorities or to preserve  
their positions in instances where the new au- 
thorities were slow to act. 

The new Serbian government and the  
Western    international    community    focused 
primarily on economy, including privatiza- 
tion and fiscal and monetary reforms and 
failed to advance any significant security  



 
 
 
 
 
sector reforms, despite common knowledge 
about the nature of structures the new ad- 
ministration had inherited. The demand to  
fully cooperate with the International Crimi- 
nal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY)  
was a daunting task for the new government,  
which faced the prospect of arresting and de- 
livering considerable numbers of sitting offi- 
cials in the police, army and intelligence ser- 
vices, over which the new government had  
failed to establish any meaningful authority.  
Substantial reform of the security sector was  
rendered even more difficult by political divi- 
sions between the pro-EU and moderniza- 
tion faction within the new Serbian leader- 
ship, led by Prime Minister Zoran Đinđid, 
and a faction centered around Federal Pres- 
ident Vojislav Koštunica, a nationalist social  
conservative who enjoyed far greater popu- 
lar support in Serbia than Đinđid, and who  
had done little to prevent or end the wars of 
the Miloševid period. 

In addition, the non-violent move- 
ment Otpor, which played a significant role  
in toppling Miloševid, turned its attention to  
corruption and positioned itself in an opposi- 
tion to the new regime, rather than explain- 
ing to the broader public in Serbia why it 
was morally relevant and important for the  
new authorities to cooperate with the ICTY. 
As a result, domestic pressure on the new 
regime    to    take    action    remained    modest.  
Otpor failed to understand that a common  
collateral  danger  of  non-violent  regime 
change was that a considerable number of  
those in the old regime responsible for intim- 
idation and repressive tactics could remain in  
government    unless assertive    actions were 
taken to remove them. Otpor failed to ad- 
dress this issue, which made it harder for 
Zoran Đinđid to assume authority over the 
security sector. Moreover, Otpor’s effort to 
position itself as a moral force in Serbian  
society, and its attendant focus on corrup- 
tion, served to diminish Đinđid’s already thin 
popular support. 

 
 
 
 

The Đinđid Assassination 
 

The events related to the assassina- 
tion showed that a connected set of some  
intelligence services, some politicians and 
organized crime groups were the actors who 
played a paramount role in Serbian power 
politics in the early days of transition. The 

assassination    of    Prime    Minister    Zoran 
Đinđid on March 12, 2003, was carried out  
by a group consisting of certain members of  
the notorious JSO (Special Operations Unit),  
an elite special unit of the Serbian State Se- 
curity Service, as well as members of orga- 
nized criminal groups and officials in the civil- 
ian intelligence agency. The assassination re- 
vealed the extent to which the old structures  
continued to play a role in the Serbian socie- 
ty and to which the new government had 
failed to clean out those structures as it fo- 
cused on economic reforms. 

Another     factor     hindering     security 

sector reform was Montenegro’s drive for 
independence. It is important to remember  
that Zoran Đinđid was a prime minister of  
only one of the two republics of Serbia and  
Montenegro, and that most of the security 
forces were under federal jurisdiction. Yet  
Montenegro, bent on complete independ- 
ence from federal structures, showed little  
interest    in    reforming    federal    institutions, 
which helped war crime perpetrators and 
Miloševid’s elite to consolidate themselves  
within the army and its intelligence services. 
Meanwhile, the federal parliament, which 
was formally charged to control them, was 
composed    of    Miloševid    supporters    from 
Montenegro and Serbia. 

Given these circumstances, in a coun- 
try that had yet to come to terms with its war 
crimes inheritance, Đinđid opted for ques- 
tionable    stopgap    solutions    that he hoped 
could be replaced with a more systematic 
approach later on. He set up a small alterna- 
tive security structure of trusted persons and  
charged them with a variety of tasks, not all of 
which were legal or legitimate.  



 
 
 
 
 

In retrospect, the Western interna- 
tional community has its own share of re- 
sponsibility to bear, for the atmosphere 
that was created prior to Đinđid assassina- 
tion, as Western officials did little to pres - 
sure Vojislav Koštunica or to highlight his 
past activities for a wider domestic or inter- 
national    audience,    while    simultaneously 

pushing Đinđid to arrest and deliver indi- 
viduals to the ICTY, all in a situation of little 
to no reform of government security struc- 
tures or implementation of any legal frame- 
work    ensuring    parliamentary    control    over 
such structures. 
 

The First Generation of Security Sector Re- 
forms, 2003-2006 
 

This period can be marked as the be- 
ginning of the first generation of security 
sector    reforms,    particularly    in    the    armed  
forces. The principle of civilian and democrat- 
ic control of the armed forces was introduced 
for the first time as General Staff and mili- 
tary intelligence services were subordinated  
to the Ministry of Defense.35 A law on the  
police facilitated depoliticization and pro- 
fessionalization of the police forces. Still,  
there was insufficient political will to push  
thorough reforms, although several police 
and army generals were sent to the ICTY in 
The Hague in this period. Certain security  
reform measures were implemented une- 
venly    due    to    tensions    between    Serbian  
and Montenegrin elites at the federal lev- 
el, and within Serbia among nationalist  
and pro-EU factions. Widespread corrup- 
tion among political parties and govern- 
ment     institutions     kept    state    institutions  
weak and incapable of advancing significant  
democratization or any broader societal re- 
forms. 
 

35    Popovic,    Dj,    Petrovic,    P.,    Odanovic,    G.    and 
Radoman, J., 2011. Context Analysis of the Security 
Sector     Reform     in     Serbia 1989-2009.     Belgrade: 
Belgrade Centre for Security Policy. 

 

 

 

 

The Second Generation of Security Sector 
Reforms, 2006-2010 

 

In this period, reforms were justified 
mainly by the need to comply with interna- 
tional criteria - in Serbia’s case, the bench- 
marks set by the EU. 

In May 2006, Serbia and Montenegro  
finally split, giving Serbia greater opportunity  
to introduce more vigorous reforms. Yet in 

November 2006, as part of a fruitless at- 
tempt to prevent Kosovo’s independence, 
Serbia adopted a new Constitution that con- 
tained insufficient or conflicting provisions  
related to democratic oversight of the secu- 
rity sector. 

The    self-declared    independence    of  
Kosovo on February 17, 2008, was a turning 
point of the discourse from integration to- 
wards protection of state territorial integri- 
ty and sovereignty. The debate over the 
security sector reform in this period was 
heavily conditioned by Serbia’s policy on 
Kosovo, which started to affect all other pol- 
icies.    All    strategic    documents    adopted    in 
this period were Kosovo-centric, failing to  
address other security and defense chal- 
lenges    properly.    Several    relevant    laws  
were adopted and an acceptable normative  
framework for democratic control as an im- 
portant part of the security sector reform 
was set in place, despite some weaknesses  
particularly regarding good governance and  
transparency of decision-making. This period  
was marked by controversial reforms of the  
judiciary that failed to attract needed atten- 
tion by the international community, which  
was focused elsewhere and was paying at- 
tention to Serbia only to ensure that it did 
not intervene militarily in Kosovo. As a con- 
sequence, international pressure on Serbia 
to engage in meaningful security sector re- 
form waned during this period.  



 
 
 
 
 
2011-2012 
 

The    arrests    of    Ratko    Mladid    and  
Goran Hadžid in spring 2011 offered Serbia  
an opportunity to close some gaps in its ef- 
forts at security sector reform. Serbia pro- 
fessionalized its army in 2011 and contin- 
ued to introduce NATO standards. The new,  
improved    legislation,    expanding    the    man- 
date of parliamentary committees in charge 
of security and defense affairs, is slated to 
enter into force in 2012. The European Un- 
ion also has successfully conditioned Serbia  
to amend legislation related to the impera- 
tive mandates of the Members of Parliament  
(until recently    mandates    of Members    of 
Parliament were imperative and the MPs 
could be recalled by their political parties,  
significantly impeding their ability to act pro- 
fessionally and in accordance with their own  
judgment. Actually, before they would enter 

Parliament, the MPs were obliged to sign 
blanket letters of resignations that could be  
activated in the case they deviated from the  
position of their parties, which enabled the  
party headquarters to control their votes).  
The new legislation, which gives the Mem- 
bers of Parliament more freedom to exer- 
cise    their mandates,    can    significantly    im- 
prove the work of new parliamentary com- 
mittees    on    security,    defense    and    intelli- 
gence agencies, if individuals appointed to 
work in them are committed to strengthen- 
ing of institutions and imposition of demo- 
cratic control over the security sector. 

Still, incomplete judicial reform, lack  
of harmonization of legislation throughout  
the security sector, and overall poor law en- 
forcement remain important concerns re- 
lated to the work and democratic oversight  
of the security sector in Serbia. The decision- 
making process on crucial issues is still made  
outside    official     institutions,    which    only  
serve to give them “democratic” cover. And  
when the decision-making process does oc- 
cur within government institutions, it is of- 
ten influenced by officials who are compro- 

 
 
 
 

mised by their activities in the 1990s and af- 
terwards. 

