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The first one hundred days of work of the new 
Serbian government, the backbone of which is made 
up of the Serbian Progress Party (SNS), the Socialist 
Party of Serbia (SPS) and the United Regions of Serbia 
(URS), do not deserve a pass mark. Let us assess 
more closely its work in areas intensively monitored 
by CEAS: security sector, state of human rights, 
Kosovo, regional cooperation, transitional justice and 
European integration. 

The previously achieved level of democratic 
procedures and practices is jeopardized not only by 
the Law on National Bank of Serbia, which was at 
the center of attention of the Western international 
community, but also by the manner in which the chief 
of the Security Information Agency was removed 
from his position and the amendments to the Law on 
Foundations of Security Agencies. 

An alarming situation in the security sector in 
Serbia, caused primarily by inadmissible staffing 
decisions and loopholes in democratic oversight over 
the sector to which CEAS has been drawing attention 
for years, has reached a true pinnacle in the affair 
which we in CEAS refer to as the „counter-Watergate.“

The media-expert discussion about the fact 
that the Department for Criminal Investigations of 
the Serbian Interior Ministry has unconstitutionally 
ordered surveillance of conversation listings of Deputy 
Prime Minister Aleksandar Vucic and President of 
Serbia Tomislav Nikolic unfortunately focuses more 
on who does what on whose behalf and why does 
he do it at the particular moment, than on the 
essence of the problem – unconstitutionality of such 
an act and the lack of democratic oversight over the 
security sector. Both of these causes are well aligned 
with a dangerous tendency towards establishing 

party control over parts of the apparatus, making its 
professional work increasingly difficult. 

The fact that parts of the Serbian Interior Ministry 
had acted unconstitutionally, unfortunately, was fully 
marginalized by objects of surveillance themselves, 
Vucic and Nikolic. Unlike them, the Commissioner for 
Information of Public Importance and Personal Data 
Protection Rodoljub Sabic and Ombudsman Sasa 
Jankovic pointed once again to the essence of the 
problem. The fourteen measures which institutions 
headed by these two men have jointly proposed 
in order to improve the situation in the security 
sector ought to obtain united support of all honest 
democratic and pro-European forces in the Serbian 
society. 

The President of all citizens of Serbia Tomislav 
Nikolic gave a public comment on the endemic 
surveillance and eavesdropping in Serbia only 
once the uncontrolled security sector had dared 
to unconstitutionally order surveillance of him and 
Defense Minister and Coordinator of all Security 
Services and Deputy Prime Minister Aleksandar 
Vucic. 

It has recently been revealed and no-one has yet 
denied it, that in Serbia, one way or another, private 
communication of around 400,000 citizens is under 
surveillance, of which „only“ 15,000 legally. The 
number of „only“ 15,000 is questionable as well in the 
light of the recent ruling by the Constitutional Court 
of Serbia concerning unconstitutionality of certain 
provisions of the Law on Foundations of the Military 
Security Agency and the Military Intelligence Agency, 
which envisage that an Agency Director rather 
than a Court is entitled to authorize surveillance 
of citizens’ communication as well as in the light 

New Century - November 2012                    Page 2
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We have fallen into a ‘snake’s nest’ here, among people who use 
high positions in many departments to dominate lives, among people 
who dared to wiretap primarily myself, and then Aleksandar Vučić as 
well. This will have to be investigated fully. You cannot live like this 
in Serbia”

Tomislav Nikolić, President of Serbia
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of incongruity of the Law on Criminal Procedure 
with Serbian Constitution, which under Article 41 
strictly envisages that only a court can decide about 
aberration from constitutional guarantee of the 
secrecy of communication. 

The Serbian Progress Party proudly stresses the 
„loyalty“ of the newly appointed leadership of BIA, 
the work of which is coordinated by the incumbent 
Defense Minister, confirming the intention of limiting 
its autonomy and establishing full party rather than 
democratic control over its work.

The fact that Prime and Interior Minister Ivica 
Dacic maintains that this scandal has nothing to do 
with him, is defeating. Unfortunately, it is obvious 
that a series of inadmissible events at and around 
the Interior Ministry, which occurred in various 
places from Vranje to Kragujevac to Belgrade, as well 
as internal protests and refusal of a group of Interior 
Ministry members to take certain orders, also have 
„nothing to do“with the line Ministry. 

Even before Serbian „counter-Watergate,“ ample 
evidence existed that the situation in security sector 
in Serbia is worrying both in terms of organization and 
in terms of staffing. The latter is rarely mentioned, but 
if we pay attention to Kosovo-related biographies of 
Army Chief of Staff and chief of the Military Security 
Agency, we can suspect that in the background of 
„counter-Watergate“ affair is an attempt to discredit 
state leadership ahead of its verbally announced 
intention to make a positive step in the dialogue 
with Pristina in a search for a solution that will make 
the life of citizens easier and accelerate European 
integration of both Serbia and Kosovo. That the 
remaining power of these structures is still large is 
tellingly shown in extraordinary text „The Secret 
Military Courts of Serbia“ by Lakic Djorovic, the 
retired Lieutenant Colonel of the Legal Department 
of the Army of Yugoslavia, published recently in 
E-Papers and carried by CEAS on its web site (http://
www.ceas-serbia.org/root/index.php/sr/home-
sr/93-preuzeto/478-tajni-vojni-sudovi-srbije). It is 
also shown by the fact that as much as eight years 
after unquestionable murders of two Guards Brigade 
soldiers in Topcider and numerous omissions that 
enabled and facilitated them, no one has been held 
accountable either criminally or professionally. 

There are only two possible reasons, both 
connected with the state of affairs in the security 
sector, for the scandalous decision to ban holding the 
Gay Pride Parade within the “Pride Week”. The first 
is that the state of Serbia does not control all parts 

of its security sector and is unable to issue an order 
through its chain of command to protect citizens who 
exercise their constitutionally guaranteed freedom of 
assembly, which makes Serbia, along with everything 
that has been said about the “counter-Watergate” 
affair, a weak state and thus a regional security threat. 
The second is that the current authorities use the 
services of colluding paramilitary formations, which 
are wrongly referred to as extremists, hooligans and 
football fan groups, the organized actions of whom 
we had witnessed in Belgrade in 2010 and in northern 
Kosovo in 2011, in order to realize their political goals 
that they do not dare publicly articulate. The second 
scenario is more probable. The above-mentioned 
services include: this year’s intimidation of citizens 
with violence in case of organizing the Parade in order 
to increase antagonism of Serbian citizens towards 
LGBT population, last year’s beating of participants 
of the Parade and destruction of city property with 
the same end and organizing violence and provoking 
conflict with international forces in northern Kosovo 
in order to effect division of Kosovo.  

The period before the official ban of the Parade 
has confirmed the fears that not only that the 
new authorities in Serbia are not committed to 
strengthening the protection of basic human rights of 
all citizens of Serbia, but also that they do not refrain 
from, deliberately or out of ignorance, wrongly 
interpreting the basic laws and the Constitution of 
the Republic of Serbia in order to promote their own 
policies and values. Fortunately, in Serbia there is no 
special law which explicitly bans insult of someone’s 
religious feelings. At the request of religious 
fundamentalists, similar laws have unfortunately 
been adopted around the world and also in some 
secular democracies for fear of terrorism. The 
organization of Islamic countries aggressively 
demands adoption of such provisions at the level 
of the UN, but for now, the UN only issued certain 
non-binding acts. The Constitution of the Republic of 
Serbia merely contains a provision which suspends 
some freedoms in order to prevent violation of 
„morality of democratic society,“ which is a rather 
problematic phrase, to which recently deceased 
great human rights fighter, Vojin Dimitrijevic, had 
been drawing attention.  

The regional relations have deteriorated with 
coming to power of the new authorities, primarily 
due to a series of statements by President of Serbia 
Tomislav Nikolic, which bring into question valid 
verdicts concerning genocide in Srebrenica, as well 
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as his statements about the future of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and those concerning Vukovar. The 
statements by Prime Minister Ivica Dacic, repeated 
several times, that the only just solution for Kosovo 
would be its division, have also not contributed to 
regional security and cooperation. 

The essential purpose of all these actions is for 
Serbia to officially give up on European integration, 
which represents a measure of modernization, 
liberalization and humanization of society, and to 
move it closer to the Russian authoritarian model of 
government in which the Church plays the dominant 
role in determining socially desirable, cultural and 
social models of behavior, operationalized by the 
party-controlled security sector and the judiciary. The 
tactic of provoking the EU itself has been chosen, so 
that the EU should be the one which would formally 
abort the process of integration in order to hide 
from Serbian voters, who still to a significant degree 
support the integration process, the intention to 
abandon the EU path. 

Therefore double skepticism is in order about the 
prospects that the promises of Serbian officials about 
continuation of the dialogue with Pristina would be 
realized. Obviously there is no common position 
among the state leadership about the platform for 
such a dialogue. Even if such a platform should be 
agreed upon, the question remains whether the 
government would be able, without resistance that 
may come from within the Defense Ministry and 
without serious consequences for the stability of the 
system, to successfully dismantle parallel Interior 
Ministry institutions and other security structures in 
northern Kosovo. 

The Democratic Party as formally the strongest 
opposition group, due to its internal party dynamics, 
has missed a chance to systematically draw public 
attention to all dangers which are posed to the 
European path of Serbia. It is worrying that the 
Democratic Party has not had the strength to 
simultaneously elect a new leadership and act as an 
active opposition. It is good that in all appearance 
this party will not split, but it remains to be seen 
what policy it would really pursue once it is headed 
by a man who became brutally rich and did not 
refrain from having his private companies cooperate 
with the city and the state in the period in which 
he was incumbent mayor of Belgrade and who has 
drawn significant criticism for inhuman treatment of 
Roma in the course of their resettlement, including 
by renowned international organization Amnesty 

International. Neither of these things are European 
values and practices, so the question remains 
whether the leadership of the Democratic Party 
would perceive uncompromising commitment to the 
European path of Serbia as a chance for all or as a 
hindrance to its own interests. 

Recent orchestrated attacks on the work of the 
leadership of the Liberal-Democratic Party (LDP) and 
resignations by a couple of party officials certainly 
have to be connected with the fact that it is precisely 
LDP which has in the previous period profiled itself as 
the only organized opposition force in Serbia, able to 
articulate criticism of decisions of the ruling majority 
and to uncompromisingly advocate European 
integration of Serbia and Serbia’s membership in 
NATO. 

However, it seems that the Western international 
community is not interested in deterioration of basic 
democratic values and principles in Serbia under 
the new government as long as it gets optimistic 
statements about continuation of the dialogue with 
Pristina. Regardless of the fact that even President 
of Serbia Tomislav Nikolic admits the existence of „a 
snake’s nest,“ the Western international community 
in its policies towards Serbia becomes increasingly 
„Kosovo-centric,“ without offering adequate 
instruments to finally strike the „snake’s nest“ 
directly. Therefore it cannot obtain a high mark for 
the first one hundred days of cooperation with the 
new authorities in Serbia.   

The team of CEAS, an atheist-social-liberal think-
tank, hopes that at upcoming elections in the United 
States of America the incumbent President Barak 
Obama would win. In April 2012 he announced the 
formation of a cross-sectoral agency of high profile, 
a Committee for Prevention of Mass Crimes, a key 
component of US foreign policy and state strategy 
for deterrence and response to crimes of cruelty 
and genocide. The international coalition for 
responsibility to protect, of which CEAS  became 
a member in September 2012, welcomes this 
significant initiative for strengthening US capacities 
for prevention of genocide and mass atrocities. With 
such advancements, the US government reaffirms its 
commitment to the norm Responsibility to Protect. 



CEAS became a full member of International 

Coalition for the Responsibility to Protect 

In September 2012, as the first civil society 
organization from South Eastern Europe, CEAS 
became a full member of International Coalition for 
the Responsibility to Protect (ICRtoP). (http://www.
responsibilitytoprotect.org/index.php/about-rtop). 

ICRtoP is an umbrella organization established 
in 2009 by eight NGOs from all over the world in 
order to jointly act towards strengthening normative 
consensus around the newly emerging doctrine 
of responsibility to protect (RtoP or, in popular 
abbreviation, R2P), towards strengthening capacities 
of the international community to prevent or stop 
crimes of genocide, ethnic cleansing, war crimes and 
crimes against humanity and towards mobilization 
of civil society in actions of saving human lives in 
situations in which the doctrine RtoP is applicable. 
Among the pronounced members of the Coalition 
are organizations such as Human Rights Watch (HRW) 
and International Crisis Group (ICG). 

Responsibility to Protect (RtoP) is a relatively 
new, 21st century concept – a doctrine in the making 
– which emphasizes multiple responsibility of various 
actors to prevent, stop or at least reduce the number 
of acts of genocide, ethnic cleansing, war crimes 
and crimes against humanity as the gravest and 
most massive forms of breaches of human rights. 
According to the RtoP doctrine – formulated by a 
Commission set up by the Canadian government in 
2000/2001 and supported in 2005 by the United 

Nations, advocating its elaboration and enforcement 
– state sovereignty encompasses responsibility of the 
state to protect citizens from aforementioned crimes. 
If a state clearly shows that it cannot or is not willing 
to do so, the duty of the international community is 
to assist it, and if this does not produce results or the 
state does not want to fulfill its obligation to protect 
citizens from gravest violations of human rights, 
the international community has responsibility to 
intervene. RtoP implies prevention of the said gravest 
violations of human rights, various active measures, 
including military measures, in order to prevent and 
act towards reconstruction in order to remove deep 
causes of conflicts which resulted in the said grave 
and mass human rights violations. 

CEAS primarily acts in Serbia and in the region 
of the Western Balkans, which has in the recent 
past witnessed all the aforementioned gravest 
crimes and where human rights and freedoms have 
difficulty emerging in the slow and stop-go process of 
transitional justice as the coveted basic goal and task 
of public policies. The international community or its 
influential members and organizations have in that 
period intervened in our region several times, with 
contradictory consequences. This is why CEAS, as 
an organization which puts individual freedoms and 
advancement of liberal democracy at the forefront, is 
interested in advancement and more consistent and 
wiser enforcement of the doctrine of responsibility 
to protect. As an active member of ICRtoP, we will 
provide an active contribution to make that happen. 
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Even though it is primarily about economic integration, the 
European Union, having enacted its Common Security and Defense Policy 
(CSDP), demands from its future members to align their foreign policy and 
defense acting with rules which exist within CSDP. The content, the concept 
and the logic of these rules is very diverse, they are based on standards 
and political criteria but also on international and regional agreements 
and arrangements. Therefore it is very important to understand the logic of 
this common EU policy and obligations ensuing from it, even before Serbia 
obtains the start date for negotiations on its membership in the Union. 

The award of the Nobel Peace Prize to the European Union, which 
has recently elicited numerous and conflicting comments, is an excellent 
opportunity to remember the main reasons why the Nobel Committee 
held that it was precisely the EU which deserved this prize. The main 
reason is promotion of peace in Europe and beyond and in particular 
the process of reconciliation among European states after World War II. 
This has reminded us that the process of European integration, which has 
nowadays reached its pinnacle within Economic and Monetary Union, is 
basically an idea of establishing and maintaining peace in Europe. The 
Schuman Declaration, conceived and drafted by Jean Monnet, aimed to 
gradually bring peace to Europe and prevent a possibility of further conflict 
of leading European states, so the basic reason for existence of “the 
European project” was creating a space where peace and democracy will 
play the main role.1 The basic instruments for accomplishment of this goal 
are instruments of soft power – gradual creation of the common market 
that will ensure unhindered movement of goods, capital, services and labor, 
making conflict among states practically impossible. Political integration, 
Finalité European, is envisaged for later stages of integration, although 
(precocious) attempts were made already in 1953 as an idea about the 
European Defense Community. However, already in late 1998 in St. Malo 
(France), Great Britain and France signed a Declaration agreeing to unite 
their forces and start the formation of a European Union defense policy. 
Everybody was aware that it would be a long and winding road. The basic 
goal of these two, but also other members of the Union was, following 

1 de Vasconcelos, Alvaro, What ambitions for European  Defence in 2020? 
EUISS, Paris, (2009), p.15

Prof. dr Tanja Miščević
Faculty of Political Sciences
University of Belgrade
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failures of the 1990s (the break-up of SFRY), to build 
capacity to try to prevent and subsequently resolve 
crises in their region, finally ensuring autonomy and 
credibility of EU member states’ military cooperation.  

The specificities of the Common 
Security and Defense Policy as a common 
EU policy

Since its incorporation in EU founding acts with 
the adoption of the Amsterdam Treaty (1997), the 
erstwhile European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) 
has constituted a part of the second Common Foreign 
and Security Policy (CFSP) pillar. Actually, it represented 
a necessary element for pursuing the foreign policy 
Europe had built after the end of the Cold War. 

Presently it seems that there is no common 
policy which occupies the attention of member 
states more than the Common Security and Defense 
Policy. The Lisbon Treaty (December 2009) has made 
the greatest changes in this area and has rounded off 
for a longer time the legal foundation on which the 
EU can build its identity and system which will play 
an important role in the world, primarily in terms of 
global and regional challenges. In the Treaty on the 
European Union, as a part of the Lisbon Treaty, the 
most relevant provisions on Union’s foreign policy 
are contained in Title V of the EU Treaty. This title 
is supplemented by two newer chapters – the first 
consists of General Provisions on the Union’s External 
Action and the second of Special Provisions (Articles 
23 to 46) on the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy (CFSP). The part which pertains to the Union’s 
external action also defines principles and general 
goals of the Common Security and Defense Policy 
(CSDP). The latter, more recent chapter, contains 
larger number of Articles which regulate previously 
European and now Common Security and Defense 
Policy, now separated into a special legal whole. 

The earlier common strategies, common 
positions and common actions are replaced by 
decisions as the basic legal instrument of the 
Common Foreign and Security Policy (Article 25 of 
the EU Treaty). The European Council nevertheless 
keeps the right to make formal decisions which 
identify strategic interests, but the legal form of these 
commitments now takes the form of decisions.2 The 

2 Whitman, Richard G., Foreign, Security and De-
fence Policy and the Lisbon Treaty: Significant or cosmetic 
reforms? Europe Papers 2008/1, (2008) University of Bath

possibility of constructive abstaining from voting is 
retained as one of the most interesting characteristics 
of this policy, enabling making decisions even when 
individual states do not fully agree or are not ready 
to take part in activities of the Union. 