There are two possible explanations 
for Serbia’s failure to push for more com- 
prehensive security sector reform and more 
effective oversight: 

1) Serbian authorities wish to do it  
but do not control the full security appa- 
ratus, or 2) they wish to impose control, but  
not to reform the sector, and are therefore  
acting to strengthen informal political par- 
ties’ instruments of control, making unac- 
ceptable compromises along the way. 

Serbian    policy    towards    Kosovo,  
which tends to dictate the scope of all other 
policies, also significantly reduces Serbia’s 
capacity    to    complete    security    sector    re- 
form. The lack of successful judiciary reform  
continues to affect the security sector. The  
continued presence of former perpetrators,  
their accomplices, commanders and allies in 

Serbian security sector units, as well as in 
the judiciary and other parts of Serbian ad- 
ministration, in political and business life, in  
the poorly regulated private security sector, 

and in the media, significantly influences 
overall political landscape in Serbia, includ- 
ing the scope of security sector reform and 
policies towards Kosovo, Bosnia and Russia. 

Various    features    confirm    this 
thesis. Violent events in the north of Koso- 
vo, for instance, which the Serbian govern- 
ment sought to represent as the independ- 
ent    acts    of    indignant    Serbian    citizens, 
confirmed that Serbia maintains a strong 
police and intelligence presence in Kosovo,  
despite the provisions of the UNSC Resolu- 
tion 1244. The Serb roadblocks, for example,  
were built with equipment provided by the 
Serbian public sector companies, and thus 
were not solely an expression of discontent 
of the citizens of northern Kosovo, as the 
Serbian authorities claimed. 

Serbia    has also not    yet initiated    a 
comprehensive police reform, despite certain 
positive interventions in the field. Ever more 
gaps are becoming evident in the Serbian  



 
 
 
 
 
police sector, for instance the failure of po- 
lice in 2011 to protect a Gay Pride march, re- 
sulting in its cancellation; or failure by the  
police and the prosecutors to synchronize  
their work, which resulted in poor prosecu- 
tions,    for    instance    of     organized    crime  
groups who had attacked the previous gay  
parade    and    had    provoked    confrontations  
during sporting events, or     of     paramilitary  
units that had set fire to the US, German and  
Croatian embassies following Kosovo’s decla- 
ration    of    independence.    There    are    well- 
founded suspicions that these units are ac- 
tually an informal part of the police service,  
or at least receive support from some parts 
of the organization. In addition, police un- 
ions have openly challenged the authority of  
the Ministry of the Interior, for instance by  
refusing     to     provide security to organizers  
and participants of the Gay Pride march and  
other similar events. A recent prison break  
attempt by some of Serbia’s most notorious  
criminals demonstrated big gaps in the sys- 
tem. 

Army    General    Ljubiša    Dikovid    was  
appointed    Chief    of    Staff    of    the    Serbian  
Armed Forces. Dikovid was a commander of  
a notorious unit that committed numerous  
war crimes in the spring of 1999 in the com- 
bat zone in Kosovo. A dossier put together  
by    a    prominent    NGO,    The    Humanitarian  
Law Center, that contained evidence about  
his brigade’s whereabouts, testimonies from  
trials in the International Criminal Tribunal 
for former Yugoslavia  (ICTY) about crimes, 
and evidence they left behind, was promptly  
dismissed by Ministry of Defense (MoD)  
officials, along with demands for reconsid- 
eration of the appointment. Instead, NGOs 
which dealt with the issue were severely at- 
tacked by the MoD. The Western and inter- 
national communities have been disappoint- 
ingly silent about the scandal. 

 
 
 

The Role of the ICTY and Domestic War 
Crimes Trials in the Security Sector Reform 

While    cooperation    with    ICTY    and  
domestic prosecution of war crimes has of- 
ten been grudging and slow in coming, it  
has significantly contributed to the securi- 
ty sector reform. Cooperation with ICTY,  
which resulted in extraditions of some ac- 
tive staff, as well of those retired but well  
connected and still influential, to the ICTY 
detention,    coupled    with    ICTY’s    external 
scrutiny, has been the greatest single con- 
tributor to an extremely important track of 
the security sector reform —cleansing of 
compromised personnel from the Serbian 
security sector ranks. Unfortunately, this is  
not enough. Only a fraction of the personnel  
in the Serbian security services who were in- 
volved    in    committing    crimes    during    the 
1990s have been charged, much less con- 
victed, by the ICTY or by domestic courts. 

 
The Role of the EU in the Security Sector Re- 
form 

 

The current EU approach to security 
sector reform is ad hoc, occasionally self- 
contradictory and sometimes based on wish- 
ful thinking. This is not the case with other  
important fields related to the Serbian 
progress towards the EU, which the EU  
thoroughly covers and presents in its an- 
nual progress reports. In its conclusion, the  
EC Progress Report for Serbia for 2010 mere- 
ly states: “Overall, there was further pro- 
gress    towards    completing    the    legislation 
providing for civilian oversight of security 
forces     and    implementing     constitutionally 
guaranteed rights. However, civilian over- 
sight, including the work of the relevant par- 
liamentary    committee,    needs    to    be    rein- 
forced.”    The    EU,    of    course,    through    the  
Commission’s annual progress reports, co- 
vers a number of segments of the security 
sector reform, such as the reform of judici- 
ary and the role of Parliament in democratic  



 
 
 
 
 
oversight.  It  also  covers  many  aspects 
through the questionnaire it prepares for 
applicant  countries.  Nevertheless,  it  has 
failed to adopt a comprehensive approach 
to the security sector. 

The incomplete nature of the pro- 
cess of security sector reform related to 
democratic oversight of military security and 
intelligence agencies, and of regulation of 
defense industry exports that are not in 
compliance with EU expectations and rec- 
ommendations, is confirmed by the Serbian  
Government itself, in its answers to the EU  
questionnaire. In its 2011 analytical report  
accompanying    the    EC    recommendation  
that Serbia should be granted the status of  
a    candidate    for    EU    membership,    the    EC  
merely noted, for the first time, that Serbi- 
an intelligence agencies had a mandate to 
participate in criminal investigations, which 
was not    a practice accepted in most EU 
member states, and recommended that this 
be changed. 
 

More Intensive NATO Involvement— The 
Missing Link 
 

In contrast to the other Eastern Euro- 
pean and Western Balkan countries, Serbia is  
not    in    the    process    of    NATO    integration.  
NATO’s 1999 intervention against the Feder- 
al Republic of Yugoslavia and its impact on  
the status of Kosovo, along with persistently 
negative messages from Russian officials,  
all continue to have a negative impact on  
public perceptions regarding possible Ser- 
bian integration in NATO. Perception is in 
fact    so    negative    that    the    ruling    coalition 
even avoids serious deliberation on the is- 
sue. It is therefore hard to expect that this 
process will occur in the next several years. 
Yet it has been this very process that has 
been so important to the overall reform and 
imposition of democratic control over the 
security sector in other transition countries. 
Currently NATO’s assistance of reforms, in- 
cluding the one coming via Serbia’s mem- 

 
 
 

bership in Partnership for Peace (PFP), is 
predominately focused on some aspects of 
defense sector reform. The introduction of 
certain NATO standards in the Serbian 

armed forces, along with their professional- 
ization,    is    welcome.    Yet    these    standards  
concern technical capabilities and interop- 
erability rather than strengthening of com- 
manding institutions and their democratically  
controlled code of conduct. A few years ago, 
Serbia and NATO set up the Defense Re- 
form Group. Subsequent to some initial 
hiccups, the Group accelerated its work 
during 2011. The Serbian MoD completed 
in 2011 a new individual Partnership Action 
Plan proposal, a more comprehensive meth- 
od of cooperation with NATO, which is a pos- 
itive development. 

Unfortunately, the proposal is cur- 
rently languishing in the Serbian Ministry of  
Foreign Affairs, due to the conflicts between  
KFOR    forces    and    Serbs    from    Kosovo    in 
northern Kosovo in late 2011. This, along 
with    other    previously    explained    factors, 
leaves NATO with little leverage in Serbia. 

 

The Role of the United States and Others 
 

Efforts    by    individual    countries    like  
the    U.S.    or    Norway,    inter-governmental  
agencies such as OSCE, or large internation- 
al organizations such as the Geneva Centre  
for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces, 
to help Serbia in this field have also been  
welcome, but they are limited in scope, as  
they cannot replace a comprehensive ap- 
proach    that    includes,    for    example,    im- 
portant role of the judiciary in a demo- 
cratically-controlled security sector. Some- 
times the interests of individual states in  
other areas prevail over their interests in 
further    democratization    of    Serbia    and  
genuine    transitional    justice    and    regional  
cooperation. This became most obvious af- 
ter    Kosovo    had    declared    independence 
from Serbia. In order to preserve peace 
and contain a possible military response  



 
 
 
 
 
by Serbia, the US and most of the leading 
EU member states have focused on relia- 
ble individuals rather than on democrati- 
cally-controlled institutions. This has mar- 
ginalized the efforts at comprehensive se- 
curity sector reforms. This carries certain 
consequences, as evidenced by such prob- 
lems as paramilitary group attacks against  
the Gay Pride march in 2010 and subse- 
quent cancellation of the march in 2011; 
emergence       of       paramilitary       hooligan 
groups; violence in the north of Kosovo; 
failure to disclose and punish ICTY fugi- 
tives (including those who aided them); and 
appointments    of    compromised    per- 
sonnel to high-level positions. 
 

The Role of Russia 

Serbian    and    Russian    bilateral    rela- 
tions are a mixture of non-transparent deals  
in the energy and security sector, which are  
clearly unfavorable for Serbia. Serbia, and  
Russian support for Serbian policy on Ko- 
sovo, is based on myths and fallacies, bol- 
stered by both parties, and based on the al- 
leged traditional Russian support of Serbia  
throughout history. Russia has openly been  
warning    that    it    would    object    to    Serbian 
NATO accession, but in reality it has been  
objecting and impeding Serbian EU inte - 
gration too. It is important to bear in mind 
that    many    high-ranking    personnel    in    the  
Army and military intelligence agencies are  
Russian    scholars.    Some    recently    retired 
people from this group are still very active  
in political life in Serbia, mainly via myriad 
of newly-established think tanks or security  
institutes that are the main partners of the  
Ministry of Defense, which itself has failed 
to demonstrate the willingness to cooper- 
ate with civil society organizations that ad- 
vocate a Euro-Atlantic path for Serbia. Ser- 
bia and Russia agreed upon setting up a so- 
called humanitarian center in Southern Ser- 
bia, actually meant to be a Russian military  
base. The provisions of the bilateral agree- 

 
 
 
 

ment on this are not publicly available and 
are a matter of speculation and concern. 

 

Four Consequences 

First, the Serbian authorities lack the  
will or the capability to investigate, disclose  
and prosecute those who supported Mladid  
or other ICTY fugitives for so long, to inquire  
into the means by what they did so and the  
cost it entailed, as a precondition for more 
comprehensive security sector reform. In- 
stead, Serbian MoD provided its own asser- 
tion, solely on the basis of a brief internal 
investigation conducted by the Serbian Army  
and the Ministry of Defense Military Security 
Agency, that the army and the Military Se- 
curity Agency had not been hiding Ratko 
Mladid since 2002. The ICTY, the EU and the  
US should insist on an external investigation,  
but have not done so. Without a continuous  
pressure by the ICTY Chief Prosecutor Serge  
Brammertz and the EU, Serbia is likely never  
to discover who had been protecting the fu- 

gitives and how they had managed to re- 
main free for so long and at what cost. 

The cases of five still unresolved vio- 
lent deaths of conscript soldiers in Serbian 
military facilities during 2004-2005 could 
add to the costs of inaction. In all five cases, 
the    military    investigation    claimed    suicide 
(three cases in Leskovac area military facili- 
ties in 2004-2005), or murder and subse- 
quent suicide (the case of two elite guard  
soldiers in military barracks in Belgrade in  
2005), despite forensic and other findings 
that pointed to murders. Despite evidence  
supporting    suspicions    that    those    deaths 
were directly linked to provision of assis- 
tance to Mladid in his evasion of justice by  
Serbian army units or individuals or were re- 
lated to cover-ups of other illegal activities,  
the approach taken by military and judicial  
authorities    toward    those    cases    has    been  
very disturbing. The manner in which these  
cases were conducted implies that even the  
current authorities are not prepared to hold  



 
 
 
 
 
accountable  some  individuals  under  their 
formal command. Instead, they are inclined  
to    fatally    undermine    investigative    proce- 
dures in order to conceal responsibility of 
their subordinates for their suspected omis- 
sions and crimes, going even so far as to 
eliminate witnesses to their criminal acts. 

Second, the commitment of Serbian  
authorities to regional reconciliation is poor,  
as demonstrated by their policies and their 
behavior on the ground. Unfortunately, it 
seems    that    Serbian    authorities,    even 
those labeled as     pro-EU and pro-NATO, 
deem    the    arrests    of    Ratko    Mladid    and 
Goran Hadžid as a gesture of closing one 
chapter rather than as the basis for an ideo- 
logical and personal break with policies of  
the 1990s. There is no acknowledgement  
that these very structures led to the com- 
mission    of    war    crimes.    Nor    is    there 
acknowledgement of the need of further  
reform of the entire security sector. Such  
an acknowledgement would, however, be 
the best test of Serbia’s expressed wish for 
reconciliation with its neighbors. 

Serbia has also pursued frivolous le- 
gal cases against Bosnians, most recently 
against Jovan Divjak. The justifications given  
by Serbian authorities for such actions were  
based on misrepresentations of facts and do  
not    contribute    to    regional    reconciliation.  
There is a trend of politicization of the Office 
of the Prosecutor for War Crimes, whose 
focus has shifted significantly from prosecu- 
tion of those within the ranks of Serbian se- 
curity forces to those who committed crimes 
against Serbs. 

Serbia has no clear attitude towards  
the fact that Republika Srpska (RS) Govern- 
ment has been financing an organization in  
charge of negating the crimes of Srebrenica  
for    three    years,    ignoring    the    transparent 
scientific methodology of data acquisition 
on the number of victims and causes of 
their deaths, as required by relevant inter- 
national organizations. Support by the ruling 
Democratic Party for the establishment of a 

 
 
 
 

regional commission to determine and dis- 
close the facts about war crimes committed 
in the former Yugoslavia (ReCOM) is rhetori- 
cal and lacks substance. 

Third, the    Serbian    authorities    are  
not prepared to comprehensively close the  
existing gap in the security sector reform, ei- 
ther in terms of structure or personnel, or to 
improve democratic control of the armed 
forces and intelligence agencies. Despite ex- 
tensive evidence justifying the need for a 
more thorough approach to security sector  
reform, there is great discrepancy between  
the rhetoric of Serbian officials and the ac- 
tual situation in the sector. Unfortunately, it  
is very unlikely that this topic will emerge as  
an important one in upcoming 2012 general  
elections in Serbia. 

Fourth, the Serbian Government is  
unwilling, unable, or slow to act to change 
its policies towards Bosnia and Herzegovina 
and Kosovo. By its policy on the Kosovo is- 
sue, as conducted until early 2012, demon- 
strating not only the flawed foreign policy 
orientation of the country but also the lack  
of reform in the security sector, Serbia has  
shown that it still cannot be considered a re- 
liable partner to its immediate neighbors or  
to the EU, and that it acts in a proper direc- 
tion only in response to EU pressure. The 
president of Serbia Boris Tadid has repeat- 
edly asked the EU to apply the same stand- 

ards to all applicant countries, and has re- 
cently reminded the EU, on several occa- 
sions, of the Copenhagen criteria. But he has  
conveniently forgotten anything about con- 
ditions for Western Balkan countries as de- 
fined    in    Thessaloniki    or    Zagreb,    regarding  
their obligation to fully cooperate with The  
Hague Tribunal and show dedication to re- 
gional cooperation. Serbian authorities tend  
to neglect the fact that the Copenhagen cri- 
teria also imply the ability of an applicant 
country to undertake all commitments aris- 
ing from membership, including implementa- 
tion of the goals of political, economic and 
monetary union. So far, by its voting in rele- 



 
 
 
 
 
vant  international  bodies,  Serbia  has  not 
demonstrated its readiness to address the 
political interests of the Union. Serbia’s at- 
titude towards the EULEX mission in Kosovo 
is similar. 

In  December 2011,  the  European 
Council decided to postpone decision on the  
Serbian bid to be granted the status of the 
candidate for EU membership, giving the 
Serbian    Government    clearly    articulated  
tasks that it had to meet in order to achieve  
that status. Once again, the EU demonstrat- 
ed that a policy of clear conditions and well- 
articulated incentives was the best way for  
both sides to move in a common direction.  
Serbia has made a significant effort to meet  
the    aforementioned    conditions    and    man- 
aged to reach an important agreement with 
the Kosovo Government on       representa- 
tion of Kosovo in regional forums and on 
integrated   border   management.   The   Eu- 
ropean Council rewarded both parties in 
early March 2012 - Serbia with the status of  
a candidate for membership (without a set 
date for beginning of the negotiation pro- 
cess, but with conditions to be met prior to  
that), while Kosovo with further actions re- 
lated to its EU perspective. Still, Serbia has to 
prove that it is a reliable negotiator and 
partner in the process. The main challenge  
is its general attitude towards Serbs in north  
Kosovo and the parallel institutions it main- 
tains there, as well as its ability to implement  
agreements reached with the Kosovo Gov- 
ernment. Bearing in mind that Serbia was 
the party in negotiations that insisted    on  
UNSC Resolution 1244, it would be difficult 
for it to carry out forthcoming elections at  
the territory of Kosovo as it did during the 
previous election period. 