This makes it perfectly clear that CSDP, just 
like the EU foreign policy, is completely different 
from all other Unin policies. The specific provisions 
on foreign policy and common security suggest that 
the activities of the Union on international stage 
are grounded on principles, aligned with goals and 
pursued in accordance with general provisions 
on the Union’s foreign policy (under Article 23 of 
the EU Treaty). The competences of the Union in 
the field of foreign and security policy cover all 
areas of foreign policy, as well as all issues which 
pertain to the Union’s security, including gradual 
formulation of a defense policy that may lead to 
common defense. The adoption of acts which have 
a legislative character is ruled out, so the European 
Court of Justice does not exercise jurisdiction over 
provisions which concern this area. The European 
Parliament and the Commission have specific roles 
in this area, determined by the founding treaties. In 
terms of principles and goals of its external action, 
the Union pursues, determines and implements 
foreign policy and common security which 
are based on development of mutual political 
solidarity of member states, on identifying issues 
of general interest and realization of high degree 
of convergence of member states’ actions (Article 
24). 

Such regulation of this policy is the result 
of an agreement among member states, but what 
is particularly interesting for a state that wants 
to become an EU member is the way in which it 
is supposed to harmonize its action to assume 
obligations ensuing from this segment of integration. 
The issue is not how to adopt technical standards 
the way they, for example, exist in agriculture or 
trade, given that the EU has not developed such 
standards in the field of defense and security (or, to 
be more precise, has not developed too many such 
standards). Additionally, it is necessary that some 
obligations ensuing from this common policy should 
be adopted and implemented in early stages of 
integration, such as political principles of democratic 
and civilian oversight over the security sector, while 
some other principles can be incorporated in later 
stages of accession to the Union. 
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The Republic of Serbia, as a state that wants 
to obtain a start date to open negotiations for EU 
membership, has to be aware of the obligations 
that ensue in the process of European security 
integration. Some of these obligatioins have already 
been addressed through reforms and their progress 
assessed by the EU Commission, but some (actually, 
the greatest number of requirements or obligations) 
will be opened in the course of negotiations, 
especially negotiations on Chapter 31 which pertains 
to Common Foreign, Security and Defense Policy. 

The first group of obligations 
– political criteria 

The general obligation of any future EU 
member is to observe European values, which certainly 
include general democratization and prohibition of 
discrimination. The most important requirement 
in this sense in the field of security is civilian and 
democratic control over security forces (armed forces, 
police and civilian and military security services). This 
obligation is considered a democratic achievement of 
developed European societies and has thus become a 
political criterium for every state that wants to become 
an EU member. The legal foundation for such a control 
in Serbia has been established by the constitutional 
provision according to which armed forces are under 
democratic and civilian control and the Parliament has 
to approve their deployment outside state borders. 
These provisions are further elaborated within laws 
(the Law on Army, on Defense, on the Foundations of 
Security Services, on Military Intelligence Agency and 
Military Security Agency, on Deployment of the Army 
in Multinational Operations and other laws), within 
strategic documents (Defense Strategy, National 
Security Strategy) and by the Decision to Abolish 
Compulsory Military Service. Similar standards apply 
to the police, as exemplified by the adoption of the 
Law on Police and the Strategy of Development of the 
Interior Ministry in the 2011-2016 Period. Even though 
it is appropriate, legal foundation leaves a lot of room 
for improvements in this regard, primarily in terms of 
strengthening internal control sector of the Interior 
Ministry and the corruption prevention sector. The 
investigative activities of security services are certainly 
a cause of great concern, because they can control 
intelligence data used in criminal investigations.  

However, the key role in democratic and 
civilian control is played by the National Parliament 
and its competent committees for defense and 

internal affairs and for oversight over security 
services. According to the assessment of the 
European Commission in its Opinion on Serbia’s 
EU Membership Application3 and its last Progress 
Report for 2012,4 the key problems and weaknesses 
of parliamentary oversight are lack of resources, 
expertise and qualified staff. Such a limitation 
prevents the Parliament from carrying out tasks 
within its area of jurisdiction and its work is thus 
mostly reactive and limited to periodical and routine 
hearings. This issue will remain the object of analysis 
of the European Commission in upcoming stages of 
integration. Addressing it will require not only the 
engagement of the Parliament but also of competent 
Ministries and services and this should be in no way 
neglected. 

Another issue is of great significance for 
political criteria concerns the general rule of non-
discrimination which also plays an important role 
in the security sector, namely the issue of position 
of women in uniform. In this segment, there are no 
either EU or NATO standards that have to be observed, 
but is nevertheless implied by the general direction 
of democratization and utilization of all disposable 
capacities. It is therefore recommended that the UN 
Security Council Resolution 1325 be implemented, 
which concerns women in the field of security, both 
during conflicts and in conditions of peace. We stress 
that even though no obligation exists in this case, on 
the basis of this Resolution Serbia adopted in 2011 
the National Action Plan and successfully started its 
implementation, which presents a proactive element 
held in high regard whenever it occurs in the process 
of European integration.  

The second group of obligations 
– direct obligations in the field 
of defense and security

There are several segments within negotiation 
chapter 31 and they are very diverrse. It is possible to 
divide them into obligations concerning trade of arms 

3 European Commission, Commission Opinion 
on Serbia’s application for membership of the European 
Union, 2011 < http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/Lex-
UriServ.do?uri=SEC:2011:1208:FIN:EN:PDF> [accessed 23 
November 2011].

4 European Commission, Serbia 2012 Progress Re-
port, 2012 <http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_
documents/2012/package/sr_rapport_2012_en.pdf> [ac-
cessed 23 November 2011].
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and military equipment, multisectoral obligations 
concerning such trade, prohibition of proliferation 
of arms of mass destruction, advancement of 
military industry and military research and, finally, 
contribution to EU missions. 

Commission Opinion on Serbia’s 
application for membership 
of the European Union

As primarily economic integration, the EU 
is very interested in trade of arms and equipment, 
but in this case it faces scarce legislation at the 
international level and complex and often conflicting 
rules on regional and national level. The Union 
sees the solution for this problem in adoption of an 
agreement on arms trade, about which talks were 
conducted in June 2012 on the basis of a report by 
the UN Secretary General.5 At this moment, the EU 
supports work towards formulation of an agreement 
on arms trade, the basic aim of which would be to 
define standards of import, export and transfer of 
arms.6 On the other hand, EU members emphasize 
the importance of a coherent and efficient system of 
the control of contractors and places an emphasis on 
a system of granting authorisations, improving border 
control and monitoring transfer of arms, increased 
transparency of arms registers and assistance to 
states to fight against illicit arms trade. Naturally, 
given that these negotiations are held within the UN, 
they will be an obligation of Serbia just like any other 
member of the world organization regardless of any 
commitments to and pressures by the Union. At this 
moment, Serbia also has an obligation to submit data 
to the UN Register of Conventional Arms, which it 
regularly does.7 

Prevention of arms smuggling as well as 
prevention of dissemination of illegal arms and 

5 United Nations General Assembly, Towards 
an arms trade treaty: establishing common interna-
tional standards for the import, export and transfer 
of conventional arms: Report of the Secretary-Gener-
al, 2007,  <http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.
asp?symbol=A/62/278%28Part%20I%29> [accessed 23 
November 2012].

6<http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/Lex-
UriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2010:152:0014:0014:EN:PDF>

7 United Nations General Assembly, United Na-
tions Register of Conventional Arms, Report of the Sec-
retary-General, 2011, <http://www.un.org/ga/search/
view_doc.asp?symbol=A/66/127> [accessed 23 Novem-
ber 2012]. 

dangerous substances is a part of the second segment 
of issues concering arms trade within negotiation 
chapter 31, which pertains to the trade of dual-use 
items. Given that these items fall within a general 
regime to which rules of common commercial 
policy apply, implementation of provisions is 
strictly controlled. The basic regulation is Council 
Regulation of 2009,8 which defines dual-use items 
as objects which may be used for both civilian and 
military pruposes, including computer software and 
technology. The export of these items to territories 
of countries other than EU member states is subject 
to special export authorisations (more precisely 
regulated by the Annex to the Regulation), which 
are also necessary in case when exports into a state 
under UN or OSCE embargo are concerned. The 
obligation of export authorisation also exists if an 
exporter is a broker and not a state enterprise, but a 
state can also expand control established under this 
Regulation with its own regulations of such firms. 
Furthermore, a state can expand the obligation of 
export authorisation to other items if considerations 
of public security or protection of human rights should 
so require and inform the Euroepan Commission 
about it. 

The export authorisation is granted by a 
competent state institution at which an exporter 
or a broker is registered, which means that such 
an institution has to exist and be able to grant 
authorisations. This institution must additionally 
keep a list of dual-use items, authorised by the 
EU itself (the list is defined under Annex II of this 
Regulation), because these products are outside 
the jurisdiction of the state. Moreover, there is 
a possibility that another member state should 
demand that authorisation not be issued due to an 
important security consideration. 

The most serious requirement and the 
greatest shortcoming presently existing in Serbia in 
this segment, warranting particular concern in the 
forthcoming period, concerns rules about export of 
military technology and equipment. The Common 
Position of the Council 944/2008/CFSP, which defines 
common rules concerning control of export of 

8  The Council of the European Union. Council 
Regulation (EC) No 428/2009 of 5 May 2009 setting up 
a Community regime for the control of exports, transfer, 
brokering and transit of dual-use items, 2009, < http://
eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:
2009:134:0001:0269:EN:PDF> [accessed 23 November 
2012]. 

http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/62/278%28Part%20I%29
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/62/278%28Part%20I%29
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2010:152:0014:0014:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2010:152:0014:0014:EN:PDF
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/66/127
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/66/127
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:134:0001:0269:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:134:0001:0269:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:134:0001:0269:EN:PDF
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military technology and equipment has replaced the 
regime which had been established by the Rulebook 
on Export of Arms, which had been effective in the 
EU since 1998 and which Serbia had also upheld. The 
amendments introduced by the Common Position 
of the Council of 2008 attempt to improve existing 
instruments of the system of control of arms export, 
but also expands them to services of a broker, issues 
of transit and transactions, as well as transfer of 
technology. The criteria required to be fulfilled in 
the process of granting export authorisations are 
reaffirmed and continuation of regular reporting 
and adoption of the EU Common List of Military 
Equipment as a reference document which also 
guides interpretation of an embargo on arms export 
is insisted upon. 

Even though it accepts the Common List of 
Military Equipment, Serbia has not accepted this 
Common Position of the Council and it will remain 
an important segment of future reforms and 
harmonization in this area. 

Two very important cross-sectoral issues 
are closely related to trade of arms and military 
equipment, but also to defense and security issues. 
One is the issue of defense and security public 
procurements,9 which regulate procurement of 
arms, military equipment, works and services for 
security and defense purposes. Under this Directive, 
EU member states are obliged to call public tenders 
on the level of the EU for all contracts of supply of 
goods and services which exceed 412,000 Euros, that 
is, 5 million Euros for works contracts. There are two 
reasons for such a requirement: the first is the issue 
of interoperability of European forces (the same 
equipment and common action), and the second is 
the need to protect data on the level of the Union. 
An EU member can deviate from this method of 
acquiring works and services only if it proves that it 
may jeopardize its vital security interests (confirmed 
by the Lisbon Treaty and its Article 346), but such 
exception is controlled by the European Commission 
and the European Court of Justice.  

9 European Parliament and the Council of the Eu-
ropean Union, Directive 2009/81/ЕC of the European Par-
liament and of the Council of 13 July 2009 on the coordina-
tion of procedures for the award of certain work contracts, 
supply contracts and service contracts by contracting au-
thorities or entities in the fields of defence and security, 
and amending Directives 2004/17/EC and 2004/18/EC, 
2009, < http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.
do?uri=OJ:L:2009:216:0076:0136:en:PDF> [accessed 23 
November 2012]. 

Data protection has a very high place in the 
EU system of defense and security not only due 
to public procurements. The handling of classified 
information and laying down rules of their use by 
adopting minimal security (physical and personal) 
standards are regulated by an EU Council Decision.10 
Under this Decision, classified information is 
defined as all information and documents with an 
EU security designation for the protection of which 
the General Secretariat of the Council is in charge at 
the EU level and unauthorized disclosure of which 
can cause various degrees of harm to the Union and 
its members. 

In terms of protection of classified 
information, obligations of Serbia ensue from the 
conclusion of the Agreement on Participation in 
EU Missions,11 under which Serbia accepted the 
manner of protecting and ensuring secrecy of such 
information which is in accordance with EU rules. 
However, this commitment requires existence of 
entire structure necessary for fulfilment of this 
obligation, especially in the case of participating 
in EU peacekeeping missions. Since it is difficult to 
establish such a structure in the short term, until 
it had been fully established, problems of access 
to classified information are regulated by the 
Agreement on Security Procedures for the Exchange 
of Classified Information, which envisages technical 
arrangements for each individual inclusion of 
soldiers, policemen and civilians in EU missions. 

It should be particularly emphasized that a 
very important issue for Serbian defense industry is 
creation of conditions for participation in Union-wide 
tenders for which, as has already been emphasized, 
it is necessary to observe rules regarding classified 
information. This issue is directly connected with 
industrial security which implies protection of 
data, compulsory for companies in contractual 
relationship with the EU or negotiating about such 
contractual relationship. This issue has not yet 

10 The Council of the European Union, Council De-
cision of 31 March 2011 on the security rules for protect-
ing EU classified information, 2011, <http://euobserver.
com/media/src/627e3e012153b1588dccd909a0a20a08.
pdf> [accessed 23 November 2011].

11 The European Union and the Republic of Serbia, 
Agreement between the European Union and the Republic 
of Serbia establishing a framework for the participation of 
the Republic of Serbia in European Union crisis manage-
ment operations, Article 4, 2011, <http://eurlex.europa.
eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:163:0002:00
07:EN:PDF> [accessed 23 November 2011].

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:216:0076:0136:en:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:216:0076:0136:en:PDF
http://euobserver.com/media/src/627e3e012153b1588dccd909a0a20a08.pdf
http://euobserver.com/media/src/627e3e012153b1588dccd909a0a20a08.pdf
http://euobserver.com/media/src/627e3e012153b1588dccd909a0a20a08.pdf
http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:163:0002:0007:EN:PDF
http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:163:0002:0007:EN:PDF
http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:163:0002:0007:EN:PDF
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been legally regulated in Serbia, which contrains 
domestic companies from competing at the EU 
market but also represents a serious shortcoming 
in harmonization with EU legislation.  

The danger of proliferation of weapons 
of mass destruction is one of the most important 
security challenges emphasized in practically all 
strategies, including the EU Security Strategy. 
Additionally, the European Council has adopted 
the EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons 
of Mass Destruction, which is supposed to act 
preventatively to deter programs the aim of which 
is to develop, disseminate and deliver WMD. This 
Strategy promotes a comprehensive approach to 
fight against proliferation of all kinds of weapons. 
It also applies to control of export of dual-use 
items, fight against smuggling of small arms and 
light weapons, biological and chemical weapons. 
The Strategy against Proliferation of WMD is 
based on multilateralism, since it integrates legal 
framework under conventions as well as the 
activity of international organizations. When WMD 
are concerned, the obligation of Serbia in terms 
of the EU Strategy in this area was assumed with 
the conclusion of the Stabilization and Association 
Agreement, given that its Article 3 envisages such 
an obligation as an important element of the 
Agreement (its disobservance would constitute 
a grounds for suspension of the SAA). Moreover, 
Serbia joined the most important international 
conventions and organizations dealing with issues 
of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and 
in 2006 accessed the Initiative for the Fight against 
Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction. The 
remaining area to be addressed and harmonized is 
Serbia’s inclusion in international control regimes, 
namely the Wassenaar Arrangement, the Missile 
Technology Control Regime – MTCR, the Nuclear 
Suppliers Group, as well as the Chemical Weapons 
Convention-CWC. 

The obligations of Serbia will also pertain 
to nuclear, chemical and biological security, 
especially in terms of deterrance, early disclosure 
and preparation of a response to potential threats, 
primarily by terrorist groups. Furthermore, control 
of chemical weapons is an important obligation, 
but it is fulfilled with the work and activities of 
the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical 
Weapons (OPCW), the work of which is supported 
by the EU within its common action.12 

12 The Council of the European Union, Council Joint 

A special attention should be paid to the 
fight against illicit accumulation and smuggling 
of small arms and light weapons. This is a good 
example of Serbia’s pro-active stance and 
assumption of obligations at very early stages of EU 
accession. Namely, according to the assessment of 
the European Commission, Serbia upholds the most 
importan EU document and mechanism in this area, 
the EU Strategy to Combat Illicit Accumulation and 
Trafficking of Small Arms and Light Weapons. It is 
important to notice that Serbia upholds not only 
control of production and transfer of arms, but also 
control of stocks and their destruction (primarily 
with assistance of international organizations and 
partner states). Moreover, existence of a national 
coordination mechanism for implementing such 
control, made up of representatives of competent 
institutions, is also important. What remains to 
be done is designation of firearms importation, in 
accordance with a relevant UN Protocol. The delay 
in this area is due to codification in accordance 
with NATO standards, which has only recently been 
adopted in Serbia.  

The strengthening of defense industry and 
its foundation is of huge importance both for the 
Union and its member states, since it is a condition 
for reinforcing the EU Common Security and 
Defense Policy. Not only because it is an industrial 
branch bringing significant profit, but also because 
through its defense industry and technological 
innovation the Union affirms itself on the global 
stage and increases its influence in the world. The 
central body supposed to reinforce this domain 
and harmonize activities of member states is the 
European Defense Agency (EDA), set up in order 
to strengthen defense capacities and promote 
defense-related research and development and 
cooperation in the field of armament.13 The basic 
priorities of EDA are disclosure and elimination of 
explosive devices, medical support, intelligence, 

Action 2007/185/CFSP of 19 March 2007 on support for 
OPCW activities in the framework of the implementation of 
the EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, 2007, <http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/
site/en/oj/2007/l_085/l_08520070327en00100021.pdf> 
[accessed 23 November 2010].