Officially, Serbia’s policy on Bosnia is 
that it is allegedly committed to the unity of 
Bosnia, but evidence to the contrary con- 
tinues to mount. In the wake of the EU’s  
decision on Serbia’s candidacy bid, several 
high-level officials undermined that position 
without  provoking  intervention  of  either 

 
 
 
 

President Tadid and his government or the 
Western international community, which fo- 
cused solely on conditions imposed on Ser- 
bia and its dialogue with Kosovo. In reali- 
ty, Serbia equates Republika Srpska with the  
Bosnian state by meeting with the RS leader  
in the absence of state or Federation repre- 
sentatives, by openly proposing the parti- 
tion of Kosovo and Bosnia, and by under- 
mining ICTY sentences and findings related 
to the role of Serbian forces in the war in 
Bosnia and by calling for termination of fur- 
ther trials for war crimes. 

 

How to Move Forward 
 

The EU decision to grant Serbia the  
status of a candidate for membership is a 
welcome step, as Serbia has made some im- 
portant steps in early 2012 that many de- 
scribe as a turning point in the EU direction  
and the beginning of discontinuity with Ko- 
sovo policy as it has been conducted until 
very recently. Still, the EU should not forget  
that it rewarded both sides with progress in  
the integration processes based on the par- 
ties’ willingness to reach some agreements,  
undermining some of its standard criteria in  
other    fields.    Even    the    European    Commis- 
sion’s analytical report for Serbia for 2011 
was slightly softer on the judiciary, corrup- 
tion and protection of religious rights than 
expected. 

It is becoming more and more obvi- 
ous that current gaps in the security sector 
reform seriously affect other internal poli- 
cies    in    Serbia,    including    those    subject    to  
harmonization with EU legislation, and its 
foreign policy orientation and relations in 
general. These issues constitute a knot that 
genuine pro-EU forces in Serbia cannot un- 
tangle without much stronger EU support and    
involvement,    with    clear    requirements and 
rewards for achieving them. 

There is a need for comprehensive 
EU approach to the evaluation and assis- 
tance to Serbia to complete its security sec- 



 
 
 
 
 
tor reform. Without that reform, all other 
reform attempts, including those related to  
Serbian preparedness for EU candidacy sta- 
tus, will be severely impeded. Oddly enough,  
this program of reform is rarely mentioned  
in the context of Serbia’s EU integration. A  
comprehensive EU approach to overall secu- 
rity sector reform should be in place. The  
EU disposes with the tools to assume this  
approach. By combining the Common For- 
eign, Security and Defense Policy and the 
Enlargement Policy, the EU could better 
connect its “technical” with “political” con- 
ditions, and make it easier for Serbia to un- 
derstand and meet them. 

The EU has demonstrated its capacity  
to tailor the enlargement process recognizing  
specific circumstances of applicant countries  
by — for example — including full coopera- 
tion with the ICTY as a condition for Western  
Balkan countries, while maintaining its own  
standards. A similar logic should be applied  
in the case of Serbia and the need for the se- 
curity sector reform. 

In the case of Serbia, it should map 
out and analyze the achievements of the se- 
curity sector reform process overall. Based  
on those findings, the EU should shape and 
present its expectations regarding the fu- 

ture steps that Serbia should take, as it does 
in other fields of primary concern such as  
the fight against corruption and organized 
crime. These steps should include demands  
for disclosure and punishment of those who  
aided ICTY fugitives and continuation of in- 
vestigations    for    war    crimes    and    crimes 
against humanity in domestic institutions.  
Without this additional effort, the EU risks 
significantly    undermining    all    material    and 
political support provided to Serbia and the 
region to date. 

When Serbia starts the process of 
negotiation with the EU, which may happen  
as early as September 2012 if Serbia disman- 
tles parallel    structures    in    north    Kosovo, 
reaches a deal in energy and telecommu- 
nication fields with Kosovo and more vigor- 

 
 
 
 

ously  addresses  judicial  reform,  the  EU 
should insist that the security sector - relat- 
ed chapters be among the first to be ad- 
dressed, given that postponement of these  
issues would impede the progress in other  
fields subject to negotiations. The destiny of  
Serbian parallel institutions in north Kosovo 
and their possible integration into Kosovo  
institutions as well as Serbia’s willingness  
and ability to enable KFOR and EULEX to  
work fully in the north should be analyzed 
in the context of Serbia’s ability to put still- 
uncontrolled parts of the security sector un- 
der its control. These factions will most like- 
ly be the main source of resistance to im- 
plementation       of       agreements       recently  
reached with Kosovo and the EU. Evidence is 
mounting that they are significantly influ- 
encing the policies of Serbs in the north, of- 
ten forbidding them to be more forthcom- 
ing to Kosovo institutions, KFOR and EULEX 
or blackmailing them in connection with it. 

The US, in the January 2012 revi- 
sion    of    its    Defense    Strategy,    has    an- 
nounced a continuation of its presence in 
the region of the Western Balkans and said 
the EU remained the key strategic partner 
in the region. It is crucial for further consol- 
idation of the region that the EU and the 
U.S. adopt common approaches to chal- 
lenging issues, adopt common goals and 
devise   similar   or   complementary   method- 
ologies to achieve them. This will diminish  
the influence of those in the region who  
seek to build their political positions    by 
spreading fears of either Serbian interven- 
tion in Kosovo or the violent dissolution of 
Bosnia. Additionally, it could help the U.S. 
to focus more on strengthening institutions  
in Serbia and promoting more transparent  
decision-making processes, rather than re- 
lying on persons in charge of relevant in- 
stitutions and turning a blind eye to some  
appointments    of     high-level    staff,    with  
the Ministry of Defense being the clearest  
example. 

In a word, the Western international  



 
 
 
 
 
community should finally admit that the el- 
ephant is in the room and help Serbia do 
something about it. 
 

Potential      lessons      for      MENA      countries 
learned in Serbia and the Western Balkans 
 

The Middle East and North African  
(MENA) countries could learn from the ex- 
perience of Western Balkans and Serbia,  
maybe even more than from the experi- 
ence of Eastern European countries. De- 
spite many initial differences in terms of  
regime     change     in     MENA    countries    in  
comparison    with    Western    Balkan    coun- 
tries, there are also some broad similarities  
among them that did not exist between  
Western Balkans and Eastern European 
countries. 

A    number    of    important    distinc- 
tions  between  the  Socialist  Federative 
Republic  of  Yugoslavia (SFRY)  and  those 

Eastern European countries that had been 
members of the Warsaw Pact helped to 
determine the profile and the dynamic of 
their respective transitions in the late 1980s 
and the early 1990s. These distinctions in- 
cluded: 

• a lack of fear of Soviet influence; 
lack of experience with consequences of 
the Soviet influence as a driving force to- 
wards the EU and NATO (citizens of former  
SFRY had more freedom of movement, bet- 
ter standards of living, fewer bans on for- 
eign cultural influences and less oppressive 
intelligence services); 

• a lack of social consensus on the 
direction and desired future type of socie- 
ty; 

• more ethnically and religiously di- 
verse states, with less influential organized 
religions and churches; 

• unresolved border issues; and 
• the fact that lifting the lid on op- 

pressive     regimes    in    Eastern     European 
countries    did    not    unleash    an    uncon- 
trolled burst of aggressive nationalism as it 

 
 
 
 

did in most Western Balkan countries. 
Slovenia    was    exception    from    the 

very beginning of the crisis in SFRY. It was 
more    ethnically    and    religiously    homoge- 
nous, with a stronger consensus on its fu- 
ture orientation and without a relevant Ser- 
bian minority. Macedonia also preserved it- 

self from being involved in a bloody war 
mainly because it did not have a significant  
Serbian minority, and later        because        the  
Western         international         community         be- 
came better equipped and more aware of 
the    need    to    prevent    or    stop    emerging 
armed ethnic conflicts. 

These       distinctions        became       even  
greater with the bloody dissolution of SFRY.  
Eastern European transitions were marked by  
dismantlement    of    intelligence    apparatuses  
and    social expulsion    of those    involved in  
breaches of human rights (the lustration pro- 
cess); rapid accession towards NATO and the  
EU, each of which required institutional re- 
forms and generated mutual pressure re- 
garding security sector reforms; and peace- 
ful    settlement     of    territorial/national    is- 
sues, for instance in the case of the Czech 
Republic    and    Slovakia.    Serbian,    Croatian,  
Montenegrin and Bosnia and Herzegovina’s  
transitions, on the other hand, were charac- 
terized by the heritage of war crimes, territo- 
rial    disputes    and    poor    economic    circum- 
stances due to long wars, sanctions and re- 
vival of Russia as a regional actor. Croatia ac- 
celerated its reforms after the Dayton Peace  
Agreement, Macedonia did so after resolu- 
tion of disputes with its Albanian minority 
in 2001, and Montenegro moved ahead af- 
ter the peaceful dissolution of the Federal  
Republic of Yugoslavia, formalized in 2006 
after    a     three-year-longofficial    transitional 
period. Transitions in Serbia or Bosnia and 
Herzegovina have been additionally imped- 
ed  by  the  fairly  nonfunctional  Dayton 
Peace Agreement and the open issue of 
the status of Kosovo. Transition in Serbia 
has    also    been    challenged    by    the    NATO 
1999 intervention, which caused powerful  



 
 
 
 
 
anti-Western sentiments among many citi- 
zens. 

Similarly to the Dayton triangle of 
Western  Balkan  countries (Serbia  and  
Montenegro now; Croatia; Bosnia and Her- 
zegovina), MENA     countries     witnessed the  
violence    by    state    institutions    during    the 
transition period. The issue of excessive 
use of force by governments against their 
own    citizens,    whether    in    combat    with  
ethnic    or    political    enemies,    is    the    main 
common feature. This is why MENA coun- 
tries will most likely have to address the is- 
sue of transitional justice in a much tougher  
manner than was the case in Eastern Euro- 
pean countries with lustration efforts that 
did not even envisage prison sentences, but 
rather a simple elimination from public posts. 

After the end of the war in late 1995,  
the Western Balkan countries of the Dayton  
triangle found themselves in geographic ra- 
ther than political proximity to the EU and 
NATO, which    enabled    them    to    decide 
whether they would join these structures. 
Croatia and Montenegro reached wide pub- 
lic consensus on Euro-Atlantic integration, 
which helped them complete their integra- 
tion process, as in the case of Croatia, or  
kept them on track, as in the case of Mon- 
tenegro. Serbia and Bosnia and Herzegovina 
maintain majority support for EU integra- 
tion (majority of citizens in Bosnia and Her- 
zegovina also support NATO integration, but  
officials    in    Republika    Srpska    have    second 
thoughts). Yet, whereas support for Euro- 
Atlantic integration was viewed as a sign of  
democracy taking hold in Eastern European 

countries, and then in Slovenia,    Albania, 
Croatia and Montenegro, this simple equa- 
tion does not necessarily hold for Serbia or  
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Vested political in- 
terests in both countries are in fact wary of  
such integration, fearing that further democ- 
ratization will strip them of the benefits they  
currently reap from non-democratic practic- 
es. 

Once the lid was lifted on oppressive 

 
 
 
 

regimes in the Western Balkans and many 
MENA countries, ugly religious or ethnic to- 
utilitarian    ideologies    have    appeared.    The 

Eastern European countries were not de- 
void of similar tendencies, yet they man- 
aged  to  keep  them  under  control  by 
building wide support for civil liberties,  
rule of law and respect for human rights,  
and above all strong institutions that could  
protect and support that consensus. The EU 
and NATO integration processes were cru- 
cial elements in this transformation. 

Although at first blush the rallies of 
the    Arab    Spring    evoked    superficial    media  
comparisons with the fall of the Berlin Wall  
and    the    Iron    Curtain,    the    transitions    in  
Eastern    European    countries    were    con- 
ducted, by and large, under far more pre- 
dictable and favorable conditions, and aided 
by the attraction and realistic possibility of 
the EU and NATO membership, than the 
transitions either in the Western Balkans or 
in the MENA countries. The Western Bal- 
kans slid into bloody wars mainly because 
of Serb nationalism, the rejection of possible 
peaceful dissolution of SFRY, and Serbia’s  
deployment of the federal army to stop it. 
Serbian nationalists rejected the prospect of  
democratization and related support by the  
Western international community, thus slow- 
ing down the processes of democratization in  
most    Western    Balkan    countries,    as    ex- 
plained    earlier.    Even    in    the    wake    of 
Miloševid’s ouster in October 2000, amidst  
mass demonstrations - reported to the liv- 
ing rooms around the world - subsequent 
developments have demonstrated that ear- 
ly hopes for transformational change in Ser- 
bia proved to be premature. 

CNN’s “victory    of    democracy    ef- 
fect” or the latest “CNN victory of democ- 
racy by social media effect,” convenient for  
broadcasting and based on initial significant  
moments in regime replacement processes,  
are    good    for    busting    up    and    mobilizing  
masses, but they can be counterproductive.  
Such media spectacles may convey a false  



 
 
 
 
 
impression on how much has been achieved 
and, even more importantly, how much is 
still to be done. The transition towards de- 
mocracy    will have    to    be    conducted    with  
many different social actors, many of whom  
do    not    necessarily    subscribe    to    human  
rights and rule of law as primary features of 
democracy. This is often inconsistent with 
media’s description of protesters, although 
they can opt for non-violent means. If the  
impact of initial activities is exaggerated, 
then all inevitable setbacks can cause addi- 
tional pessimism, leading to possible dissolu- 
tion of movements. 

The Serbian case shows that differ- 
ent     actors committed    to change    should 
stick together, despite their differences, if 
common    enemies    are    entrenched    and    a 
lowest-common-denominator vision for their 
country is in place. The Serbian case also  
shows that although economic and social  
issues are important, they should not be- 
come the main focus of the transition pro- 
cesses. The security sector reform must be- 
come priority as soon as the regime change  
starts. The army, police, militias and securi- 
ty services cannot remain ensconced in offi- 
cial institutions, which is the case in many  
MENA countries, even though they push  
for reforms in other fields. Sooner or lat- 
er, in order to make sustainable progress, 
the security sector reform must be tackled, 
despite   alluring   offers   of   coexistence   by 
remnants of the old regime. 

The early addressing of the issue of  
the future role of the security apparatus is  
even more pressing in MENA countries, as  
the EU and NATO integration mechanisms 
are not available to help them consolidate.  
Other members of the Western internation- 
al community have limited resources and 
capabilities    in    comparison    with    EU    and  
NATO integration processes. The rule of  
law— which must first be prioritized among  
citizens— cannot be built without ensuring  
that all institutions of state power are truly 

 
 
 
 

subject to the law. 
The pro-democratic forces in MENA 

countries should not let themselves be in- 
timidated    by    the    prospects    that    Muslim  
Brotherhood and similar parties could con- 
trol parliaments as long as they are will- 
ing to get involved in the process that  
tends to evolve towards more democratic  
change of power. Despite setbacks, frus- 
trating compromises or other pressing is- 
sues,    such    as    poor    socio-economic    envi- 
ronment, they should start making a per- 
manent    case    for    building    independent,  
strong institutions and procedures which set  
oversight over the military as a precondition  
for successful security sector reform as soon  
as possible. The mechanisms of transitional 
justice, which must be set up bearing in 
mind the level of abuse demonstrated so 
far, can significantly help the security sector  
reform in MENA countries, as they did in the  
Western Balkans. Without a radical breaka- 
way from the former regime, particularly if 
transition is sparked by non-violent move- 
ments, it is hard for newly established gov- 
ernments to clear any compromised staff 
from the security sector ranks and they will 
most likely be able to actively resist reforms 
due to legal obstacles and weak judiciary. 

Transitional justice mechanisms, 
such as ad hoc local or regional tribunals, 
can give reforms legitimization and legaliza- 

tion. Despite all flaws in the set-up of the 
ICTY structure, despite all inevitable setbacks 
that emerged during its work, one thing is 
certain: the Western Balkans today is a bet- 
ter place thanks to the results of the ICTY. 
One can only wonder if Montenegro, Serbia,  
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia would 
have managed to reach their current lev- 
els of transition if the ICTY had not been 
set up and if the political leaders of regimes 
that produced so many crimes against hu- 
manity and their main culprits were not put 
on trial and sentenced.  
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The     debate 
about  justifications 
for and        accom- 
plishments  of  hu- 
manitarian interven- 
tions - which must 
not     be     confused 
with  other  aspects 

of military actions - 
is  conducted  con- 
tinuously  since  the 

end of the Cold War, 
when these kinds of 
interventions     have 
become  more  fre- 
quent     in     interna- 
tional  relations.  Ex- 
ternal  humanitarian 

military interventions, mostly intervening in  
intrastate civil wars in order to protect civil- 
ian population from mass atrocities or hun- 
ger, have been met with steady criticism not  
only    by    criminal    structures    against    which 
they    are    launched    but    also    by    well - 
intentioned analysts; less frequently, they 
have also elicited praise. Nevertheless, these  
kinds of interventions gained major affirma- 
tion and a measure of legal grounding in in- 
ternational law when the UN in 2005 decid- 
ed to endorse elaboration of the proposed 
doctrine „responsibility to protect“ (R2P in 
popular    abbreviation).    According    to    this  
concept, state sovereignty is primarily a sort  
of    responsibility    of    the    government    that  
wields power over a certain territory rather 

than its inalienable right. Consequently, in  
the severest cases of violations of human 
rights, and especially in cases of war crimes 
during an armed conflict - even if it is strict- 

 
 

ly contained within one country - the inter- 
national community has a right to militarily 
intervene in order to protect civilians from 
genocide, ethnic cleansing or other grave vi- 
olations of international humanitarian law 
or in order to ensure unimpeded delivery of 
humanitarian assistance to the population 
at risk, if such protection is not or cannot be 
provided by their home state. 

A rare article among those that ap- 
pear in international journals which speaks  
positively    and    not    merely    critically    about 
humanitarian interventions and which em- 
phasized successful examples of such inter- 
ventions in the last two decades, summing 
up the best practice and lessons learned for  
possible future similar challenges, is the ar- 
ticle „Humanitarian Intervention Comes of 
Age“ authored by Jon Western and Joshua 
Goldstein, which appeared late last year in 
Foreign Affairs. 