13 The Council of the European Union, Joint Coun-
cil Action 2004/551/CFSP of 12 July 2004 on the estab-
lishment of the European Defense Agency, 2004, <http://
www.eda.europa.eu/docs/documents/COUNCIL_JOINT_
ACTION_2004_551_CFSP.pdf> [accessed 23 November 
2010]. 

http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/oj/2007/l_085/l_08520070327en00100021.pdf
http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/oj/2007/l_085/l_08520070327en00100021.pdf
http://www.eda.europa.eu/docs/documents/COUNCIL_JOINT_ACTION_2004_551_CFSP.pdf
http://www.eda.europa.eu/docs/documents/COUNCIL_JOINT_ACTION_2004_551_CFSP.pdf
http://www.eda.europa.eu/docs/documents/COUNCIL_JOINT_ACTION_2004_551_CFSP.pdf
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surveillance and reconnaissance, helicopters, 
cyper-defense, multinational logistical support, 
exchange of information, strategic and technical 
management, fuels and energy supply.   

Given that these priorities overlap with 
those of the military industry and needs of the 
Army of Serbia, effecting cooperation with EDA is 
one of its important priorities. In order to effect this 
cooperation, it is necessary to conclude a technical 
agreement, which was approved in March 2012 by 
the EDA Steering Board (made up of 26 Defense 
Ministers of EU member states and chaired by the 
High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security 
Policy). The conclusion of this arrangement will 
place Serbia among top partners in research and 
development of military industry in the region, as 
well as in Europe, since it is the only country in the 
Western Balkan region and, apart from Norway 
and Switzerland, third in Europe to secure such an 
agreement. The key areas of potential cooperation 
between Serbia and EDA concern research and 
development of technologies (in accordance with 
the European Defense Research and Technology 
Strategy EDRT),14 development and acquisition of 
arms and military equipment and development of 
the European Defense Technological and Industrial 
Base. 

Finally, as a pinnacle of common activity 
and a proof of operative capabilities of any state 
aspiring towards EU membership, inclusion in 
crisis management operations and missions and 
participation in combat action by the Union is also 
envisaged. Not only that such operative activity 
represents a proof of adoption of common EU 
standards and benchmarks but it brings multiple 
political benefit to a participating state. The legal 
grounds for inclusion of Serbia in these missions 
is laid by the signing of the Agreement between 
the European Union and the Republic of Serbia 
establishing a framework for the participation of 
the Republic of Serbia in European Union crisis 
management operations (the so-called Framework 
Agreement) and the Agreement between the 
European Union and the Republic of Serbia on 
security procedures for exchanging and protecting 
classified information. The legal basis is also 

14 European Defense Agency, European De-
fense Research and Technology Strategy (EDRT), 2008, 
<http://www.ue2008.fr/webdav/site/PFUE/shared/
import/1110_cagre_defense/a_european_defence_re-
search_and_technology_strategy_EDA_en.pdf> [ac-
cessed 23 November 2012].

furnished by Serbia’s internal legislation enabling 
deployment of defense forces in multinational 
operations. 

However, the legal basis does not mean 
much unless there is required interoperability with 
armed forces of those states which participate in 
operations – there has to be operative and material 
standardization, knowledge of foreign languages 
and established procedures. The EU does not define 
or determine the precise meaning of interoperability 
in its operations, but is instead guided by rules 
defined by NATO. Actually, in order to back up its 
bid to join the EU, Serbia must observe the rules 
ensuing from EU’s partner relationship with NATO. 
Realization of partner goals within Partnership for 
Peace, catalogue of units and development of the 
Capability Development Plan would enable it to 
become operatively included in EU missions. We 
emphasize that such an approach is very efficient 
and practical, given that capabilities are not 
wastefully duplicated but reinforced. 

It is also important to note that the EU today 
is increasingly oriented toward engagement in 
integrated military-civilian missions, of which Serbia 
is presently not yet capable. We may nevertheless 
harbor great potential terms of being able to 
pass to others our experience in the process of 
security sector reform and post-conflict institution-
building, supported in Serbia within the process of 
European integration and inclusion in Partnership 
for Peace. The engagement in integrated military-
civilian missions implies that other sectors can also 
be deployed: not only the Army and the police, 
but also the judiciary, healthcare, education and 
even agriculture. On the other hand, it would 
require Serbia to create a mechanism which would 
enable such deployment. An aspect of no lesser 
importance is planning financial expenditures of 
such deployments, given that in the case of the EU 
states make contribution to operations in which 
they participate. This model within the EU is called 
the Athena mechanism. Its basic philosophy of 
costs lay where they fall means that costs are borne 
by the participating state in proportion to its gross 
domestic product. The third states i.e. those which 
are not EU members, may, in accordance with a 
decision of the Political and Security Committee, be 
exempt from these costs if they put at the disposal 
capacities which at present cannot be supplied by 
member states themselves. This is then designated 
as significant contribution. Such significant 
contribution has been recognized in the case of 

http://www.ue2008.fr/webdav/site/PFUE/shared/import/1110_cagre_defense/a_european_defence_research_and_technology_strategy_EDA_en.pdf
http://www.ue2008.fr/webdav/site/PFUE/shared/import/1110_cagre_defense/a_european_defence_research_and_technology_strategy_EDA_en.pdf
http://www.ue2008.fr/webdav/site/PFUE/shared/import/1110_cagre_defense/a_european_defence_research_and_technology_strategy_EDA_en.pdf
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Serbia when it committed a military medical doctor 
to EUTM operation in Uganda. Moreover, such 
contribution examplifies state’s capacities as well 
as its contribution to efforts which are of significant 
interest to the Union and its members. 

Conclusion – next steps in 
the European security integration of Serbia 

The very fact that there is common security 
and defense policy at the EU level represents a 
confirmation that its most important members begin 
to identify common interests and act according to 
them – to understand their strategic commitments, 
reform their military structures to that end and display 
an intention to cooperate with others in military 
terms. However, the true defense community can only 
be created if the EU would perceive a great danager 
to all its members requiring collective action not 
engaging in which would have led to a catastrophe. A 
substitute for such imaginary danger on the territory 
of the EU is afforded by participation in missions 
outside the territory of EU member states, in which 
nevertheless they jointly participate as professionals. 
Such participation consolidates collective interests in 
a way that statements by officials can never do. 

Of course, all this should be borne in mind 
when we talk about obligations of Serbia in the 
ongoing process of integration in terms of defense 
and security. The fields to which such obligations 
apply are very complex, containing numerous political 
considerations, including Serbia’s relationship 
towards military neutrality and NATO, as extremely 
important. A good starting point for further 
harmonization is presented by the assessment of 
the European Commision in its Opinion on Serbia’s 
Application for Membership in the European Union 
that these obligations can be fulfilled by Serbia in a 
middle term once the negotiations begin (in the EU 
jargon, the term of three to five years). However, 
without addressing aforementioned issues, this 
term can be prolonged indefinitely, because security 
issues are associated not only with the process 
of EU accession, but also with Serbia’s security 
environment. 
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The Challenges of Private Security Sector 
In the New Century

Abstract

Contemporary world is characterized by increasing porosity of borders, 
privatization of public resources, weakening of central functions of the state and 
decline of its strength to enforce law, as well as fragmentation of the security 
sector, which traditionally represented the preserve of the state. Under pressure by 
many diverse threats, processes and actors, states have lost a monopoly over the 
organized use of force. The consequence of such a development is that states have 
ceded their role of the only legitimate provider and guarantor of security to private 
military and security companies. The emergence of the private security sector 
within which private non-state providers of security exist independently of the state 
represents a very significant moment in the development of both contemporary 
international relations and functioning of states themselves. The private security 
industry, private security companies and private military companies have created 
an industrial chain which functions freely on the global market, is organized along 
permanent and firm corporate connections and is constantly growing and getting 
stronger.  

The first part of this paper will attempt to introduce the private security 
sector in a comprehensive way. The aim is to theoretically identify actors which 
make up the said sector as well as its emergence and spread at the global level. 
Furthermore, we will deal with organization, functioning and the ramifications 
of the activity of private security industry on international security. The second 
part of the paper will focus on the current situation in Serbia. This situation is 
characterized by a lack of a legal regulation comprehensively regulating the private 
security sector. Private security agencies represent economic actors which operate 
in accordance with market laws, but they also represent actors in the security 
sector. Due to their use of force, these companies contribute to an increase or a 
decrease of citizens’ security. Their activity thus requires detailed and precise legal 
regulation enabling them to freely operate on the market but at the same time 
observe standards of human rights.    

Jan Litavski
CEAS Researcher
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The emergence of the private 
security sector

The private security industry has emerged 
in the early 1990s. The confluence of three crucial 
factors - namely the end of the Cold War and 
the vacuum it created in the supply of security; 
transformation of the nature of warfare; and 
normative growth of privatization in all sectors - 
have made room and created demand for the rise of 
private security industry. The end of the Cold War has 
led to significant downsizing of national armies and 
simultaneously to the rise of global insecurity. Such 
a development has created favorable conditions for 
private security industry to be supplied with new 
people and equipment and increased the demand 
and conditions for its engagement. The end of the 
Cold War has demobilized over six million soldiers, 
many of whom have found a new job in the private 
security sector. As a consequence of the end of the 
Cold War, more guns and military equipment have 
found their way into private hands than into the 
ownership of the state and the number of unstable 
and conflict-prone areas doubled. To what extent the 
end of the Cold War has favorably affected the growth 
of the private security sector is best explained in a 
statement by one executive working in that sector: 
„The end of the Cold War has enabled conflicts which 
have for a long time been frozen or suppressed by 
superpowers to become rekindled. At the same time, 
most national armies were downsized and deeply 
upsetting CNN images of US soldiers killed in Somalia 
have had a very negative effect on the desire of 
governments to deal with resolution of conflicts in 
crisis areas. We have filled that gap.“1 

The transformation of the nature of warfare 
and revolutionary changes on all levels of warfare 
has also had a major impact on the rise of the 
private security sector. Military operations have 
become highly sophisticated due to the use of 
high technologies. To handle highly sophisticated 
equipment, civilian experts are often necessary 
for some aspects of management of highly 
developed military systems. The demands of highly 
technological warfare have dramatically increased 
the need for civilian experts who often have to be 
recruited from the private sector. Furthermore, the 

1 Timothy Spicer, founder of Sandline Company, 
quoted in Andrew Gilligan, „Inside Lt. Col. Spicer’s New Model 
Army”, Sunday Telegraph, November 22nd 1998, <www.tele-
graph.co.uk/htmlContent.jhtml?html)=/archive/1998/11/22/
narmy22.html> [accessed 23 November 2010] 

past couple of decades are characterized by the 
normative shift toward privatization of numerous 
areas that had previously been the sole preserve 
of the state. The past decade is characterized by 
privatization of education, healthcare, prisons or the 
defense industry. Privatization of military industry, 
promoted by revolution of privatization of all spheres 
of life, has enabled private firms to become potential 
and sometimes priority providers of security and 
military services. The waging of wars of low intensity 
(resulting in huge number of refugees), an increased 
importance of providing humanitarian assistance, 
increased sensitivity of domestic public opinion 
to deployment of armed forces to conflict areas, 
as well as aforementioned privatization of public 
administration (with all its elements) represent 
factors which have largely contributed to rapid 
expansion of private security industry (private-
public partnership, new public management, private 
financial initiative).2 

In the broadest sense, the actors which 
belong to the private security sector are made up 
of vast range of people, organizations and activities. 
Some of them are very important and legitimate, 
while others are illegitimate and belong to the so-
called security gray zone. The private security sector 
includes mercenaries, volunteers, foreign officials 
established in national armies, various kinds of 
private armies and militias, war lords, companies 
within defense industry sector, private security 
agencies, private military companies and many other 
actors. This paper will focus on mercenaries, private 
security companies and private military companies. 
It is necessary to make a distinction between private 
security sector, to which all aforementioned (legal or 
illegal) actors belong, and private security industry, 
to which legal actors or those on the brink of 
legality belong (private military and private security 
companies with all variations and sub-branches). 
The volunteers remain outside the scope of this 
paper because they are essentially difficult to tell 
apart from mercenaries. The main difference is 
that their motives are ideological and not financial. 
Different kinds of armed groups, militias and war 

2 Fred Schreier and Marina Caparini, „Privatising 
Security: Law, Practice And Governance Of Private Military 
And Security Companies”, Geneva Center for the Democrat-
ic Control of Armed Forces (DCAF) Occasional Paper No.6, 
March 2000, < http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/
Publications/Detail/?ots783=0c54e3b3-1e9c-be1e-2c24-
a6a8c7060233&lng=en&id=14077> [accessed 23 November 
2012]
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lords represent higher level of organization than 
mercenaries. They are more organized than small 
groups of mercenaries and may include larger number 
of mercenaries who simply fight for the control 
over certain regions or resources. These groups 
do not always have to be national or tied to one 
conflict. They can be transnational i.e. can assist any 
country able to pay them.3 The business operation of 
companies producing military equipment is regulated 
by other laws. In the case when they deliver military 
equipment, provide training and consulting, their 
services are indistinguishable from services of private 
military companies. 

Mercenaries. Nathan defines mercenaries 
as „soldiers hired by a foreign government or rebel 
movement to contribute to the prosecution of armed 
conflict – whether directly by engaging in hostilities 
or indirectly through training, logistics, intelligence 
or advisory services – and who do so outside the 
authority of the government and defense force of 
their own country.“4 The Oxford Dictionary defines 
mercenaries as „a professional soldier hired to 
serve in a foreign army“5 The Geneva Convention 
uses as much as six criteria to define the concept 
of a mercenary.6 One of the latest definitions of 
mercenaries is that: „mercenaries are individuals 
who fight for financial gain in foreign wars; they are 
primarily used by armed groups and occasionally by 
governments.“7 

The engagement of mercenaries is banned 
by international law, but the problem is to arrive 
to a common definition of a mercenary.8 The states 
have struggled for decades to define the term, but 
have not arrived to a common definition that could 
be fully incorporated into international law. It seems 
that it is not possible to arrive to an undisputed legal 
definition of a mercenary, which was confirmed in 

3 Ibid, p. 16
4 Nathan Laurie, ’Lethal Weapons: Why Africa Needs 

Alternatives to Hired Guns’, Track Two: Constructive Approach-
es to Community and Political Conflict: States and Conflict, 6, 2 
(1997), p 12.

5 The Oxford Essential Dictionary of the US Military 
(New York: Oxford University Press, Berkley Book, 2001).

6 see: Protocol additional to the Geneva Conventions 
of 12 August 1949, and relating to the Protection of Victims of 
International Armed Conflicts (Protocol I), Geneva, ICRC, 1977, 
Article 47: Mercenaries.

7 Center for Humanitarian Dialogue, Small Arms and 
Human Security Bulletin, Issue 3, June 2004, p. 2  <www.hdcen-
tre.org/datastore/Bul3-English.pdf> cited by Schreier and Capa-
rini, ‘Privatising Security,’ p. 15.

8 Schreier and Caparini, ‘Privatising Security,’ p. 15. 

three international conventions dealing with this 
problem. 

Traditionally, mercenaries are defined as 
individuals hired to participate in wars not waged 
by their home states.9 Their primary motivation is 
monetary gain rather than patriotism or loyalty to a 
nation or a state. A mercenary can be an adventurer, 
but very often they are hard-core murderers, ready 
to enlist for any cause or organization willing to pay 
them. Sometimes these are veterans from previous 
wars or outlaws who seek a new armed conflict to 
continue to do what they have been doing before 
– to engage in warfare.10 Obviously, people do not 
necessarily become mercenaries only for financial 
gain but also because of realization that it is the 
only way of life they are able to lead. The failure of 
re-education or training programs to provide hope 
to former combatants often plays a very important 
role in their possible decision to continue their life as 
mercenaries.11 For someone who has spent a good 
deal of his life fighting, the realization that he does 
not fit into civilian society and normal life represents 
the main motive to become a mercenary. Many 
mercenaries are soldiers without a permanent place 
of residence, who fight for highly suspect causes if 
financially compensated. They are mostly inherently 
ruthless, often incite and prolong the conflict in 
which they are engaged, are disloyal, unreliable and 
very easily change sides in the conflict if offered a 
larger sum of money.  

Compared to private military and security 
companies, mercenaries are temporary ad hoc 
groups of individual soldiers hired in indirect and 
roundabout way in order to avoid legal culpability. 
Since they do not belong to any organization, they 
lack professionalism and discipline, are not integrated 
anywhere, do not have any doctrine and their options 
are severely limited. Essentially, they are not in a 
position to offer anything else than to be engaged in 
direct combat as a part of small units and with limited 
military training. Generally, mercenaries do not have 
skills, capital, established methods and possibilities 
to carry out complex multisectoral operations the 
way private military companies can (table 1).  

9 International Convention against the Recruitment, 
Use, Financing and Training of Mercenaries, United Nations 
General Assembly A/RES/44/34, available at: < http://www.
un.org/documents/ga/res/44/a44r034.htm> [accessed 23 No-
vember 2012]

10 Schreier and Caparini, ‘Privatising Security,’ p. 16 
11 Ibid, p. 16
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Private military companies (PMC). The 
conditions of post-Cold War downsizing of national 
armies, discount sale of arms and military equipment 
and neo-liberal privatization that occurred in parallel, 
have enabled corporations to jump at an opportunity 
that presented itself with privatization of certain state 
sectors. With their new initiatives for privatization, 
states wanted to cut down on military spending and 
transfer a part of these costs to private industry. The 
result was that superpowers – traditional actors in 
regional and inter-state conflicts during Cold War – have 
in many ways reduced their engagement in resolution 
of conflicts.12 Private military companies have quickly 
perceived this as a big chance and have filled the gap. 
Private military companies have automatically absorbed 
surpluses of military staff and equipment. Very quickly 
they have started to offer a wide range of military and 
security services to various interested clients.   