The authors describe numerous chal- 
lenges and dilemmas that have accompa- 
nied    humanitarian    interventions    from    the  
early 1990s  and  the  difficult  process  of  
learning - mostly from one’s own mistakes - 
of crucial actors in the international com- 
munity and maturing of their relationship 

towards the issue of civilian protection dur- 
ing an armed conflict. They present and take  
issue with the most important criticism that  
is occasionally still leveled against R2P. Hav- 
ing described numerous successful interven- 
tions, especially in the last two decades, the  
authors draw several lessons that are to be  
observed if the threat of external humani- 
tarian  intervention  and  the  accompanying 

instruments of international justice are to 
present increasingly significant deterrent to  



 
 
 
 
 
warring parties in civil wars, who often not 
only fail to protect civilians, but sometimes 
make unchecked violence against civilians 
one of their main war aims. The authors 
conclude that despite all reservations, it still 
holds that the use of military force in hu- 
manitarian interventions is able to prevent 
grave breaches of international humanitari- 
an law and represents an appropriate hu- 
man response to war crimes as „the prob- 

lem from hell.“ 
Western and Goldstein observe that 

the fall of the Berlin Wall, the end of the 
Cold War, the lack of limitations that super- 
power rivalry had previously posed to the 
use of force in international relations and 
apparent victory of liberal democracy across  
the world have strengthened the conviction 

of Western leaders that the limited use of 
military force can more easily and quickly 
solve a multitude of problems that emerged  
in the world after it, such as problems of ci- 
vilian    casualties    in    civil    wars    and    other  
armed conflicts. On the other hand, increas- 
ingly sophisticated and ubiquitous electronic 

media - now covering many of the things 
that    had    previously    been    only    marginally  
noted - have a strong impact on public opin- 
ion, which has grown less ready to tolerate  
civilian deaths, threats to innocent lives and  
general lack of concern of governments for  
lives and basic human rights of their citizens.  
In addition, new problems have confronted 
the world such as ethnic conflicts in some 
former communist countries. And expecta- 
tions of citizens, not only in former Eastern  
Europe, but also across all continents, have 
developed in the direction of democratiza- 
tion, greater observance    of    human    rights 
and creation of conditions for accelerated 
economic development. 

The authors analyze the cases of So- 
malia, Rwanda and Bosnia and Herzegovina  
before the fall of Srebrenica and seek com- 
mon denominators and threads that con- 
nect these three failures of the international 
community. 

 
 
 
 

One  of  humanitarian  interventions 
which provoked fiercest debate and which was 
considered a failure was the U.S. en- 
gagement in Somalia in 1992-1993 under 

the auspices of the United Nations. The aim 
was to ensure unimpeded delivery of hu- 
manitarian     assistance     to     the     population 
caught in the midst of a civil war. Without  
much experience in this type of interven- 
tions, without any rules of engagement or 
tactics that would lead to long-term stability  
and due to utter lack of fit between military  
theory and (a new) practice, the result was 
catastrophic. Even though delivery of food  
and medicines to civilians was rather suc- 
cessful and has managed to save numerous 
lives, the intervention showed weaknesses 
in coping with political and strategic realities  
of    the    Somali    society and the underlying 
sources of conflict in the country. The U.S. 
troops    were    soon    drawn    into    a    shooting 
conflict with one of the paramilitary armies 

and in one among several incidents, after 
the fall of a U.S. military helicopter in Moga- 
dishu, 18 U.S. marines were lynched, killed 
and mutilated. This, as well as the entire in- 
tervention    from    its    initial    landing    on    an  
empty beach in Somalia, was recorded by TV 
cameras. Under public pressure, the then 
U.S. President Bill Clinton quickly withdrew  
the U.S. troops, after which the U.N. with- 
drew too, leaving Somalia to plunge into 
even deeper divisions and suffering the end 
of which is not in sight even today, two dec- 
ades after. 

Several months later, in early 1984,  
the U.N. launched a peacekeeping mission  
for Rwanda, with an aim to ensure imple- 
mentation    of    a    freshly    negotiated    peace 
agreement between warring tribes. The Bel- 
gian-led U.N. troops were few and under 
heavy impression of deaths of their U.N. and  
NATO colleagues, the U.S. marines in Soma- 
lia. As soon as the conflict in Rwanda was re- 
ignited, extremists among the ranks of the  

Hutu community killed ten Belgian peace- 
keepers, making sure that the rest would  



 
 
 
 
 
withdraw  and  become  passivized,  after 
which the genocide over the rival tribe could 
proceed and in which half a million civilians 
were killed in a couple of months. 

At roughly the same time, the war in  
Bosnia    and    Herzegovina    erupted.    The    re- 
sponse of Western international community 
was confused and contradictory. The U.S. 
Secretary of State James Baker even said 
that the U.S, did not „have a dog in that 
fight“ and his successor Warren Christopher  
attributed the conflict to allegedly immuta- 

ble - almost „demonic“ - ancient conflicts 
and hatreds of Balkan tribes. Despite tens of  
thousands of civilian victims and war crimes  
that    have    been    exposed    by    mass    media 
across the world, the U.S. A. and only just 
emerged European Union refused to mili- 
tarily intervene in this conflict. The fear was  
present of new casualties among their own 
soldiers due to experiences in Somalia and 
Rwanda. The fear was so great that the term  
„genocide“ to describe what was happening  
was avoided, again due to fear about moral,  
international-law-related and other implica- 
tions and obligations that this would entail 
for any responsible member of the interna- 
tional community. Instead of decisive mili- 
tary intervention to stop the war and pre- 
vent crimes against civilians, Western inter- 
national community and the United Nations  
decided    to    launch    a    much    more    modest  
peacekeeping mission, feeble both in terms  
of the number of troops and their mandate. 
When the mission arrived, there was not  
much peace to keep. On the contrary, the  
mission itself became an instrument in the  
hands of aggressors, aggravating the situa- 
tion    by    promising    protection    to    civilians  
which it either could not deliver or which it  
could    provide    only    by    bribing    aggressors 
with fuel or money to allow delivery of hu- 
manitarian    assistance    to    besieged    and 
threatened civilians. 

After such failures and humiliation, 
Western and Goldstein note, voices against 
any sort of humanitarian interventions be- 

 
 
 
 

came stronger. One of the most vociferous 
was the voice of famous political scientist 
Samuel Huntington who claimed that it was 
morally unacceptable that the U.S. should 
risk the lives of their soldiers by intervening 
in intrastate conflicts and that it was „hu- 
man to hate.“ Another proponent of „real- 
politik,“ former world-class diplomat Henry  
Kissinger, was also against, claiming that one  
should avoid the Balkan „bottomless pit.“  
Various critics have claimed that humanitar- 
ian interventions can even prolong rather 
than promptly end wars, that they risk more 
civilian casualties than might have otherwise 
been the case and that they lead to long- 
term instability and create protracted de- 
pendence on the assistance of the interna- 
tional community. 

Despite criticism, military and state  
strategists have continued to think about 
humanitarian interventions, about how to 

find and implement new, better strategies 
that    would    eliminate    perceived    risks    and  
prevent future failures. The next, tragic op- 
portunity for the international community 
to pass the next test presented itself in the 
mid 1995, after the genocide in Srebrenica. 

The execution of over 7000 prisoners and 
other civilians in the zone under U.N. pro- 
tection was the turning point, not only in the  
Bosnian war, but also in the development of  
the R2P doctrine. The Clinton administration  
via Anthony Lake launched a diplomatic ac- 
tion to support a much more robust military  
intervention than the previous UNPROFOR,  
a    mission    that    would    be    taken    over    by 
NATO, launched under the title ’Operation  
Deliberate Force.’ The air strikes and long- 
range artillery attacks on military positions 
of    Bosnian    Serbs    were    launched,    forcing 
them to end the siege of protected U.N. 
zones, moderate their maximalist demands 
and take peace negotiations seriously. The 
negotiations were led by U.S. diplomat Rich- 
ard Holbrooke. The achieved Dayton Peace 
Agreement with accompanying annexes en- 
visaged the dispatch of as much as 60,000  



 
 
 
 
 
heavily armed NATO troops to separate the 
warring sides, ultimately resulting in fledg- 
ling but long-term peace i.e. 15-year-long 
absence of ethnically motivated armed vio- 
lence in Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

The authors of the text pay particular  
attention not only to military but also to ac- 
companying     international-law     mechanisms  
such as ICTY (or a similar tribunal for Rwan- 
da which they however fail to mention) that  
have come to be established in the last two 

decades of the 20th century. The Interna- 
tional Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yu- 
goslavia (ICTY) processed the main wartime  
leaders, including all principal political lead- 
ers of the Serbian side in war. Despite criti- 
cism that it put abstract justice ahead of 
reconciliation in war-torn areas, the court, in 
the opinion of the two authors, achieved 
significant  results.  Not  one  of  the 161  
indictees before ICTY remains at large today 
and every wartime leader from Bosnia and  
Herzegovina indicted before ICTY soon lost 
political    influence    in    postwar    Bosnia    and 
Herzegovina. 

This success of the combined military  
and legal action, as well as the fear of repe- 
tition of a genocide, motivated similar re- 
sponse to the actions of Serbia and FR Yugo- 
slavia in Kosovo in the late 1990s. As a re- 
sponse to numerous crimes and suffering of  
the civilian population, in spring 1999 NATO  
undertook the first air campaign against mil- 
itary and police forces under the command  
of Slobodan Milosevic. In the beginning, the  
intervention    was    counterproductive,    be- 
cause it failed to prevent even harder at- 
tacks of Serbian forces on the civilian popu- 
lation and almost one million Albanian civil- 
ians    were    driven    away    from    Kosovo    into  
neighboring countries. An even greater fear  
arose when ICTY officially indicted Milosevic 
of war crimes, because it seemed that it 
would make it even more difficult for him to 
end hostilities and withdraw his troops from 
Kosovo,    let    alone    allow    peaceful    ousting 
from power. But in the end this is precisely 

 
 
 
 

what happened. The combined military and 
diplomatic efforts led to it that Milosevic ac- 
cept full withdrawal of Serbian and Yugoslav 
forces from Kosovo and 18 months after 
massive but peaceful civic protests, he was 
overthrown from power and subsequently 
extradited to the ICTY. 

Other successful humanitarian inter- 
ventions or similar actions of establishing 
peace followed, such as Australian-led cam- 
paign (under the auspices of the U.N.) in East 
Timor or the international interventions in 
Sierra Leone, Liberia and Cote d’Ivoire. 

In the light of new and increasingly 
numerous successes of R2P, the authors of 
the article substantiate arguments in favor 
of    humanitarian    interventions    and    refute 
some of the criticism leveled against them. 

Western and Goldstein stress that it 
is true neither that humanitarian interven- 
tions prolong and multiply wars, nor that  
they lead to greater civilian casualties. The  
examples in which this was the case were 
precisely those - Somalia, Rwanda, DR Con- 
go, Bosnia and Herzegovina before Srebreni- 
ca and Darfur - in which the international  
community did not have the resolve to ei- 
ther timely intervene or to sustain a com- 
mitment by deploying or threatening with  
credible force. They cite political scientist 

Taylor Seybolt who has found that the use of 
force by the international community was 
the most efficient when operations were le- 
gitimized by the U.N. Security Council (the  
examples of Bosnia in 1995 and East Timor 
in 1999). They cite political scientist Mat- 
thew Kraine who claims that even when a  
humanitarian intervention does not imme- 
diately stop the war or crimes against civil- 
ians, it mitigates it because it forces the ag- 
gressors to divert resources away from at- 
tacking     civilians     and     towards     defending 
themselves against air strikes or other at- 
tacks by the interventionists. The example of  
Libya is the case in point that  substantiates 
this thesis.  



 
 
 
 
 

The authors also show that the fear 
that rebel forces deliberately provoke states  
to commit violence against civilians in order 
to trigger humanitarian intervention of the 
international community is ungrounded. The 
statistical record shows exactly the oppo- 
site. The rebels attempt to avoid rather than  
invite  external  intervention,  especially 
ground invasion, even in difficult situation 
such as the one in which Libyan rebels found  
themselves when this would have been the  
most effective help. Furthermore, the statis- 
tical record of the number of wars and the 
number  of  conflicts  producing 1,000  or  
more deaths per year shows that both num- 
bers declined, namely between 1992 and 
2003 the number of wars declined by 40% 
and the number of conflicts producing more 
than 1,000 deaths per year between 1988 
and 2008 declined by as much as 78 per- 
cent. 

The altered climate in the U.N. also 
contributed to this, as the U.N. General As- 
sembly unanimously endorsed the R2P doc- 
trine. Generally, international norms about 
state sovereignty increasingly imply the re- 
sponsibility of a government to protect hu- 

man rights of the citizens on its territory ra- 

ther than    its unlimited right    to take    any 
measures it deems appropriate and in par- 
ticular it implies prohibition to commit war  
crimes,    crimes    against    humanity,    conduct  
ethnic cleansing campaigns or commit other  
severe violations of international humanitar- 
ian law. 

A    still    valid    argument,    which    pre- 
vents many countries from more strongly 
endorsing,    for    example,    military    interven- 
tion in Syria, is the claim that humanitarian 
interventions sometimes awaken old fears 
or    animosities,    thus    undermining    them- 
selves, especially if a former colonial power  
is expected to intervene in its former colony  
to protect human rights. The authors hint at 
rather than explicitly state this thesis, add- 
ing that the obstacle to successful humani- 
tarian interventions can also be posed by an 

 
 
 
 

understandable fear about unfolding of the 
situation if a given dictator still controls ma- 
jority of the state’s security forces and is 
backed by some influential members of the  
U.N. 

Taking    into    account    all    these    suc- 
cesses as well as constrains and in the light  
of the successful NATO and some prominent  
EU members’ intervention in Libya in 2011,  
legitimated by the UN Security Council Reso- 
lutions 1970 and 1973, the authors formu- 
late several recommendations on how to 
achieve success in possible future „respon- 
sibility     to     protect“-motivated     campaigns.  
According to them, the greatest challenges 
are to establish legitimacy of action, share 
the burden among participating states, act 
with    proportionality    and    discrimination, 
avoid „mission   creep,“   and   develop   exit 
strategies. 

Firstly, the authors maintain that it is 
necessary to intervene quickly. In this way 
most lives are saved, because, as examples  
of    Rwanda    and    Bosnia    show,    most    war  
crimes are committed in the early phases of  
armed conflicts. It is necessary to have early 
warning indicators about the risk of geno- 
cide    or    similar    egregious crimes. Further- 
more, it is necessary to have at one’s dis- 
posal easily deployable troops for immedi- 
ate action. Even if they are not directly un- 
der the command of the U.N., but belong to 
some of the U.N. member states, as in the  
case of Australian engagement in East Ti- 
mor, such troops can be useful to immedi- 
ately do urgent work and can be replaced 
after a couple of months by the U.N. troops 
and specially trained forced envisaged pre- 
cisely for this mission. 

The    second    requirement    is    that    a  
credible commitment, both military and dip- 
lomatic, has to back up every humanitarian  
intervention. It does not automatically entail 
robust or numerous forces at the very be- 
ginning    of    the    intervention,    but    at    least 
through    diplomatic    channels    the    interna- 
tional community must make clear that rein- 



 
 
 
 
 
forcements stand close at hand if needed. A 
good example    of    such    subsequent    rein- 
forcement is the support of additional 4500 
British soldiers to the already running U.N. 
military intervention in Sierra Leone. 

The    third    challenge    which    govern- 
ments of countries which carry out humani- 
tarian interventions have to confront is re- 
sistance of domestic public opinion, which  
often builds subsequently when problems 
emerge.    Internal    pressure    but    sometimes 
also    external    Allied    pressure    following 
unenvisaged    number    of    casualties,    pro- 
longed period of intervention or greater fi- 
nancial obligations often lead to early exit  
from the intervention and thus to failure.  
The interventions should thus be designed  
to be less vulnerable, to limit the threat to  
the forces on the ground and allow for the 

possibility to add resources if the need aris- 
es. 

It is the best if the intervention is 
supported by the broadest possible coalition  
of international, regional and local actors, if 

early consensus is reached about the just  
sharing of burdens and costs and if all sub- 
sequent commitments of actors are clearly 
defined. But multilateralism cannot come at 
the expense of strong and decisive leader- 
ship preventing war criminals and their po- 

litical    patrons    from    exploiting    divisions 
among various participants in the interven- 
tion, thus undermining them from within. It 
is not a good thing if members of a R2P coa- 
lition send differing and even contradictory 
signals to participants in the conflict. 

The most daunting part of designing 
an intervention is an exit strategy. Almost 
always violence against civilians is rooted in  
some deeper conflict, deeper crises of polit- 
ical order. Therefore it is important to solve  
a dilemma of either staying indefinitely and 
even assuming the burdens of governance 
(as in Bosnia) or withdrawing at an early 
phase risking a premature leave and allow- 
ing the country to fall back into chaos (as in 
Somalia). 

 
 
 
 

However, according to the two au- 
thors, even more important than exit strate- 
gy is the strategy of transition. This strategy  
ought to define when foreign combat troops  
should be replaced with peacekeeping forc- 
es and when the peacekeepers are to be re- 
placed with local governing structures and 
institutions that have been set up and made 
capable of responding to all security chal- 
lenges. Even the earliest phases of the hu- 
manitarian intervention should envisage the 
transition strategy   with clearly delineated 
political and economic benchmarks for tran- 
sition to each successive phase. The interna- 
tional and local actors can thus better focus  
on the biggest long-term challenges such as  
reconstruction,   political   reconciliation   and  
economic development. A successful transi- 
tion strategy has to ensure that humanitari- 
an intervention should not lead to protract- 
ed international presence, as is presently 
the danger with international presence in 

Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo. 
Finally,  Western  and  Goldstein  add  

that they stand under no illusion that hu- 
manitarian   interventions   can   bring   liberal  
democracy     overnight.     Although     desirable,  
this outcome is often attainable only gradu- 
ally, over a series of steps which empower 
local    traditional    institutions    and    promote 
good practices which only in the long run 
lead to full observance of internationally ac- 
cepted norms of legitimate, accountable and 
democratic government. Regardless of the  
inherent contradiction of humanitarian in- 
terventions - they use violence in order to  
limit violence - the authors conclude that 
they can nevertheless accomplish their pur- 
pose of saving human lives, under the condi- 
tion that they are carried out thoughtfully,  
legitimately, and as a part of a broader set 
of mechanisms designed to protect civilians. 
Although crimes such as genocide, ethnic  
cleansing or mass atrocities during armed 
conflicts -  from  Mogadishu  to  Tripoli - 
might appear to be „problems from hell,“  
their solutions are very much of this world.  