After the end of the Cold War, there was the 
second major wave that brought about the new rise 
of private military and security companies following 
interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq. According to 
David Isenberg,13 the PMCs have performed their tasks 
in Iraq quite well, carrying out complex missions in very 
uncertain circumstances. According to Isenberg, most 
companies were deployed in Iraq for the first time, but 

12 Ibid, p. 20
13 see more in: David Isenberg , ‘A Fistful of Contractors: 

The Case for a Pragmatic Assessment of Private Military Compa-
nies in Iraq’, British American Security Information Council BA-
SIC Research Report, September 2004, http://www.ssrnetwork.
net/document_library/detail/3463/a-fistful-of-contractors-the-
case-for-a-pragmatic-assessment-of-private-military-compa-
nies-in-iraq [accessed 23 November 2012]

have nevertheless managed to deploy staff and carry 
out tasks in a shorter period of time than it would have 
taken regular national armies to do so.   

The term private military company has not 
appeared in any international document or convention 
until 2006. One of well-known definitions of PMC is: 
„a registered civilian company that specializes in the 
provision of contract military training, military support 
operations (logistic support), operational capabilities 
(special forces advisors, command and control, 
communications, and intelligence functions), and/or 
military equipment, to legitimate domestic and foreign 
entities.“14 A more general definition of private military 
companies is that it is „a company that provides, for 
a profit, services that were previously carried out by 
a national military force, including military training, 
intelligence, logistics, and offensive combat, as well as 
security in conflict zones.“15 Singer16 defines PMCs as 
„business providers of professional services intricately 
linked to warfare.“ On the basis of the aforementioned, 
we can conclude that PMCs are profit-oriented 
organizations which offer professional services in terms 

14 Scott S. Goddard, ‘The Private Military Company: A 
Legitimate International Entity Within Modern Conflict’ M.A. 
thesis, Faculty of the U. S. Army Command and General Staff 
College, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, USA (2001), p.8

15 Schreier and Caparini, ‘Privatising Security,’ p. 18
16 Peter W. Singer, The Private Military Industry and 

Iraq: What Have We Learned and Where To Next?” Geneva 
Center for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces (DCAF) 

Policy Paper, p. 4 <http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/
Publications/Detail/?ots783=0c54e3b3-1e9c-be1e-2c24-
a6a8c7060233&lng=en&id=14132> [accessed 23 November 
2012]
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Table 1: THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MERCENARIES AND PRIVATE MILITARY AND SECURITY COMPANIES

Private military and security companies Mercenaries 

They are permanent corporative organizations with hier-
archical order and clear structure.

They represent temporary, ad hoc groups of 
individual warriors.

They are registered legal companies. They are not legal and in most cases their ac-
tivity is banned by law.

The companies are marketing-oriented, that is, they aspire 
to the greatest possible promotion and marketing of their 
services.

They operate in secrecy and are clandestine 
about their existence.

Their way of financing is the same as with other economic 
subjects.

The payment of services is not regulated and 
is mostly made personally and in cash.

They offer a wide range of services to various clients. They 
have contracts with governments of various countries as 
well as with international organizations and non-state ac-
tors.

They have a small number of clients and ser-
vices which boil down to combat action. They 
are mostly hired by insurgent and terrorist or-
ganizations. 

Organizational structure is such that it enables efficient 
multi-tasking with engagement of disciplined staff.

They are can carry out only one task at a time, 
their efficiency is questionable and their disci-
pline inappropriate.
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of engaging in armed conflicts, consulting and logistical 
support. Their basic purpose is to increase and advance 
efficiency and effectiveness of armed forces in warfare 
and steer military conflicts in the direction preferred by 
their clients. 

Due to a wide range of their activities, PMCs 
have diverse fields of specialty or purposes of activity. 
The manner of their organizing depends on the level of 
services and armed forces they are able to offer. Singer 
offers a typology of PMCs, distinguishing between: 
1) private military companies which provide military 
services, 2) private military companies which provide 
consulting, and 3) private military companies which 
provide logistical support (see more in Singer 2004). 

Private military companies which provide 
military services offer services which directly concern 
participation in armed conflicts, engaging in combat, 
directly command over troops in the field or both. The 
PMCs from this group have been engaged in many 
conflicts as force multipliers,17 disseminating their staff 
among military forces of clients in order to ensure 
leadership and experience in warfare.18 The clients of 
these companies mostly have a very low level of military 
possibilities and are confronted with an instantaneous, 
very dangerous situation. The PMCs such as Executive 
Outcomes19 and Sandline,20 which offer special combat 
services, are typical examples of companies from this 
group.  

Private military companies which provide 
consulting mostly offer services of surveillance, training 
and coaching. They provide strategic, operational and 
organizational analysis, often related to functioning 
and restructuring of armed forces. Their ability to 
acquire much higher level of experience, knowledge 
and expertise than any standing army represents the 
primary advantage of engaging these companies in 
armed conflicts. The main difference between the 
first and the second type of companies is the „trigger 
finger“ factor, namely the obligation of consulting firms 
is to ensure management and training of their client’s 
armed forces, rather than directly engage in fight.21 
Even though firms from this group may reshape their 

17 Wikipedia: the free encyclopedia, ‘Force multiplica-
tion’ <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Force_multiplication> [ac-
cessed 26 September 2012]

18 Singer, ’The Private Military Industry and Iraq’, p. 11
19 Internet Archive, ‘Executive outcomes’ <http://web.

archive.org/web/19981212024722/http://www.eo.com/> [ac-
cessed 26 September 2012]

20 Sandline International <http://www.sandline.com/
site/> [accessed 26 September 2012]

21 Singer, ’The Private Military Industry and Iraq’, p. 19

strategic and tactical environment, the clients bear the 
final risk at the battlefield. Their clients are mostly in 
the midst of reconstruction of armed forces or want 
to transform them in order to increase efficiency. The 
needs of their clients are not as urgent and do not 
have to be immediately met as the needs of clients of 
companies from the first group. Their contracts made 
are mostly long-term and often more lucrative. The 
companies which belong to this group are, for example, 
Levedan,22 Vinnela23 or MPRI.24 

Private military companies which provide 
logistical support provide background and technical 
support and supply armed forces with necessary 
equipment. Even though they do not engage in 
planning and carrying out direct military interventions, 
they fulfill some of the needs of the military, such as 
logistics, technical support and transportation, which 
are critical for combat action in the field. Their clients 
require immediate intervention, but over a longer term 
(standing armies which require immediate as well as 
long-term supply). 

Most private military companies, regardless 
of the kind of services they provide, are mostly 
clearly structured and hierarchically organized and do 
business as corporative agents, are legally registered 
and have a wide range of services and clients. They 
have a reputation they want to preserve in order to 
ensure long-term market gain, providing legal and 
legitimate services. Many experts in this area claim 
that most PMCs would not place their offer in the 
service of organized crime, cartels which engage in 
drug trafficking, insurgent regimes, terrorists or arms 
smugglers.25 In the US, the PMCs have even formed a 
trade union entitled International Stability Operations 
Association.26 Most PMCs aspire to provide military 
services with a recognizable chain of command, 
disciplined military staff and previously set procedures 
which observe laws and customs of warfare. Some 
of them even claim at their web sites they operate in 
accordance with the International Federation of Red 

22 Source Watch, Levdan Ltd. < http://www.source-
watch.org/index.php/Levdan,_Ltd> [accessed 26 September 
2012]

23 Vinnell Arabia, Saudi Arabian National Guard Mod-
ernization Program <http://www.vinnellarabia.net/> [accessed 
26 September 2012]

24 Wikipedia: the free encyclopedia ‘Military Profes-
sional Resources Inc’ <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Military_
Professional_Resources_Inc> [accessed 26 September 2012]

25 Schreier and Caparini, ‘Privatising Security,’ p. 30
26 International Stability Operations Association 

<http://www.stability-operations.org/> [accessed 26 Septem-
ber 2012]
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Cross and Red Crescent Societies27 and The Voluntary 
Principles on Security+Human Rights.28 

The private security companies (PSC). Even 
though the term „private security companies“ is used 
in many countries, there are numerous discussions 
about its accurate meaning. Goddard defines PSC as „a 
registered civilian company that specializes in providing 
contract commercial services to domestic and foreign 
entities with the intent to protect personal and 
humanitarian and industrial assets within the rule of 
applicable domestic law.“29 A broader definition is that 
„PSC is a clearly structured and hierarchically organized 
registered corporative association, offering services of 
security nature, competing with other such firms to 
obtain jobs at the market.“30 The market on which PSCs 
operate are much more established, bigger and with 
sharper competition than the market on which PMCs 
compete. The two main characteristics of PSC are profit 
orientation and selling services of internal security 
and protection. Most of these companies are small, 
focused on prevention of crime and ensuring public 
peace and order, providing services of private security 
on the internal market. In many countries such as USA, 
Great Britain, Israel, Germany, Russia, South Africa and 
the Philippines, the size of the budgets of PSCs exceeds 
the budget of public law enforcement agencies.31 There 
are few PSCs which are organized as large corporations, 
sharing the same corporative principles and command 
structure as PMCs (table 2). The PSCs which belong to 

27 International Federation of Red Cross and Red Cres-
cent Societies <http://www.ifrc.org/en/publications-and-re-
ports/code-of-conduct/> [accessed 26 September 2012] 

28 Armorgroup.com website operated by Network So-
lutions, LLC <www.armorgroup.com> [accessed 26 September 
2012]

29 Scott S. Goddard, ‘The Private Military Company’, p. 
34

30 Predrag Petrović, Jelena Unijat i Marko Milošević 
Commentary on the Draft Law on Private Security and Draft Law 
on Detective Jobs (Belgrade: Belgrade Center for Security Policy, 
2010), p.56

31 Schreier and Caparini, ‘Privatising Security,’ p. 26

this group mostly seek foreign clients and engagement 
in several states, especially crisis areas. 

C. J. Van Bergen Thirion has made a classification 
of PSC which operate on the internal market on the 
basis of following characteristics32:

- The guarding sector is the largest and 
most visible component. The regions with the highest 
level of crime have the largest number of companies 
which engage in this sort of business. The employees of 
the guarding sector patrol office buildings, apartment 
complexes, shopping malls, sports arenas, warehouses, 
parking lots and other objects and activities requiring 
security. 

- The technical security, information 
protection and surveillance sector includes installers 
of alarms, access controls, protection devices and 
biometric sensors and often intrusion intervention 
services as well. The surveillance services are mostly 
provided via monitoring of sensors and surveillance and 
recording equipment. 

- The investigation and risk management 
sector which is the smallest and comprises private 
investigators whose engage in a wide range of 
activities, from dangerous and potentially tragic to 
mundane and even hilarious. For example, such 
activities may include matrimonial disputes, labor 
matters, provision of expertise, private and industrial 
espionage, counterintelligence activities, overt and 

undercover missions of espionage and information-
gathering, prevention of fraud and market abuse etc. 
Private investigators have very diverse and constantly 
evolving roles in prevention and detection of crime and 
other wrongdoing. Risk management is the least visible 
of all sectors. It only began to be developed in the past 
couple of years and is the least problematic from the 
standpoint of our research. (Table 2)

32 Schreier and Caparini, ‘Privatising Security,’ p. 27
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Table 2: Classification of private military and security companies according to 

Fred Schreier and Marina Caparini (2005)

Private military companies Private security companies

Private military companies which offer services of di-
rect military intervention

Private companies which offer services of physical 
protection and security of people and objects

Private military companies which provide consulting 
services

Private companies which provide consulting services

Private military companies which provide services of 
background support and logistics

Private companies which provide technical protec-
tion and video surveillance
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At this point one should mention the 
activities of private intelligence agencies which can 
also be categorized as PSC. In Western countries 
their activity is mostly in the legal sphere and abides 
by the law. The problem of are many parts of South 
Eastern Europe where private intelligence agencies 
are connected with members of former security 
services and cooperate with criminal organizations. A 
good example is Romania. In Romania operate more 
than 160 private intelligence agencies, mostly owned 
by former senior members of the army, the police or 
state security services.33 In Russia there over 12,000 
such registered „intelligence“ agencies. They mostly 
employ former members of the KGB, GRU and the 
former Soviet Army. Most of these agencies are in 
direct collusion with Russian mafia.34 

The demand for services of PSCs is constantly 
on the rise due to economic, demographic and 
political social changes. Concurrently, state reduces 
its responsibility for public security and transfers it 
to other subjects. With an intention to ensure full 
flexibility and the best relationship between price and 
demand, these functions are increasingly transferred 
to private security industry. In most Western countries, 
the owners of private houses, representatives of local 
communities and the private sector increasingly rely 
on private security rather than the police financed by 
taxpayers’ money to protect them from crime, due to 
downsizing of police forces and a suspicion about the 
efficiency of the entire criminal justice system. Given 
such developments, PSCs have become responsible 
for ensuring public peace and order and protecting 
public and private property on a wide range of 
locations. Their fields of activity have been extended 
to areas of high risk such as nuclear power plants, 
crucial national infrastructure, banks, embassies 
and airports. The services which PSC afford extend 
to operating prisons, enforcing parking regulations, 
providing witness protection and security in courts, 
providing security during public events, escort of high-
risk transports, including transport of gas, chemicals, 
prisoners, mental patients, patrolling military bases 
and training camps, ensuring immigration centers 
and various other services.  

The job of private security companies, which 
has for a long time been exclusively focused on the 

33 Schreier and Caparini, ‘Privatising Security,’ p. 41
34 Victoria E. Bonnell and Thomas B. Gold, eds, The 

New Entrepreneurs of Europe and Asia: Patterns of Business De-
velopment in Russia, Eastern Europe and China (London: M. E. 
Sharpe, 2001), p. 12

internal market, has recently vastly expanded to 
provision of security services in other countries. The 
PSC abroad provide services to major multinational 
corporations, governments, government staff, 
embassies, UN institutions and other international 
organizations, NGOs and even the delegates of the 
International Committee of the Red Cross. 

The services provided by PSC in foreign 
countries include training of police and security 
forces, protection of critical national infrastructure, 
guarding convoys and protecting various delegations 
as well as multinational corporations engaged 
in demining, energy production and transport. 
Furthermore, they ensure companies operating ports, 
railways and airports, carry out airborne surveillance 
and reconnaissance ant undertake other high-risk 
security operations such as liberating hostages.   

The best example of rapid expansion of PSCs 
is Iraq. The PMC and PSC industry (table 3) in Iraq has 
contributed more forces than any other member of 
the coalition. The number of people from this sector 
is nearly equal to the number of all coalition soldiers 
except the US combined.35 Almost all PSCs are on the 
US payroll directly or indirectly through sub-contracts 
with companies engaged to rebuild Iraq. Many 
civilian guards as „independent contractors“are hired 
by smaller companies which are sub-contractors 
of major security companies, which are, again, 
contractors of states who have engaged them. This 
complex knot of mutual relations in practice often 
means that governments do not have real oversight 
over PSC which are on the public payroll.36 The second 
aspect of this problem is that in this way states 
shed responsibility for crimes committed by forces 
they had engaged. The combination of insecurity, 
legal irregularity and millions of dollars invested 
in reconstruction has created a large and powerful 
market of security services in the conflict zone of 
Iraq. New security companies aggressively compete 
for lucrative contracts in this murky environment. 
(Table 3)

35 Schreier and Caparini, ‘Privatising Security,’ p. 30
36 David Barstow, “Security Companies: Shadow Sol-

diers in Iraq”, New York Times, 19 April 2004. 
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Regulating the private security 
industry market

Some critics of private security industry 
maintain that this industry cannot be legitimate 
because it consists of illegitimate actors.37 They 
advocate placing a ban on the entire private security 
industry and re-nationalization of security and 
military competences of the state. The demand for 
PSC services in the world is growing and a ban on their 
work is unrealistic. One of the consequences of such 
a ban would certainly be a decrease of transparency 
and accountability of the security sector, because this 
industry would be pushed underground i.e. on the 
black market. On the other end of the spectrum are 
opinions that market itself would ensure punishment 
of „bad“ security providers and that regulating 
their work is thus superfluous. Such an opinion is 
also unrealistic. It has so far been shown that the 
invisible hand of the market has not been sufficient 
to discourage illegal behavior of some companies. 
Even if it had been, the invisible hand of the market is 
unable to ensure accountability of these companies.38 

The most realistic response to the rapid rise 
of private security industry should be found in a 
balance between these two positions (table 4). The 
need for legal regulation of this area was particularly 
pronounced during Iraq and Afghanistan wars. 

37 Musah, A-F. “A Country Under Siege: State Decay and 
Corporate Military Intervention in Sierra Leone,” in Musah, A-F. 
& Fayemi, K. (eds) Mercenaries: An African Security Dilemma. 
Pluto Press: London (2000), p. 11

38 K. P. Nossal, ‘Global Governance and National In-
terests: Regulating Transnational Security Corporations in the 
Post-Cold War Era’, Melbourne Journal of International Law, 2, 
2 (2001), (p. 22).

For states and non-state actors to be able 
to constructively fit the private security industry 
into a broader system of security management, it 
is necessary to pay attention to three main points. 
Firstly, the issue of their accountability should be 
regulated. Without accountability of individual 
contractors, the resort to private security industry 
will continue to raise suspicion. Secondly, the issue 
of legitimacy is important. If private security industry 
wants to be actively participating in the construction 
of state security, state and non-state actors have 
to accept it as a legitimate actor. It is particularly 
important that people who are beneficiaries of 
goods and services should accept it as a legitimate 
actor. Apart from legitimacy, it is necessary to ensure 
that appropriate action by private security industry 
be perceived as legal, for example so that their 
individual actions are sanctioned by the state or other 
subjects. The legality of private security industry 
largely depends on whether it possesses necessary 
level of transparency and democratic standards in 
areas such as company activity, finance and business 
operation.39 Thirdly, practical obstacles to effective 
operation of the private security industry have to be 
overcome. A system of private-public interaction on 
the international level has to be developed in this 
direction. Such a development requires that private 
security industry actors increasingly work with states 
rather than against them. 

If we want that the resort to private security 
sector should be efficient and regulated, it is 
necessary to harmonize different requirements 

39 Caroline Holmqvist, ‘Private Security Companies 
– The Case for Regulation’, Stockholm International Peace Re-
search Institute, January 2005, p. 21
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Table 3: DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SERVICES PROVIDED BY PRIVATE SECURITY COMPANIES AND PRIVATE 
MILITARY COMPANIES

Private military companies Private security companies

Participation in direct combat action Physical protection and security of persons

Provision of training and coaching Physical-technical assignments, video surveillance of 
objects and installment of technical protection

Providing consulting and advisory services Detective and investigative activities

Background and logistical support Consulting, training and coaching services provided 
by organizations which focus on working abroad

Maintenance and repair of equipment Securing vital national infrastructure, plants and pipe-
lines by organizations which focus on working abroad

Demining services Protection of humanitarian workers and convoys

Provision of information-gathering, intelligence 
and reconnaissance services

Intelligence activity by organizations which focus on 
working abroad



and interests.40  First and foremost, the interests of 
the „host state“ (the interest of the state in which 
private security industry operates) and its population 
have to be taken into account. It especially refers to 
weak states in which private security actors mostly 
operate under contracts signed with foreign actors. 
Secondly, the „home state“ (the state from which 
an individual company comes from) has to have 
oversight and control over where, how and for whom 
a private security actor works. Thirdly, companies 
which operate in this sector have to incur benefits 
from having their position regulated and from 
implementing legal measures. Namely, it is necessary 
to create such an environment in which companies 
which do business in accordance with rules are 
rewarded with market success and those who violate 
rules are suspended and punished.41 Only if interests 
of all actors who act in the private security industry 
are taken into account can regulation of this area 
produce the desired practical and normative effects. 
(Table 4)

40 Damian Lilly, ‘Green Paper Submission: Private Mili-
tary Companies: Options for Regulation”, International Alert 
July 2002

41 Kinsey, C., ‘Regulation and control of private military 
companies: the legislative dimension’, Contemporary Security 
Policy (2005),  p. 13

The UN approach to regulating 
the private security sector market 

The UN is the main actor responsible for 
maintaining international peace and security. Clear 
and unambiguous attitude about private security 
industry would certainly have an important normative 
influence even if it were not legally binding. As the 
highest international authority and promoter of 
norms, the UN clearly needs to address the new 
situation bringing about the rapid increase of the 
number and expansion of the private security sector. 

For the start, the UN should regulate the issue 
of its own use of private companies from this sector.42 
The UN is big users of private security industry in 
peacekeeping operations. The fact that the largest 
world organization often engages private companies 
represent an important incentive for regulating this 
sector, especially because a lack of accountability of 
private security industry actors could badly reflect on 
the UN. 

The UN has to make and develop public 
standards for private security industry that have to 
be observed when contracts are made. The use of 
private security industry in peacekeeping operations 
has to be open and transparent. The first step would 
be to make a public list of companies that have 
signed a contract with the UN, specifying their tasks, 

42 Caroline Holmqvist, ‘Private Security Companies’, p. 
12
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Table 4: ARGUMENTS THAT CAN BE MADE IN FAVOR OF AND AGAINST ENGAGING PRIVATE MILITARY 
COMPANIES

Arguments in favor of engagement of PMC Arguments against engagement of PMC

Enable redistribution of resources and cuts in mili-
tary spending

Defense, security and army are traditionally exclusive 
competences of the state and their privatization and 
ceding to PMCs is questionable.

PMC are more flexible, effective and efficient in 
their work.

The question of accountability, both legal and ethical, 
is posed.

They are engaged under the auspices of the UN in 
international peace operations and conflict reso-
lution.

The market is not regulated at the international level

They provide undisputable contribution to conflict 
resolution and stabilization of conflict areas.

The issue of loyalty of citizens and their patriotism is 
pushed into background because PSCs carry out their 
activities purely for profit.

They dispose with human resources who enable 
them to handle highly advanced technical and in-
formation tools.

They are not accountable, there is a possibility of ob-
struction and sale of classified information to a client 
who offers more money.



mandates and areas where they are engaged.43 Such 
an approach would enable the public to be informed 
about the companies that are engaged in peacekeeping 
operations. Furthermore, such an approach would 
change the general acceptance of an attitude about 
“classified nature of clients“ which currently prevails 
within the industry and blocks any discussion about 
accountability of private companies. The company 
standards should be thoroughly considered. In any 
case, they should be in accordance with international 
humanitarian law, observance of human rights, 
compulsory transparency and accountability of 
individual contractors and satisfactory training of 
staff.

The UN should also work on the development 
of international regulation of private security industry 
in the case when subjects from this branch conclude 
contracts with clients which are not UN members.44 
The role of a regulative body for international 
conclusion of contracts with the private security 
industry can be assumed by the UN Special Envoy 
for Mercenaries.45 The UN regulation should contain 
a list of firms that have accepted standards, which 
are „accredited“and which have a certain level of 
legitimacy. This would be especially useful because 
it would afford both state and non-state clients a 
better insight into the work of companies before they 
engage them. The second possibility is for the UN to 
assume the role of a foreign reviewer, by sending an 
independent envoy to establish whether companies 
adhere to the accepted standards and respect the 
rules.

The EU context 

The private security sector in EU countries 
has experienced enormous growth. This growth 
is illustrated by a large number of companies for 
private security and by diversity of services they 
provide. The huge increase of the number of 
employees of these companies is also noticeable. 
In 1999 the Confederation of European Security 
Services estimated that there are more than 
500,000 employees working for 10,000 companies 
specialized for securing industrial objects, offices, 
public buildings, shops, airports as well as for money 
transport, personal protection and protection of 

43 Ibid, p.14
44 Ibid, p. 19
45 David Shearer, ‘Outsourcing War’, Foreign Policy, 112 

(1998), pp. 68–81

private houses in EU states.46 Today in the enlarged 
EU including countries of South Eastern Europe and 
with constant growth of private security companies, 
that number equals 52,300 with nearly two and a 
half million employees.47 In some EU member states 
the number of private security sector employees 
exceeds the number of policemen, while in most 
states it is nearly equal as the number of members 
of police forces. It is noticeable that almost all EU 
member states have regulated this area by internal 
legislation. In Austria, which numbers some 200 
companies (with the proportion of 1 private security 
industry employee per 523 citizens) and in the Czech 
Republic, which numbers 5629 companies (with the 
proportion of 1 private security industry employee 
per 203 citizens and 1 policeman per 238 citizens), 
there are no umbrella laws which regulate this area 
and the operation of companies is instead regulated 
under provisions of other laws. Partial exceptions are 
Spain, which numbers 1299 companies of this kind 
(with the proportion of 1 private security industry 
employee per 1260 citizens and 1 policeman per 
565 citizens) and Sweden with some 250 companies 
(with the proportion of 1 private security industry 
employee per 467 citizens and 1 policemen per 522 
citizens), since they have specific laws which apply to 
this area.  

The legislations of  Germany, which numbers 
about 3700 private companies (with the proportion of 
1 private security industry employee per 484 citizens) 
and Belgium, which numbers about 1300 private 
companies (with the proportion of 1 private security 
industry employee per 170 citizens) and Slovakia 
(with the proportion of 1 private security industry 
employee per 314 citizens) represent exceptions in 
the way this sector is regulated. According to Jap,48 
Sweden qualifies as a country that provides the best 
conditions in the area of private security industry.

On the EU level a universal and generally 
accepted definition of private security industry does 
not exist, or a unique way of regulating of this market 
in EU member states. However, under provisions of 
most laws, private security services refer to securing 
persons, property, organizing money transportation 

46 Confederation of European Security Services <http://
www.coess.org/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Private_Security_
Services_in_Europe-CoESS_Facts_and_Figures_2011(1).pdf> 
[accessed 26 September 2012]

47 Ibid 
48 Jaap de Waard, ’The Private Security Industry in an 

International Perspective’, European Journal on Criminal Policy 
and Research, 7, 2 (1999), pp. 147-74 (p. 8).
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escort, existence of surveillance centers, as well 
as projecting, installing and maintaining systems 
of technical protection and conducting of private 
investigations.49 In most member states, Ministries of 
the Interior are in charge of issuing work permits. In 
some countries special institutions have taken over 
this jurisdiction (Great Britain and Ireland), in some 
countries this jurisdiction is exercised by the Ministry 
of Labor, local self-government bodies or even the 
Defense Ministry. It is important to note that in all 
countries work permits issued for a limited time 
period are compulsory. In all countries except Italy 
companies are requested to hire trained employees, 
to be equipped, transparent and accountable. Most 
countries require from private security employees 
should undergo additional specialized training as 
well as additional checks. Taking exams in order to 
obtain work permits is obligatory in almost all states. 
An approval of the Interior Ministry or a competent 
body authorizing the content of the training is 
necessary in only a few countries. 

In Great Britain, the Netherlands, Ireland, 
Denmark and France the use of fire-arms is 
prohibited, but in most countries the use of non-lethal 
weapons and movement limiting devices is allowed. 
Limited search of objects and persons, as well as 
confiscation of objects, is allowed in all countries. 
An additional special authorization is necessary only 
in Greece, Belgium and Poland, but authorization is 
defined in accordance with specific circumstances 
of the situation and the area of activity (on private 
premises, on airports etc). The training to carry fire-
arms is obligatory in all states. 

The work of these firms is mostly controlled 
by the police and rarely by the local authorities. 
Institutions that issue permits are in most cases 
engaged in controlling their work.50 Sanctions which 
ensue in the case that the rules are violated mostly 
boil down to administrative bans, revocation of work 
permits and criminal charges. Bans on their work are 
not unusual and in some cases prison sentences are 
also meted out. 

49 Unijat, Jelena, Marko Milošević, Predrag Petrović 
and Sonja Stojanović, Private Security Companies in Serbia - A 
Friend or a Foe? (Belgrade: Center for Civilian-Military Rela-
tions, 2008) p.103

50 Confederation of European Security Services <http://
www.coess.org/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Private_Security_
Services_in_Europe-CoESS_Facts_and_Figures_2011(1).pdf> 
[accessed 26 September 2012]

The situation in Serbia

The privatization of security in Western 
countries was a result of the requirement that state 
institutions should do their job more efficiently. It was 
achieved by privatizing certain functions of public 
administration. However, in Serbia this occurred 
mostly for a completely different reason, namely due 
to a complete collapse of the state and its inability to 
perform basic functions. In the period between 1990 
and 2000, Serbia experienced a massive decrease of 
industrial production, massive decrease of export, 
chronic unemployment with grey economy replacing 
regular market. During the same period Serbia 
experienced precipitating downfall in the rule of law 
and efficiency of institutions in charge for ensuring 
citizens’ security. A particularly large problem was 
that institutions in charge of citizens’ security were 
used against them as a weapon of repression by 
the ruling regime. The state gave organized criminal 
groups huge freedom and power. 

In that period there was practically no activity 
in Serbia which functioned outside the zone of grey 
economy. Such situation has instigated a huge rise of 
private security sector, given that businesses in grey 
economy do not enjoy the protection of the police 
and the judicial authorities and turn themselves to 
private security for protection.51 The agencies for 
physical-technical security that emerged in this period 
were mostly owned by organized criminal groups.52 
The services of security and protection provided 
by such firms were just a camouflage for criminal 
businesses. Although not all security firms were at 
the same time criminal organizations or involved in 
criminal activities, the prevalence of the firms that 
which did, has created a deep public perception that 
lingers to this day that the entire private security 
sector is deeply criminalized.53 

Until 1993 there existed a Law in Serbia which 
regulated engaging private security firms in Republics 
that had made up former Yugoslavia. Namely, the Law 
on the System of Social Self-Protection allowed private 
subjects to provide security services. It regulated the 
entire area of engaging companies which provide 
services of private security in conditions of socialist 

51 Timothy Frye, ‘Private Protection in Russia and Po-
land’, American Journal of Political Science, 46, 3, (2002), pp. 
572–584 (p. 26). 

52 Predrag Petrović, Privatizing Security in Serbia, West-
ern Balkans Security Observer, No.4, January-March (2007), 
p.19

53 Ibid, p. 18
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self–management economy. The National Parliament 
of Serbia abolished in 1993 the Law on Social Self-
Protection. Its abolition has created a vacuum in 
regulation of the security sector. The state security 
sector did not fill the vacuum and the place was filled 
by private security agencies which, operating under 
the laws of the market and due to a lack of legal 
regulation, did not manage to fit into the security 
system of Serbia.

Table 5: MAIN CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PRIVATE 

SECURITY SECTOR IN SERBIA

There is no umbrella law which regulates the operation 
of PSC

The Interior Ministry does not exercise control and over-
sight over PSC

The Interior Ministry is very slow in addressing demands 
of PSC

PSC do not observe even existing regulations and legal 
solutions 

Within the Interior Ministry there is no special body in 
charge of inspection and oversight over PSC

There is a collusion between politics and business (practi-
cally every major political party has its own PSC)

There is no central register of PSCs. Even if the Interior 
Ministry intended to inspect these companies, there are 

no data specifying who should be inspected. 

Serbia is today the only country in South 
Eastern Europe which has not enacted a law on 
private security companies. Tens of thousands of 
people work on tasks of private security in Serbia 
and unofficially there are about 3000 private security 
companies. A more precise picture on the number 
of firms and employees can be obtained on the 
basis of the register of fire-arms kept by the Interior 
Ministry, which states that 46,986 pieces of fire-arms 
are registered with legal persons under Article 17 
of the Law on Weapons and Ammunition (however, 
this number also includes hunting associations and 
private investigators).54

In a situation when there is no umbrella 
law precisely and comprehensively regulating the 
entire sector of private security, operation of private 
companies in this sector is regulated by several 
sporadic laws (Law on Labor, Official Gazette of the 
Republic of Serbia 24/05; Law on Weapons and 

54 Living with the Legacy - SALW Survey Republic of Ser-
bia (UNDP, 2005), p. 22

Ammunition, Official Gazette of the Republic of Serbia 
44/98, Law on Amendments to the Law on Weapons 
and Ammunition, Official Gazette of the Republic of 
Serbia 39/03, Law on Firms, Official Gazette of the 
Republic of Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 29/96, 
33/96 – corr., 29/97, 59/98, 74/99, 9/2001 – decision 
by the Federal Constitutional Court and 36/2002, the 
Penal Code, Official Gazette of the Republic of Serbia 
85/05, Law on Protection against Fire, Official Gazette 
of the Republic of Serbia 48/94, Law on Security 
and Health at Work, Official Gazette of the Republic 
of Serbia 101/05, Law on Amendments to the Law 
on Prevention of Violence and Improper Behavior 
during Sport Events Official Gazette of the Republic 
of Serbia 90/07). Although private security firms 
provide specific types of services, which include use 
of force and fire-arms, their registration is the same 
as of all other economic actors. These companies 
are registered on the level of municipalities and the 
permits for acquisition and possession of arms are 
issued by a municipal department of the Republic 
of Serbia Interior Ministry. Not a single institution in 
the state keeps a central register of PSC, not even the 
Interior Ministry.55 

The main problem that originated from 
this situation is that private security organizations 
either do not apply the regulations or violate 
them. Namely it is often the case that the fact that 
the Interior Ministry has not issued a permit to a 
company employee to carry arms, it is disregarded, 
although he/she is engaged on very sensitive tasks.56 
Such situation is the consequence of a lack of legal 
regulation of the sector since there is no body the 
task of which is to oversee, control and inspect the 
affairs of PSCs. 

Almost 10 years ago the first attempt was 
made to enact a law which would legally regulate 
the private security sector, but for unknown reasons 
it was soon abandoned. Since then until now such a 
law has not been enacted in Serbia. The last attempt 
of enacting such a law was in 2010, when the Interior 
Ministry of Serbia, together with the Association of 
Private Security with the Chamber of Commerce, 
presented a Draft Law on Physical - Technical 

55 Jelena Unijat, Predrag Petrović, Marko Milošević and 
Sonja Sotjanović, Key findings of research and recommenda-
tions, in Private security companies in Serbia – Friend or threat? 
Belgrade:Centre for Civil-Military Relations (2008), p. 28 

56 Unijat, Jelena, Marko Milošević, Predrag Petrović 
and Sonja Stojanović, Private Security Companies in Serbia - A 
Friend or a Foe? (Belgrade: Center for Civilian-Military Rela-
tions, 2008) p.73
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Security. The law was sharply criticized both by 
representatives of firms which  provide services of 
physical-technical security and the non-governmental 
sector. Most criticism concerned the establishment 
of an Agency for Private Security Affairs, established 
by the Serbian government at the proposal of the 
Interior Ministry, the possibility that criminals can be 
company owners, the clash of interests between the 
state and the private security sector, weak inspection 
and oversight over the private security sector as well 
as the fact that under the Draft Law the Parliament 
and the public are afforded no insight into the work 
of the private security sector.57 

Dušan  Davidović, director of the Centre for 
Crime Prevention, underlines that legal vacuum 
mostly suits individual agency owners who, using 
strong connections with people from political 
parties, make good profits. He says that there are 
firms that have connections with all major parties 
in Serbia and that they can do whatever they want, 
which is particularly visible outside the capital city. 
Those firms get jobs outside tender procedures and 
can even take over jobs of other firms. He adds that 
the fact that the law has not yet been placed on the 
Parliament agenda suggests that the grey zone of the 
private security sector still has the upper hand and 
holds the strings in its hands.58 

Professor Bogoljub Milosavljević also says 
that connections between certain political parties 
and owners of security firms close to politicians are 
obvious. He also underlines that the use of fire-arms 
or eavesdropping devices is still not legally regulated 
in Serbia, as well as surveillance and tracking devices, 
despite the fact that people from the private security 
sector carry short and long guns and engage in 
eavesdropping, surveillance and tracking of people. 
There is no system of verification, training and 
licensing employees and it is unknown who and in 
what way controls their work.59 

Even though seriousness of the situation 
in which private security sector operates in Serbia 

57 Predrag Petrović, Jelena Unijat i Marko Milošević 
Commentary on the Draft Law on Private Security and Draft Law 
on Detective Jobs (Belgrade: Belgrade Center for Security Policy, 
2010), p.4

58 Nenad Jaćimović and Tamara Marković-Subota, 
‘Privatna obezbeđenja pod zaštitom političkih moćnika’ (Pri-
vate security under protection of political strongmen), Blic 
online, 9 November 2006. <http://www.blic.rs/stara_arhiva/
hronika/124339/Privatna-obezbedjenja-pod-zastitom-politick-
ih-mocnika> [accessed 26 September 2012] 

59 Ibid

today would require that a law be urgently enacted, 
such a law has not yet been passed. Since the 
Republic of Serbia has ratified the Association and 
Stabilization Agreement with the European Union, it 
has to fulfill all ensuing obligations which in this case 
primarily concern reform of the security sector and 
faster harmonization of national technical legislation 
with technical legislation of the EU (Article 77 of the 
Stabilization and Association Agreement – obligation 
of the Republic of Serbia to take all necessary 
measures to gradually achieve harmonization with 
technical regulations of the Union and European 
standardization, methodology and procedures of 
assessment of harmonization) and the principles of 
the World Trade Organization. Adoption of the said 
law falls under this obligation since it represents 
the material-legal basis for performing private 
security tasks within the system of national security 
and in accordance with the principle of democratic 
civilian control which, according to proposed legal 
solutions, is carried out by accredited organizations. 
In accordance with the Directive of the European 
Parliament and the EU Council number 765/2008 
of 9 July 2008, they represent the most desirable 
instrument proving competence of accredited 
organizations as an important element of democratic 
civilian control (independence, impartiality, 
objectivity).60 

                                                          
Concluding remarks

On the basis of the aforementioned we can easily 
conclude that private security industry represents 
significant element of a security component of every 
country, as well as the international community. Due 
to increasing number of international interventions 
which encompass increasingly numerous ranges of 
activities – from warfare, to humanitarian assistance, 
support to peacekeeping operations, post-conflict 
reconstructions to security sector reform – the need 
for greater engagement of private security industry is 
also increasing.