 

 

NATO recommends  

Book presentation: ''The European Union in  

Global Security: The Politics of Impact'' by Dr. Susan  
E. Penksa  

On 20 June 2012, Dr. Susan Penksa presented the book “The European Union in 

Global Security: The Politics of Impact'' which she co-wrote with Dr. Roy H.  

Ginsberg at a book talk organized by the NATO Multimedia Library (NATO  

Headquarters)  

Dr.    Penksa    is    currently Professor    and    Chair    of    the    Political    Science  
Department at Westmont College  (USA), Senior Associate at the Institute of 
European Studies (Brussels) and an international security and development  
consultant.  

Dr. Jamie Shea, NATO Deputy Assistant Secretary General, introduced the 

presentation and chaired the discussion which followed.  
 
 

Overview  
 

Dr. Penksa began her presentation by emphasizing that the book is a story of impact - 
it    highlights    the    roles    and    impact    of    individuals,    state    actors, transnational    forces, 
organisational and bureaucratic politics and international organizations.  

Within this story of the EU’s emergence as a global security provider is the story of  
the    evolving    relationship    between    NATO    and    the    EU,    of    deeper    and    stronger    inter - 
institutional links and the crucial role of interpersonal relationships. NATO and the EU share  
common values and interests, even though the two organizations sometimes compete and  
disagree.  

Dr. Penksa gave an overview of the book which considers this research question:  
does the EU matter in global security? It examines 24 CSDP (Common Security and Defence  

Policy) operations of the last 10 years and concludes that the EU has become a niche  
international security provider. These niche operations fulfill a clear and limited functional  

mandate (in Somalia and Indonesia) or CSDP operations intervene in theatres where no  
other security provider but the EU is present (Georgia).  

The book examines, explains and evaluates internal and external effects of CSDP  
operations:    it    evaluates    the    impact    of    CSDP    civilian    and    military    crisis    management  
operations on the union itself; on non-member states who are host to or affected by EU  
operations; on other international security providers; and on global security governance.  

The authors found that CSDP operations demonstrate positive functional and temporal  
impact on host states, with effects ranging from marginal to significant.  

In conclusion Dr Penksa asserted that EU foreign policy - and its crisis management  
instrument, CSDP - are not likely to vanish so long as there is a union that exists to serve the 

interests of the member states.  



 
 
 
 
 

Review  
 

“The  authors  provide  a  path-breaking  analysis  of  
the EU's contribution to global security and the "politics of  
impact" as it plays out in Brussels, member state capitals,  

and host states and among other security providers. The  
authors'    template    for    assessing    the    impact    of    crisis  

management operations should be considered by policy - 

makers and practitioners who seek to understand - and 
improve - the impact of civilian and military missions.” 

 
Jamie Shea, NATO Deputy Assistant Secretary General for  

Emerging Security Challenges  

”This book is a landmark for the debate on the security policy of the European Union: the 
authors' thorough review of existing literature, innovative approach to evaluating EU crisis 
management operations, and insightful and comprehensive analyses deserve highest attention in the 
political arena and in the academic world”  

 
Wolfgang Wessels, Jean Monnet Chair for European Affairs, University of Cologne,  

Germany  

”This    books    ditches    unsubstantiated    sweeping    generalizations    about    the    EU´s 
performance in international crisis management operations. Instead Roy Ginsberg and Susan 
Penksa offer balanced judgment and thorough analysis based on sound empirical analysis. The book 
demonstrates that many global security issues cannot be properly understood without taking EU 
contributions into account.”  

 

Knud Erik Jřrgensen, Professor of International Relations, University of Aarhus, Denmark  
 

”The EU in Global Security is a clear, thorough, and well-researched study of the  
impact of Common Security and Defence Policy missions. It shows both how the Union makes  

a genuine difference in global security governance, as well as its limitations and (sometimes)  
pathologies. A serious work that all serious students of EU foreign policy will find essential 
reading.”  

 

John Peterson, Professor of International Politics, University of Edinburgh, UK  
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ABOUT CENTER FOR EURO-ATLANTIC STUDIES 
 
The Center for Euro-Atlantic Studies – CEAS is an 

independent, atheist, socially oriented left liberal think-tank 
organization, founded in 2007 in Belgrade. With its high quality 
research work CEAS generates precise analysis in the field of foreign, 
security and defense policy of the Republic of Serbia. Simultaneously, 
CEAS publicly promotes innovative, applicable recommendations 
and creates practical policy whose aims are: 

• Strengthening of the socially oriented, left liberal 
democracy in Serbia;* 

• Adopting the principle of precedence of individual over 
collective rights, without disregard for the rights which individuals 
can only achieve through collective action; 

• Development of the of the concept of transitional justice 
and the establishment of mechanisms for its enforcement in the 
Western Balkans region, exchange of positive experiences, 
emphasizing the importance of mechanisms of transitional justice 
for a successful security sector reform in post-conflict societies in 
transition towards democracy; 

• Acceleration of the processes of Serbian EU integration 
and strengthening of its capacities for confronting global challenges 
through collective international action; 

• Strengthening cooperation with NATO and advocacy for 
Serbian Atlantic integration; 

• Strengthening a secular state principle and promoting an 
atheistic understanding of the world; 

• Contributing to the erection and preservation of a more 
open, safe, prosperous and cooperative international order, 
founded on the principles of smart globalization and equitable 
sustainable development and the international norm of 
‘Responsibility to Protect’. 

CEAS fulfills the mentioned activities through various 
projects organized in four permanent programs: 

• Advocacy for Serbian Euro-Atlantic Integration; 
• Security Sector Reform in Serbia; 
• Transitional justice; 
• Liberalism, Globalization, International Relations and 

Human Rights. 

CEAS is an active member of the REKOM coalition  
which gathers more than 1,800 civil society organizations,  

*Social liberalism claims that society needs to protect free- 
doms and equal opportunities for all citizens and encourage mutual  
cooperation between government and market institutions through a  
liberal system. In the process of evolution, it agrees that some limita- 
tions placed upon economic affairs are needed, such as anti-monopoly  
laws in the fight against economic monopoly, regulatory bodies or leg- 
islation concerning minimum pay. Social liberals believe that govern- 
ments can (or must) cater for the comfort, health protection and edu- 
cation through revenue gained from taxes, so to enable the best use  
of the populations’ talent. Furthermore, liberal-socialism fights against  
extreme forms of capitalism and communism. It also vows for calmer  
anti-clericalism and religious freedom. 

 
 

 
individuals from all the countries stemming from the break- 
up of former SFRY. Among them are also missing persons’ parental 
and family societies, veterans, news reporters, rep- 
rezentatives of minority ethnic communities, organizations for the 
protection of human rights, etc. The REKOM coalition suggests that 
governments (or states) establish REKOM, an independent, 
inter-state Regional Commission for the Estab- 
lishment of Facts on all the victims of war crimes and other heavy 
human rights violations undertaken on the territory of the former 
SFRY in the period 1991-2001. 

During 2012 CEAS became an associate member of Policy 
Association for an Open Society – PASOS, the international 
association of expert non-governmental organizations (think-tanks) 
from Europe and Central Asia which supports the erection and 
functioning of an open society, especially in relation to issues of 
political and economic transition, democratization and human 
rights, opening up of the economy and good public governance, 
sustainable development and international cooperation. PASOS 
now has 40 full and 10 associate members, amongst which is the 
prestigious European Council on Foreign Relations from 
London-ECFR, and, until now, only the Belgrade Center for Security 
Policy -BCBP, from the non-governmental sector in Serbia.  

During the same year, the Center for Euro-Atlantic  
Studies became the first civil society organization from the  
region of South-Eastern Europe to join the International  
Coalition for the Responsibility to Protect - ICRtoP as a full  
member. The coalition brings together non-governmental  
organizations from all over the world to collectively strength- 
en normative consensus for the doctrine of Responsibility  
to Protect (RtoP), with the aim of better understanding the  
norm, pushing for strengthened capacities of the interna- 
tional community to prevent and halt genocide, war crimes,  
ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity and mobilize  
the non-governmental sector to push for action to save lives  
in RtoP country-specific situations. Among the prominent  
members of the Coalition are organization such as the Hu- 
man Rights Watch -HRW and the International Crisis Group  
-ICG. 

 

Address: Center for Euro-Atlantic Studies  - CEAS  

Dr. Dragoslava Popovida, 11000 Belgrade, Serbia  

Tel/fax: +381 11 323 95 79  
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