Such a development results in the greater 
need for oversight, transparency and accountability 
of actors in the private security industry. A wider 
range of services they offer, as well as the fact that 
states, international organizations and private 

60 Draft Law on Private Security < http://www.zakon.
co.rs/predlog-zakona-o-privatnom-obezbedjenju.html?searche
d=privatno+obezbe%C4%91enje&advsearch=exactphrase&hig
hlight=ajaxSearch_highlight+ajaxSearch_highlight1> [accessed 
25 September 2012]
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corporations increasingly rely on them, suggests that 
privatization of security is a long-term trend that has 
deep ramifications for the nature of the state and its 
monopoly over the use of force.  

However, the real risk of irresponsible 
behavior of the entire security industry are not its 
activities in home countries (mostly rich countries), 
but in carrying out tasks in weak and failed states. 
Local authorities in those countries often lack power 
or possibility to control these firms. With dramatic 
growth of the size and influence of private security 
industry the need for analysis, discussion and 
innovative legal solutions is also growing. Any sort 
of response to the phenomenon of private security 
industry has to take into account the altered nature 
of international conflicts and be aware of the fact that 
economic resources are transformed into military 
ones much faster than before and that non-state 
actors can finance wars sometimes more successfully 
than states themselves.  

As far as Serbia is concerned, it is of utmost 
importance to enact a law that would thoroughly 
and precisely regulate the work of private security 
industry. It is necessary to acquaint the parliamentary 
committees in charge of the Judiciary, state 
administration and local self-government with all 
characteristics and specificities of the private security 
industry in Serbia. The right to issue work permits 
as well as authorization of provision of training, 
carrying out inspection and monitoring, should all 
be thoroughly regulated under the law. The question 
whether the Interior Ministry can participate on the 
market as a private security industry actor should 
also be considered. In the case that the Interior 
Ministry has a right to participate on the market, the 
aforementioned rights of authorization should be 
entrusted to an expert association or an independent 
body. To make regulation possible, it is necessary to 
prevent the influence of politics or political parties 
on the private security industry or ensure that this 
relationship is transparent and legally regulated. 
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The Periphery of the Periphery:

The Western Balkans and the Euro Crisis

This article was published as a policy paper in August 2012 on the European 
Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR)website: http://ecfr.eu/page/-/ECFR60_
WESTERN_BALKANS_BRIEF_AW.pdf

Despite the euro crisis, the European Union continues to expand into the 
Western Balkans: in July 2013, Croatia will become its 28th member. But beneath 
the surface, the EU’s relationship with the countries on its doorstep is changing as 
a result of the crisis and the way it is transforming the EU. Integration is a double-
edged sword for the Western Balkans: in good times, the European core exported 
its prosperity towards its south-eastern periphery; but now, at a time of crisis, it is 
exporting instability. European policymakers and analysts still casually speak of the 
EU as the cure for Balkan pathologies – as if the crisis has never happened. But the 
truth is that a disintegrating EU could also be a curse for them.

The EU is now faced with what Timothy Garton Ash calls a “damned if you 
do, damned if you don’t” situation: if the eurozone sorts out its problems, the 
price might well be introversion and no appetite for enlargement; if it doesn’t, 
the Balkans will be left out in the cold with little external support for their 
modernisation and democratic consolidation.1 Either way, the crisis is relegating 
the region to the outermost circle in a multi-speed Europe – the periphery of the 
periphery. A Greek exit from the eurozone would send shockwaves through the 
Western Balkans, with whom it has developed extensive trade, investment and 
human links over the past two decades – exactly as Brussels hoped it would.

The euro crisis further reinforces the temptation that already existed to pursue 
a “wain-and-see” approach to the Western Balkans - particularly as even Romania 
and Bulgaria struggle to convince “old Europeans” that they are proper members 
of the club.” But the stability of the status quo could prove deceptive. While Balkan 
conflicts are unlikely to re-emerge and turn violent, stagnation within the region 
erodes the EU’s influence and encourages competitors. Balancing and playing off 
rival powers in order to reap short-term benefits at the expense of long-term public 
interest may well become the dominant foreign policy strategy for local elites. The 
EU should therefore re-assert the role of integration as an engine for economic 

1 Remark made at the 10th anniversary conference of South East European Studies at Oxford 
(SEESOX), St Antony’s College, Oxford, 28 May 2012.

Dmitar Bechev
Head of ECFR´s Office 
in Sofia
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and social modernisation. The EU needs to deploy 
its existent resources, as scarce as they may be, to 
bolster growth, competitiveness and employment in 
order to beef up its power of attraction, encourage 
pro-reform actors and avoid squandering the political 
capital already invested in the Balkans.

To make enlargement work and reclaim its soft 
power, the EU must shift its focus from a narrative based 
on security to one based on the economy. Political 
stabilisation through association was a worthwhile 
strategy in the past but these days it is simply not 
sufficient. Thanks to its already advanced integration 
into the EU, the region’s problems are largely identical 
to those faced by many member states, not least 
those in Central and Eastern Europe. Perched on the 
EU’s periphery, the Western Balkans are exceptionally 
vulnerable to the economic turbulence originating 
from within its confines. The main challenge is how 
to safe-guard stability in the face of the outside storm 
while boosting growth.

Enlargement as usual?

Contrary to popular rumour, the euro crisis has 
not killed enlargement. Following Croatian accession, 
Montenegro also opened accession talks on 29 June 
and hopes to join within a decade. Even Serbia was 
upgraded to candidate status back in March, in 
recognition of bold steps taken towards normalising 
ties with Prishtina. Even thoug thay brought to the 
presidency Tomislav Nikolić, a right-wing populist with 
an impeccable paramilitary pedigree, and installed 
Slobodan Milošević’s ex-spokesman Ivica Dačić as 
prime minister, the elections demonstrated that the 
EU is not a divisive issue as in the past. Friends of 
Europe in the current member states would be happy 
if their own Eurosceptic parties performed as poorly 
at the polls as Vojislav Koštunica, the only candidate 
arguing against Serbia’s accession.

Even laggards such as Bosnia and Kosovo, still 
under international tutelage, aren’t doing that badly. 
Having recently marked the twentieth anniversary 
of the war, Bosnia might submit a membership 
application this year. After 16 months of agony 
following the October 2010 elections, a state-level 
government was formed in Sarajevo and two critical 
laws, on state aid and on censuses, were passed 
last February. The principal hurdle to be cleared, 
according to a roadmap extended by the EU in June, 
is implementing the 2009 Sejdić–Finci judgment by 

the Strasbourg-based European Court of Human 
Rights and allowing those not belonging to the three 
main communities – the Bosniaks, Serbs and Croats – 
to serve in high public offices. Constitutional changes 
regarding the rules on electing the country’s tripartite 
presidency are proving hard to negotiate but moving 
closer to the EU is a valuable prize. 

Kosovo also scored a success when it launched 
a visa liberalisation dialogue with the European 
Commission on 19 January, having fulfilled the 
criteria set forth by Brussels. Moreover, on 14 June, 
the Commission delivered a roadmap specifying 
reforms on the path to lifting the visas. The so-
called footnote or asterisk agreement between 
Prishtina and Belgrade in February was yet another 
breakthrough. Not only did it pave Serbia’s way to 
candidacy and open the gates to Balkan regional 
bodies to Kosovo, but also it helped the Commission 
start work on a feasibility study in March, which may 
lead to an Stabilisation and Association Agreement 
(SAA) with Kosovo. Such steps will strengthen the 
EU’s hand while inaugurating a more mature and 
even relationship with both Kosovo and Bosnia, 
well beyond crisis management under the Common 
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP).

These are not trivial bureaucratic moves but 
genuine achievements backed by political will and 
entrepreneurship from enlargement-friendly EU 
member states and, in particular, the European 
Commission. In March, enlargement commissioner 
Stefan Füle launched a high-level accession dialogue 
(HLAD) to help Macedonia meet the benchmarks in 
key areas such as judicial and public administration 
reform – a way to mitigate the Greek veto preventing 
Macedonia from starting accession negotiations 
despite obtaining a positive avis from the Commission. 
Two days after François Hollande was inaugurated as 
French president in May, the Commission initiated a 
“Positive Agenda” as a vehicle to reignite the stalled 
accession talks with Turkey. In June, the Council gave 
the Commission a green light to start working on a 
visa liberalisation roadmap, a longstanding Turkish 
demand. In exchange, Ankara initialled a readmission 
agreement. Such moves, though hardly a panacea, do 
show that Brussels is doing its best to bypass political 
roadblocks.

Counter-intuitively, the crisis has also boosted 
certain facets of EU policy. Germany’s economic 
weight has propelled it to the centre of decision-
making and allowed it to act more assertively on 
the external front too. Thanks to Chancellor Angela 
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Merkel’s decisive intervention, Belgrade started 
approaching normalisation talks with Prishtina 
seriously, rather than as a box-ticking exercise, and 
delivered concrete results. Most of the five member 
states that do not recognise Kosovo have, in turn, 
been enormously debilitated by the crisis and 
therefore are much less willing to antagonise Berlin 
or the pro-independence majority in the European 
Council on a second-order issue such as Kosovo. As 
ECFR’s Foreign Policy Scorecard 2012 argued, the 
end result has been a unified position by the EU 
leading to a much more effective deployment of the 
conditionality tool.2 Over the past year, the EU has 
started to talk and act tougher, and chances are that 
it will continue to do so with Nikolić and Dačić, who 
was minister of interior in the previous government. 
These days, some of the toughest messages come 
from none other than Miroslav Lajčák, the foreign 
minister of non-recogniser Slovakia.3

As the enlargement process continues, polls 
show that the popularity of the EU in the Western 
Balkans is declining but still respectable. Even in 
notoriously sceptical Croatia slightly over two-thirds 
voted in favour of membership in a referendum in 
January (although turnout was only 43 percent).4 
In neighbouring Serbia, support for membership 
has gone down by some 20 percent to 50 percent 
in late 2011, a juncture when Serbia was still 
denied a candidate status.5 Even in traditionally 
pro-EU countries such as Montenegro support has 
contracted down to 66 percent. A similar drop of 
nearly 15 percent is observed in Macedonia, though 
there is a stark contrast between the majority and the 
Albanian community, which remains overwhelmingly 
positive.

These poll results show Euro-realism rather than 
Europhilia. Balkan citizens are not in love with the EU; 
rather, they see it as something inevitable. They have a 
point. For all practical intents and purposes, the Balkans 
are already part of the EU, one of the marches in what 
Jan Zielonka famously described as a “neo-medieval 

2 European Foreign Policy Scorecard 2012, European Coun-
cil on Foreign Relations, January 2012, p. 82, available at http://
www.ecfr.eu/scorecard/2012/wider/41.

3 Recently Slovakia started recognising Kosovan passports, 
even if continuing with a formal policy of non-recognition.

4 Throughout the accession period Croats were split into 
three groups of roughly equal size as regards their attitude to 
EU membership (“yes”, “no”, “undecided”).

5 According to data presented by the IPSOS polling agency 
and the European Integration Office at Serbia’s government.

Figure 1
Balkan support for and opposition 
to EU membership

Support for EU membership 
(percentage of population)

2006 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Albania 84 83 88 81 81a

97b

B&H 66 49c 67 69 88d 76e

Croatia 35 29 26 25 66f

Kosovo 87 89 89 88

Macedonia 76 66 62 60

Montenegro 64 57 67 73 70 66g

Serbia 61 58 50.3 44 50 51
54h

47
47i

Opposition to EU membership 
(percentage of population)

2006 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Albania 1 2 3 5 11c

B&H 8 11 6 8

Croatia 35 26 29 32 33f

Kosovo 1 4 2 6

Macedonia 7 7 9 9

Montenegro 7 7 3 4

Serbia 10 9 12 17 37 33
32h

27
37i

Source: Gallup Balkan Monitor (unless indicated otherwise).

a AEI Agency for European Integration

b AIIS
Albanian Institute for International 
Studies

c BAEI
Bosnian Agency for European Integra-
tion

d CDD
Centre for Democracy and Develop-
ment, Novi Sad

e CEDEM
Centre for Democracy and Human 
Rights

f CES
Center for European Studies and the 
Department of Political

g
Science and International Relations, 
Epoka University

h FPA Faktor Plus Agency
i SNPTS Serbian New Political Thought Survey



empire”.6 Since the 2007 accession of Bulgaria and 
Romania, the region is now encircled by the EU. Croatia’s 
membership shrinks the geographical perimeter even 
further. Trade and financial liberalisation between the 
EU and the region is now complete and nearly two-
thirds of the Western Balkans’ exchange is with the 
EU (followed by Russia with only 5.5 percent of the 
overall volume).7 Four member states play a particularly 
prominent role in trade: Germany, Italy, Austria and 
Greece. The EU’s share will increase because Croatia is 
the third-most significant partner for the remainder of 
the Western Balkans.

The EU is by far the most important source of 
financial flows – be it foreign direct investment 
(FDI) or remittances. The Balkan banking sector is 
controlled by institutions from Austria, Italy, France, 
Slovenia and Greece: Balkan countries are the spokes 
in a financial system whose hubs are in Vienna, Milan 
and Athens. Kosovo and Montenegro use the euro 
while Bosnia and Herzegovina’s unit, the convertible 
mark (KM), operates under a currency board regime, 
effectively delegating monetary policy to Frankfurt. 
Macedonia’s denar is de facto pegged to the euro 
too. Only Albania floats its currency, the lek. As of 
2009–10, all Balkan citizens except those from Kosovo 
enjoy visa-free access to the Schengen Area.8 Given 
their advanced integration, and therefore exposure, 
to the single market, accession is the only way to get 
access to EU decision-making and resources.

The dark side of Europeanisation

However, although the accession process is 
continuing despite the crisis, the global economic 
downturn has exposed the limits of the growth 
model the EU has helped entrench. Between 2000 
and 2008, local economies rode high on a boom 
fuelled by financial flows from Western and Southern 
Europe. Domestic consumption went up thanks to 
credit channelled through EU banks to their Western 
Balkan subsidiaries, by FDI and remittances sent 
home by labour migrants. However, the crisis ushered 
in a period of stagnation with no immediate prospect 

6 Jan Zielonka, Europe as Empire: the Nature of the Enlarged 
European Union (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006).

7 Due to energy, Russia matters only on the import side. 
On the export side, the Western Balkan countries’ second-most 
significant partner is the region itself (17.3 percent in 2011).

8 On the benefits of the visa-liberalisation process, see 
Grabbe, Knaus and Korski, “Beyond Wait-and-See”.

for a bounceback.9 Despite the tentative recovery in 
2010–11, most Western Balkan economies have taken 
another plunge in recent months, largely owing to the 
deteriorating conditions in the eurozone. The World 
Bank has recently revised downwards its projections 
for the current year to a mere 1.1 percent.10 That 
compares to an average of 2.2 percent in 2011 and 
to 5.9 percent before 2008. At least three countries, 
Serbia, Montenegro and Bosnia, are on the verge of 
recession with projected growth of 0.4 to 0.1 percent 
this year.

Integration into the EU increases vulnerability to 
external shocks. In 2008–9, more open economies 
such as Croatia suffered from the sharp contraction of 
trade and decline in demand for their exports coupled 
with the disappearance of FDI. Croatia, otherwise 
seen as a political success, is poised to record negative 
growth in 2012 again. Its trajectory has been very 
similar to that of EU members Bulgaria and Romania, 
south-eastern Europe’s champions in attracting 
foreign investment, which previously benefited from 
a massive influx of foreign finance, including into the 
real estate sector. As economists Will Bartlett and 
Ivana Prica argue, the more integrated you were in 
the EU, the deeper you dropped.11

In other parts of the region, less exposed 
thanks to a lower share of exports in GDP or more 
limited influx of FDI, the crisis spread more slowly. 
But judging from the growth figures, its impact has 
proven equally deleterious and potentially more 
durable than in the frontrunners. A key reason is 
the decline of remittances from Western Europe, 
essential for maintaining consumption. In 2010 
alone, the year when growth resumed after the 
initial slump, remittances contracted by as much 
as 15 percent in Albania and 14 percent in Serbia.12 
They have not picked up yet and there are indicators 
of reverse migration from formerly fast-growing 
countries such as Greece, Spain and the UK back to 
the region. The end result is an additional burden 
for already strained state budgets. A further drop 

9 Except for Kosovo and Albania, all Western Balkan coun-
tries went through a deep recession in 2009, with a drop: 7.6 
percent on average.

10 World Bank, South East Europe: Regular Economic Re-
port, 5 June 2012.

11 Will Bartlett and Ivana Prica, “The Variable Impact of the 
Global Economic Crisis in South East Europe”, LSEE Papers Se-
ries, Issue 4, 2012.

12 Remittances accounted for between 16 percent (Kosovo) 
and 7 percent (Montenegro) of GDP in 2010. The contraction 
was -9 percent and -11 percent in Albania and Serbia in Q1 of 
2011 (year on year).
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because of the worsening situation in Greece will 
surely exacerbate the situation in neighbouring 
Albania, which accounts for two-thirds of migrants in 
the country, and also Bulgaria and Romania.

The banking system has been an even more 
significant channel for contagion. After 2008, the 
credit crunch led to a dramatic restriction in liquidity 
by subsidiaries of EU parent banks operating in the 
Balkans. Previously, credit had expanded robustly 
at an average rate of 30 percent, but by late 2010 
all Western Balkan countries recorded negative 
values. As elsewhere, the previously booming 
construction sector in big cities and the coastal areas 
of Montenegro and Croatia was dealt a severe blow. 
Finance to businesses and households has become 
more scarce and pricier. Even in the good times the 
interest-rate differentials with the eurozone were 
high, increasing the costs of finance and providing 
a strong incentive for firms and households to 
borrow in foreign currency. The devaluation in Serbia 
pushed up costs for servicing outstanding debt. Non-
performing loans have shot up since 2009.

In these circumstances, Western Balkan 
governments have few options. They cannot spend 
their way out of the crisis. In fact, by 2010, the 
exhaustion of available fiscal buffers pushed all 
Western Balkan countries towards austerity. The 
fiscal position everywhere, with the exception of 
Macedonia and Kosovo, is precarious. Montenegro, 
Serbia and Albania (with 59 percent of GDP) are 
burdened by high public debt. Sizeable budget deficits 
are a challenge too, especially in Croatia (-5.6 percent) 
and Serbia (-4.1 percent), as are relatively large current 
account deficits. Serbia, Bosnia and Kosovo are on IMF 
support. Belt-tightening measures under the Standby 
Agreements periodically flare up social tensions, 
despite the limited strength of trade unions.

All in all, the Western Balkans are confronted 
by similar challenges as the EU’s southern member 
states. Fortunately, the small size of the economies 
in question, along with the IMF and EU anchors, has 
thus far helped weather trouble.

But, as the Economist Intelligence Unit argues, 
this could well be the lull before a storm.13 The 
slowdown results directly from the problems in the 
eurozone. Interdependence exposes the Balkans to 
crisis-stricken Southern Europe and other troubled 

13 Economist Intelligence Unit, “Eastern Europe economy: 
Balkan vulnerability”, ViewsWire, 14 June 2012.

parts of the EU. Greek banks account for as much 
as 25 percent of the assets, deposits and loans in 
Macedonia, 23 percent in Albania, and between 15 
and 20 percent in Serbia. Together with Italian banks 
they control little under half of the sector in the 
Western Balkans.

Local subsidiaries of Greek banks in the area, 
Bulgaria and Romania included, are, as a rule, better 
capitalised than mother institutions. They have also 
benefited from external support under the ECB’s 
long-term refinancing operation (LTRO) and received 
€630 million in loans from the European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) intended 
specifically to prevent a spill-over to Greek bank units 
in south-eastern Europe. But these are all measures 
intended to stave off a future crisis, not boost growth 
across the region. Consolidating the banking sector 
within the EU has knock-on effects beyond the 
borders of the EU. Slovenian institutions such as Nova 
Ljubljanska banka (NLB) proved undercapitalised,14 
while big Austrian players were required by the 
Vienna authorities to beef up capital reserves after 
the country lost its cherished AAA rating in January. 
According to Erik Berglof, chief economist at the 
EBRD, the whole of Eastern Europe faces a threat 
as tighter capital rules limit funding available at 
giants such as Italy’s UniCredit and Austria’s Erste 
Bank to daughter units.15 Financial prudence in the 
EU leads to deleveraging and ultimately compounds 
stagnation in the “periphery of the periphery”.

There are a few glimmers of hope. In 2011, for 
instance, FDI returned to the Western Balkans, but, 
with the exception of Serbia, they are lagging behind 
already low pre-crisis levels. In the case of Serbia, large 
investments such as at the Fiat plant in Kragujevac 
have relied on generous state subsidies and other 
government incentives to buy political support and 
win votes. Lavishly funded public campaigns via the 
global media to attract strategic investors, such as 
the one carried out by the Macedonian government, 
has not produced miracles. Courting Chinese, Qatari, 

14 The Slovene government has already injected €380m 
(equivalent to 1 percent of GDP) into NLB, the country’s top 
lender. As yields on government bonds shoot up beyond 7 per-
cent, fears are spreading that Slovenia, which adopted the euro 
in 2007, might be next in line for a bailout. “Why yet another 
country may require a bail-out”, the Economist, 18 August 2012, 
available at http://www.economist.com/node/21560567.

15 Veronika Gulyas and Gergo Racz, “EBRD Berglof: Euro 
Crisis May Cause Emerging. Europe Credit Crunch”, Dow Jones, 
18 May 2012, available at http://www. euroinvestor.com/
news/2012/05/18/ebrd-berglof-euro-crisis-may-cause-emerg-
ing-europe-credit-crunch/11997203.
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Turkish, Russian or other moneymen from the 
emerging powers is naturally becoming an ever more 
popular pursuit in the Balkans, but the response has 
been not as enthusiastic as expected.

Figure 2
FDI in the Western Balkans
(inflows in  millions of euros)

2009 2010 2011

Croatia 2.415 295 1.048

Macedonia 290 204 277

Montenegro 1.086 576 534

Serbia 1.349 917 1.379

Albania 705 589 435

B&H 255 212 139

Kosovo 287 362 158

*Own calculations based on data issued from central banks. In 
the case of Montenegro for 2011, the figure is based on data 
from the Montenegrin Investment Promotion Agency (MIPA).

The Western Balkans have a long way to go in 
developing a new economic model based on high 
value-added exports to core Europe. They are far 
behind the new member states in Central and Eastern 
Europe in terms of implementing the kind of structural 
and institutional reforms needed to upgrade local 
potential, improve human capital, diversify exports 
and plug into the manufacturing networks centred 
on Germany and other key Western European 
economies. Industries such as steel production 
(Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia and Serbia), 
aluminium (Bosnia and Montenegro) and tourism 
(Croatia and Montenegro) suffered in the early stages 
of the crisis. Exports picked up in 2010–11, but the 
trend turned negative again in the third quarter of last 
year. In addition, Croatia’s entry into the EU will make 
it harder for neighbours to export their agricultural 
products because of the higher sanitary standards yet 
to be adopted by countries such as Bosnia.

In the meantime, low or negative growth means 
high unemployment (see Figure 3). In a recent 
op-ed, Gerald Knaus and Kori Udovički spoke of 
a “Balkan unemployment crisis”, lamenting the 
weak performance of the export sector across 
ex-Yugoslavia as compared to the likes of Turkey, 
Bulgaria or Romania.16 At the same time, political 
parties continue to use the state as a means of buying 
public support through patronage. This has helped 

16 Kori Udovički and Gerald Knaus, “Mass unemployment 
in the Balkans – a need to act”, EUobserver.com, 12 April 2012, 
available at http://euobserver.com/7/115845.

to offset some of the tensions attendant to the crisis 
but any wave of structural reforms is sure to break 
the precarious balance and stir up social conflicts. 
According to the Confederation of Autonomous Trade 
Unions, there have been 28 strikes since the start of 
2012 in Serbia alone.

Figure 3

Unemployment in the Western Balkans
(percentage of workforce, 2011)

Source: National Statistics; UNDP (Kosovo).

Against this backdrop it is hardly surprising that a 
populist such as Tomislav Nikolić won the presidential 
race in Serbia after failing twice, in 2004 and 2008. 
Stagnation and rising levels of joblessness, especially 
among the yount, wipe out support for the kind of 
reformist policies Brussels likes to talk about. Balkan 
voters are not turning against Europe per se, but they 
are less likely to take its promise for a bright future at 
face value. It would be anfair to blame the EU for this: 
the region’s difficulties in coping with the crisis hav a 
lot to do with policy failures at home. Nevertheless, a 
more pessimist reading of poll figures will not fail to 
notice the gradual disenchantment with the EU. We 
may not be far from the day when the politicians start 
to scapegoat Brussels - as already happens in so many 
member states. The slow pace of enlargement, with 
Montenegro as the only credible entrant, only adds to 
the sense of being left out in the cold.

The erosion of the convergence narrative

In the Balkans, Europeanisation held out a promise of 
modernisation and convergence with the rich and well-
governed countries of “old Europe”. But the unfolding 
Greek drama deals a serious blow to this convergence 
narrative. Greece was one of the region’s models: a 
quintessentially Balkan country that had made the 
grade from rags to riches, from underdevelopment and 
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marginality to prosperity under the star-studded EU 
flag. The Greek success story even empowered Athens 
to act as an intermediary between the EU and Balkan 
membership hopefuls culminating in the European 
Council’s Thessaloniki summit, which in 2003 charted 
an accession perspective for Yugoslavia’s successors 
and Albania. Now, however, Greece is a warning 
about the perils of Europeanisation without deeper 
transformation.

The euro crisis and the EU’s diminishing 
ability to win hearts and minds threaten to both 
marginalise and fragment the Western Balkans. The 
region is already moving at different speeds. New 
member state Croatia is certainly in the fast lane. 
Montenegro, for all its governance deficits, has also 
opened accession talks. But in Serbia, Nikolić’s win 
in the presidential election raises tough questions: 
denying that Srebrenica was an act of genocide, 
choosing Moscow for his first post-election visit and 
curbing central bank independence do not augur 
well. Having gained candidate status, Serbia faces 
three challenges: a cohabitation between a populist 
president who is comfortable in the company of 
Vladimir Putin and a disparate coalition government; 
normalising ties with Kosovo; and completing a 
painful economic overhaul under IMF stewardship.

Prospects are even gloomier in the slow lane. In 
Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Macedonia, 
political elites pay lip service to EU accession but 
are certainly not going out of their way to speed up 
the process. And Kosovo, which has no contractual 
relations with Brussels, has not even started its 
European journey. State capture and deep-seated 
political and inter-ethnic divisions (and, in the 
Macedonian case, Greece’s veto) present formidable 
obstacles. It is hard to see the EU’s carrot-and-stick 
methods working on powerful local leaders such as 
Nikola Gruevski, Sali Berisha or Milorad Dodik whose 
principal motivation is consolidating power in a less 
and less competitive political environment.

There is indeed a silent pact between 
enlargement-fatigued EU member states and rent-
seeking elites in the Western Balkans who don’t 
mind slowing the pace of transformation, especially 
if the price to pay would be to share the destiny of 
Croatia’s disgraced prime minister Ivo Sanader, who 
is being charged with corruption. For every success 
of EU policy in the Balkans there is a failure or two. As 
membership becomes a growingly distant prospect, 

stagnation trends are reinforced. Despite the variety 
of experiences from one country to the other, the 
deterioration in the Western Balkans’ performance 
in terms of democratic consolidation, governance 
and market reform is well captured by international 
indices. Only Croatia and Serbia are improving their 
Freedom House scores (see Figure 4).

Figure 4
Freedom House democracy scores
(1 highest, 7 lowest)

2008 2009 2010 2011 Trend

Albania 3.82 3.82 3.93 4.04 Negative

B&H 4.11 4.18 4.25 4.32 Negative

Croatia 3.64 3.71 3.71 3.64 Positive

Kosovo 5.21 5.14 5.07 5.18 Negative

Macedonia 3.86 3.86 3.79 3.82 Negative

Montenegro 3.79 3.79 3.79 3.82 Negative

Serbia 3.79 3.79 3.71 3.64 Positive

The Bertelsmann Transformation Index, which 
measures progress in a number of fields such as 
democratisation, economic performance and governance 
reform, paints a similar picture, even for the frontrunners 
in the EU integration process (see Figure 5).

Figure 5
Bertelsmann Transformation Index
(10 highest, 1 lowest)

2008 2009 2010 Trend

Albania 7.07 7.17 7.01 Negative

B&H 6.51 6.43 6.41 Negative

Croatia 8.57 8.30 8.25 Negative

Kosovo n/a 6.48 6.28 Negative

Macedonia 7.52 7.53 7.35 Negative

Montenegro 7.28 7.35 7.28 Negative

Serbia 7.20 7.39 7.51 Positive

The dangers of stagnation

European leaders seem to be content with this 
status quo in the Western Balkans. Since a return 
to the bloodshed of the 1990s is unlikely, some in 
Brussels and in member states may think they can 
afford to focus on their own formidable economic 
challenges. They are not, formally speaking, 
abandoning enlargement – just deferring it. Periodic 
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crises and outbursts of violence, in northern Kosovo 
or elsewhere, can be tackled as they arise using 
the “fire brigade” approach. At the end of the day, 
catching up with the governance standards and 
welfare levels of Western Europe is the responsibility 
of national politicians, not of supranational 
institutions whose primary raison d’être is policing 
the rules of the market. The message Western Balkan 
politicians hear in Brussels, Berlin or Paris is: sort out 
your internal mess, demonstrate you are ready, and 
then come and talk to us.

This sense that it is better to wait and see is 
strengthened by developments in Bulgaria and 
Romania, which acceded to the EU in 2007. The hefty 
dose of austerity measures Bucharest and Sofia have 
gone through in the name of preserving budgetary 
stability should endear them to the fiscal hawks in 
Berlin, Helsinki and The Hague. But the political 
vendetta waged in Romania by Prime Minister Victor 
Ponta against President Traian Băsescu shows how 
fragile its democratic institutions are and how quick 
politicians are to break fundamental rules. The 
catch-up index survey published by the Open Society 
Institute places Bulgaria and Romania in the same 
basket as non-members Serbia and Montenegro.17 
The two countries have been receptive to Brussels’ 
precepts but have failed to live up to EU governance 
standards.18

However, accepting stagnation in the Western 
Balkans would be an admission of failure by Europe. 
The Western Balkans are low-hanging fruit – an area 
in which EU policy has made a real difference in terms 
of stability and, at least until 2008, growth. If the EU 
cannot deliver transformation in the Western Balkans 
– a region that many see as its backyard – how it can 
expect other global players to see it as a credible 
actor in the Middle East, the post-Soviet space or 
East Asia? Putting enlargement on hold allows other 
actors to seize on business opportunities, score 
political points and carve out niches of influence – in 
part, free riding on the tremendous investment into 
stability already made by the EU. The United States 
still plays a decisive part in Kosovo and often has 

17 Marin Lessenski, “State of the Union: A Big Bang The-
ory of Europe”, European Policies Initiative, Open Society In-
stitute Sofia, January 2012, available at http://eupi. osi.bg/
fce/001/0070/files/CatchUpIndexReport_c.pdf.

18 Daniel Smilov, “Bulgaria and the Anxieties of Incomplete 
Membership”, European Council on Foreign Relations, 5 July 
2012, available at http://ecfr.eu/page/-/ ReinventingBulgaria.
pdf.

greater leverage over the government there than the 
EU. But ambitious powers such as Russia, Turkey and 
China are also beginning to fill the gaps.

Russia holds more than a few trump cards up 
its sleeve, especially where energy is concerned. 
Gazprom acquired a controlling stake in Serbia’s 
NIS in 2008 and is now bidding for the Greek state’s 
majority package in the national gas corporation 
Depa SA, as well as for DESFA, the “unbundled” 
transmission system operator.19 These landmark 
purchases will only deepen the Balkans’ already 
extensive dependence on Russian energy supplies 
and complicate the EU’s diversification policies. 
Cyprus has approached Russia with a request for a €5 
billion loan to prop up its crumbling public finances 
which have taken a blow from the meltdown in 
Greece, and Greek banks across the region might 
also soon go under the hammer.20 In June, Sberbank, 
backed by the Russian government, took over 
DenizBank, Turkey’s eighth-largest bank, which was 
formerly owned by cash-strapped European lender 
Dexia. Parts of south-eastern Europe could well turn 
into the outer circle in Russia’s “lily pad empire” 
through the acquisition of strategic assets.21

Turkey is similarly exploiting commercial and 
diplomatic opportunities. Its investment in the region 
is miniscule but increasing.22 In 2010, it stepped in as 
a mediator in Bosnia after EU and US efforts failed. 
Unlike other external actors in the region, Turkey is 
itself a Balkan country and has dense human, cultural 
and trading links to ex-Yugoslavia and Albania.23 
Turkish interests are more or less in line with that 
of the EU: Turkish neighbourhood policy aims to 
build stability across the country’s frontiers. At the 
same time, some in the Western Balkans see Turkey 

19 Depa runs a large debt to Gazprom. See Kerin Hope, 
“Greek utility battles to pay Gazprom for supplies”, Finan-
cial Times, 12 June 2012, available at http://www. ft.com/
cms/s/0/866ef514-b3dd-11e1-8fea-00144feabdc0.html.

20 Dan Bilefsky, “Cyprus Weighs Russian Loan or a Bailout 
From Europe”, the New York Times, 14 June 2012, available at 
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/15/business/ global/cy-
prus-weighs-european-bailout-or-loan-from-russia.html.

21 See Ben Judah, Jana Kobzova and Nicu Popescu, “Deal-
ing with a Post-BRIC Russia”, European Council on Foreign Rela-
tions, November 2011, available at http://www. ecfr.eu/page/-/
ECFR44_RUSSIA_REPORT_AW.pdf.

22 “Turkey in the Balkans: The Good Old Days?”, the Econo-
mist, 5 November 2011, available at http://www.economist.
com/node/21536647.

23 Dimitar Bechev, Turkey in the Balkans – Taking a Broader 
View, Insight Turkey, Vol. 14, No. 1, January 2012.
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as a model: a growingly prosperous, confident and 
influential country that is no longer dependent on the 
EU. Leaders of countries such as Macedonia – long 
blocked on its EU accession path by Greece – might 
be tempted to emulate Turkey’s example, however 
delusional or costly the goal of autonomy may be.

China is also becoming increasingly present 
across south-eastern Europe. For example, in 
2010, the Chinese group COSCO bought a shipping 
terminal at the port of Piraeus in Greece, and last 
year China’s Export-Import Bank also made a €345 
million loan to upgrade Serbia’s Kostolac thermal 
power plant. Governments in south-eastern Europe 
are now as eager to attract Chinese investment as 
their counterparts in other corners of Europe.24 In 
fact, Serbia’s reluctance to alienate Beijing was a 
primary reason why it initially declined to attend 
the ceremony awarding the Nobel Peace Prize to Liu 
Xiaobo, a Chinese dissident, in December 2010.25

For the moment, the EU remains the 
“indispensable power” in the region – even for 
Serbia, which casts itself as the centre of gravity and 
talks about the “four pillars of foreign policy” (the 
EU, the US, Russia and China). When push came to 
shove, Belgrade accommodated the EU’s demands 
over border management and customs in Kosovo and 
the footnote agreement in order to obtain candidate 
status. But it is when the EU eases the pressure 
that political opportunism sets in. Playing off the 
EU against other powers, one member state against 
the other, or simply going for the highest bidder 
becomes the most rational course of action by local 
elites. The idea behind Western Balkan enlargement 
was to repeat the example of Central and Eastern 
Europe. However, unless the EU can reinvigorate its 
approach, the Western Balkan countries might be 
more likely to follow the neo-Titoist path trodden by 
the eastern neighbours.

24 For figures about Chinese investment in south-eastern 
Europe (Romania, Bulgaria, Slovenia, Croatia, Serbia, Albania, 
Montenegro and Macedonia), see the interview with Chinese 
Vice Minister of Foreign Affairs Fu Ying in Novinite, 21 March 
2011, available at http://www.novinite.com/view_news.
php?id=126501.

25 François Godement and Jonas Parello-Plesner with Al-
ice Richard, “The Scramble for Europe”, European Council on 
Foreign Relations, July 2011, available at http://www. ecfr.eu/
page/-/ECFR37_Scramble_For_Europe_AW_v4.pdf.

Reinvigorating enlargement

If the likes of Greece, Spain, Portugal and even 
founding member Italy are now relegated to the EU’s 
“periphery”, then the Western Balkans are becoming 
“the periphery of the periphery” – countries that 
have an important stake in the current debate about 
the future contours of Europe but no real voice. 
The prospects of the Western Balkans are critically 
dependent on a strong EU that is willing and able 
to spread prosperity – and therefore on a solution 
to the euro crisis. The region will not be able to get 
back on its feet unless the EU reverts to growth, 
draws in Balkan exports and stabilises the European 
banking system, while remittances and (hopefully) 
FDI make a comeback. But although solving the euro 
crisis is a necessary condition for consolidating and 
expanding the EU’s gains in south-eastern Europe, it 
is not in itself sufficient. Further steps are needed to 
reinvigorate enlargement.

Putting enlargement on hold now, as some in 
Europe are tempted to do, would compound the 
problems of the Western Balkans and do incalculable 
damage to the EU’s foreign policy ambitions. Sceptics 
will surely ask whether the bitter experience with 
Greece warrants importing yet more dysfunctional 
countries into the EU. But, thanks to the EU’s own 
policies, the Western Balkans are already halfway in, 
and there is little reason to believe that the EU can 
simply insulate itself. Optimists suggest the different 
layers of membership in a multi-speed Europe could 
actually speed up accession by Western Balkan 
countries, at least into the outer circle. However, 
such a scenario implies minimal redistribution of 
resources, limited access to decision-making, barriers 
to free movement of labour – in short, second-
class membership – and, as a result, no sustained 
pressure for convergence. Anything less than full EU 
membership based on the solidarity principle would 
mean prolonging indefinitely the status quo – that is, 
economic and political stagnation.

Thus there cannot be a trade-off between forms of 
accession and the scope of benefits available for the 
future members from the Western Balkans. However, 
this does not rule out forms of post-accession 
conditionality such as the one applied to Bulgaria 
and Romania under the so-called Cooperation and 
Verification Mechanism (CVM). To reassure sceptics 
within the EU and to discipline Balkan elites, the 
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EU has to develop and perfect its tools to push for 
consolidation of the rule of law, both prior to and after 
accession. But what is really important, and what 
has sadly not happened in the case of Bulgaria’s and 
Romania’s prolonged entry into the Schengen Area, 
is to establish a firm link between implementation of 
clearly defined standards and rewards.

As the crisis has shifted power away from 
Brussels, the European Commission needs support 
from national capitals. Pro-enlargement countries 
should co-ordinate much more closely their lobbying 
efforts to ensure that the Western Balkans do not slip 
completely off the EU agenda. In particular, having 
coped relatively well with the crisis and as proof 
that enlargement is a project that pays off, the “new 
member states” in Central and Eastern Europe should 
make the case for further expansion and keep Berlin 
and Paris committed to the process. Such an assertive 
pro-enlargement coalition of governments could 
also apply pressure, both privately and in public, to 
Western Balkan politicians regarding democratic 
backsliding or gaps in the rule of law.

In short, the EU should offer the Western Balkans 
a deal: improved support for overcoming economic 
and institutional problems in return for stricter 
adherence to democratic norms and practices. In 
particular, it should:

Tackle the difficult cases

Even though the Western Balkan countries are 
moving at different speeds, none of them should be 
left out in the cold. The EU should also encourage 
Bosnia to submit a candidate application and work on a 
Stabilisation and Association Agreement (SAA) and visa 
liberalisation with Kosovo. It should also extend High-
Level Accession Dialogue (HLAD), which was tried in 
Macedonia, to include other countries down the line. It 
would be a helpful device to frontload parts of the acquis 
that are directly beneficial to economic development, 
bring improvement in the business environment, 
increase competitiveness and bolster domestic sources 
of growth. Restoring a sense of momentum would allow 
the EU to more credibly wield its political conditionality 
and generate pressure from below on governments to 
implement reforms. The EU must also keep frontrunners 
such as Serbia on track. Full normalisation of relations with 
Prishtina, short of recognition, should be a precondition 
for a formal start of accession negotiations.

Avert an economic meltdown

The EU’s most pressing priority in the Western 
Balkans should be stability. Particular attention 
should be paid to assisting countries in preventing 
contagion from the Greek banking sector. The 
European Commission should work alongside the 
IMF and the EBRD to identify policy measures 
for the most exposed countries. Co-ordination 
mechanisms and policy dialogue has to occur also 
multilaterally, through existing platforms such as 
the network of central banks in the region. The 
EU must give the EBRD the strongest possible 
support for a revamped Vienna Initiative. Back in 
2009, the Vienna Initiative helped to avoid a rapid 
deleveraging of Eastern European subsidiaries of 
large Western banking institutions. The EU banking 
sector should not be consolidated to the detriment 
of markets in the “periphery of the periphery”.

Assist growth

The EU is successful only when it is seen 
as a driver of growth and development – the 
most credible instrument for restoring political 
influence in the Western Balkans and avoiding 
the emergence of a geopolitical grey zone. The 
EU’s policies should therefore put a premium 
on measures pushing for growth, gains in 
competitiveness, expansion of employment and 
economic opportunities. In particular, the EU should 
invest more in regional co-operation initiatives 
that include Turkey (a member of the Sarajevo-
based Regional Cooperation Council), which 
could unlock new growth potential, attract FDI, 
strengthen competitiveness and improve export 
performance. In the words of Ivan Vejvoda of the 
German Marshall Fund, regional co-operation is 
the Balkans’ unsung success story.26 The European 
Commission could look into deepening CEFTA 
2006, the region’s trade integration platform, to 
include trade in services. More action should be 
taken in tackling non-tariff barriers constraining 
regional trade such as customs procedures.

Regional efforts should be complemented by 
structural reforms at home. The EU should extend 
its 2020 Strategy for growth and development. 

26 Testimony to the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, 15 
November 2011.
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Candidates and potential candidates should be 
asked to produce national convergence strategies, 
including lists and targets in key sectors such as 
employment policy, education and skills training, 
energy efficiency, research and development. 
Again, the Regional Cooperation Council is the 
right mechanism to co-ordinate national policies 
and identify cross-border projects.
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Summary

As a part of the project “It’s Time: Advocacy of Continued Reform of 
the Security Sector in Serbia” carried out by the Center for Euro-Atlantic 
Studies (CEAS) from Belgrade and supported by the National Endowment 
for Democracy (NED) from Washington, USA, CEAS conducted a poll about 
the way deputies, state officials and civil society activists perceive the state 
of affairs in the security sector in Serbia, which further reform steps they 
consider necessary and which main actors they perceive as capable of 
undertaking or facilitating reforms. The state of affairs has been evaluated 
numerically and descriptively. 

Some of the most interesting findings are:

– Most respondents have a positive attitude towards EU integration 
of Serbia as well as toward the possibility of the process to contribute to 
further reform of the security sector, but respondents are mostly restrained 
about NATO and the possibility of cooperation with NATO to serve as a 
catalyst of further reforms. Most endorse cooperation with NATO (within 
Partnership for Peace and the Individual Partnership Action Plan) but not 
accession to this organization. 

– Most respondents maintain that the National Security Strategy and 
the Defense Strategy of the Republic of Serbia are inappropriate and/or 
retrograde documents.

– Almost all respondents said that the private security sector 
represented a security threat both to the citizens and the state, primarily 
due to the lack of legal regulation in this area and the lack of possibilities 
of control over companies which do business in this sector. 

It has been shown that there are less differences between politicians 
and civil society activists as well as within the politicians’ group (between 
deputies and other officials or between opposition and governing 
politicians) than had been anticipated at the start. They all accept the 
concept of civilian democratic control over the security sector. However, 
NGO activists and opposition politicians are more interested in lustration, 

For a More Dynamic Reform of the Security Sector in Serbia
Analysis of results of a poll conducted among National Assembly deputies, state officials and civil so-

ciety activists about the state of affairs in the security sector in Serbia and further reform steps that need to 
be taken and CEAS’s recommendations for continued reform of the security sector in Serbia formulated on 
the basis of the poll and other research-analytical activities in this area

CEAS, November 2012

This analysis and 
recommendations are a 
part of the project

“It’s Time: Advocacy of 
Continued Reform of the 
Security Sector in Serbia” 

carried out with 
the support of the 
National Endowment 
for Democracy from 
Washington
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in greater publicity and transparency of the work of 
security sector institutions and in solving concretely 
identified problems than is the case with politicians in 
power. Moreover, they place greater emphasis on the 
need for cooperation with NATO or even accession to 
this organization.   

On the basis of an analysis of poll findings, CEAS 
has formulated recommendations for continued 
reform of the security sector. Some of the main 
recommendations are:  

– Intensify the process of EU integration, fulfill 
obligations under Chapter 31 (Foreign Security and 
Defense Policy) as swiftly as possible and fully use the 
possibility of cooperation with the EU within CSDP. 

– adopt new strategic documents concerning 
foreign policy, national security and defense

– urgently enact laws regulating the private 
security sector.

 

1. Introductory remarks

The goal of the project „It’s Time: Advocacy of 
Continued Reform of the Security Sector in Serbia,“ carried 
out by the Center for Euro-Atlantic Studies (CEAS) from 
Belgrade and supported by the National Endowment for 
Democracy (NED) from Washington, USA, is to exert a 
pressure on Serbian authorities as well as representatives 
of the Western international community to place high 
on the list of their priorities the issue of continuation of 
a comprehensive reform of the security sector, namely 
the Army, the police, the judiciary, the security and 
intelligence services, other agencies performing tasks 
which affect security and the private security sector. 
We have set this goal having assessed that the reform 
of the security sector has never been placed on the top 
of the list of priorities by political decision-makers in 
Serbia, given that a series of omissions had been made 
during the previous process of reform, primarily in terms 
of selection of staff, lack of harmonization of strategic 
documents and the amount of reforms that remain to be 
undertaken in this field in Serbia. 

A part of the aforementioned project is a poll 
inquiring about perception of state in which the 
security sector in Serbia finds itself, further reform 
steps that need to be taken and main actors capable 
of taking or facilitating them. Twenty-five persons 
have been polled. The analysis of results used the 
method of quasi-statistical description. 

A round table about possibilities of continuation 
of reform of the security sector will also be held as a 
part of the project. This report will serve as its main 
working material.

As far as methodology is concerned, the CEAS did 
not conduct a public opinion poll, but a poll inquiring 
about opinions of experts or people included in 
monitoring and/or creating the security policy in 
Serbia. The aim of CEAS was to gain an insight into 
the way the said target groups perceive the existing 
normative and actual state of affairs in the security 
sector, further reforms that need to be taken and 
potential reform actors. The members of the target 
group were invited, as a part of an open poll, to 
provide descriptive rather than merely numerical 
responses and state their views, give suggestions and 
thus themselves contribute to public discussion about 
reform of the security sector. The CEAS guaranteed 
anonymity of responses.  

The formulation of questions included in the 
questionnaire was determined by several factors. 
Primarily, our aim was to gain an insight into how 
selected target groups perceive the state affairs 
in the security sector in Serbia, the necessary 
further reform steps and main actors capable of 
implementing or facilitating them. The questions 
were formulated on the basis of results of CEAS’s 
previous research-analytical activities and experience 
acquired by monitoring reform of the security 
sector and foreign policy of the Republic of Serbia. 
We reached a conclusion that most instruments 
designed to measure the scope of reform of the 
security sector were conceptualized in accordance 
with requirements and interests of donors mostly 
interested in only some aspects of reform. Thus, for 
example, priorities of the EU are reform of the police 
and internal affairs, while NATO mostly focuses 
on reform of the defense system. In order to get 
a full picture of the state of affairs in the security 
sector in Serbia, we have designed a questionnaire 
encompassing both quantitative and qualitative 
indicators. The questions are focused on three groups 
of actors in the security sector – the police, the Army 
and the intelligence community. However, in order to 
obtain a full picture we also asked the respondents to 
assess compatibility of enacted strategic documents 
and the situation in private security sector. 

In accordance with our research topic – the state 
of affairs in the security sector in Serbia – we have 
selected specific target groups. They include public 
officials, as one group, deputies and other party 
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officials as another and representatives of non-
governmental organizations as a third group. The 
reason for the choice of these three specific groups 
is their position in the security sector and, concretely, 
the role and the influence they exert on decision-
makers in the process of the sector reform. 

While conducting the poll, CEAS encountered a 
number of problems. The poll was conducted in the 
midst of negotiations about the new government 
or immediately after it was formed. The deputies, 
officials and administrative staff have only just 
assumed their positions. All respondents were 
acquainted with urgency of the issue of reform of the 
security sector and very participation in the poll was 
meant to entice them to think about this topic. 

Some have openly confessed that they do not 
sufficiently understand the issue of security. Others 
have tried to respond the best they can, even when 
answers were partial or reflected a lack of information. 
The third have ignored the poll or had promised to 
participate but then denied cooperation. A certain 
number flatly refused to cooperate with CEAS. A kind 
of a control group in the poll consisted of activists 
of relevant non-governmental organizations, as a 
segment of society which monitors the state of affairs 
in the sector, but does not take part in the execution 
of authority. A total of 25 respondents have taken 
part in the poll, including relevant representatives 
of the Serbian Progress Party, the Democratic Party, 
the Liberal Democratic Party, the United Regions of 
Serbia, the Social Democratic Party of Serbia, the 
New Serbia, the Party of United Pensioners of Serbia, 
the League of Social Democrats of Vojvodina and the 
Strength of Serbia Movement.   

In what follows we will present and analyze 
responses of poll participants and subsequently give 
recommendations to political decision-makers in 
Serbia. 

We stress once again that results of this poll are 
not a reflection of the general public opinion. They 
cannot be used to draw conclusions about attitudes 
of the citizens of Serbia. Analyzing responses to 
the questionnaire, especially narrative ones, the 
CEAS research team has tried to corroborate its 
basic assumptions and correct them if necessary, 
comparing them to arguments furnished by the 
respondents. 

2. Poll findings and commentary of responses 

2.1 Democratic governance

Functional democratic governance implies 
efficient and effective transparent governance of the 
security sector, along with existence of economic, 
political, legal and financial accountability. Bearing 
this in mind, the first group of questions in the 
questionnaire was conceived so as to provide 
quantitative indicators which pertain to functional 
democratic governance in the security sector, 
focusing on the police, the Army (including the 
Military Intelligence Agency (VOA), the Military 
Security Agency (VBA) and the Security Information 
Agency (BIA)). 

2.2 Democratic governance – representation 

of various social groups and women

As a part of the first question concerning 
functional democratic governance, the respondents 
were asked to assess representation of various social 
minority groups (national, sexual and religious) and 
representation of women in three aforementioned 
security sector bodies. 

Asked about representation of social groups and 
women, the respondents gave the highest marks to 
the police, which obtained an average mark of 2.9. 
The police was marked best for the representation of 
women, obtaining a mark of 3.2, while representation 
of social groups obtained an average mark of 2.6. 

The Army was marked in this respect with an 
average mark of 2.1. The representation of women 
again obtained the higher mark of 2.1, while 
representation of social groups was marked 2.0. 

In terms of representation of social groups and 
women, BIA obtained an average mark of 1.9, while 
individual average marks are 2.3 for representation 
of women and 1.6 for representation of social groups 
(this is the lowest average mark obtained in this 
respect among all security bodies). 

2.3 Democratic governance - transparency

The second category measured as a part of the 
first question concerning functional democratic 
governance was transparency of the work of three 
aforementioned security sector bodies. We specified 
financial transparency and transparency in terms 
of accessibility of information about their work as 
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separate elements of transparency. As a part of this 
question, we asked the respondents to assess the 
discrepancy between normative and actual state of 
affairs, enabling us to tell whether appropriate laws 
had been enacted but not observed. 

The results we obtained show that normatively 
the best rated in this respect is the work of the 
police, which obtained a total average mark of 2.8, 
while its actual transparency deserved a mark of 2.3. 
Individually, financial transparency of the work of the 
Interior Ministry normatively obtained an average 
mark of 2.5, while actual situation regarding financial 
transparency was graded 1.9. The accessibility of 
information about the work of the Interior Ministry 
was given an average mark of 3.1 in normative terms 
and 2.6 in actual terms. 

The normative aspect of transparency is the 
weakest when it comes to BIA, given that the 
average mark is 2.2, while the actual aspect of BIA’s 
transparency was rated 1.9 on average. Financial 
transparency of BIA obtained an average mark of 
2.2 in normative terms and 1.9 in actual terms. The 
normative aspect of accessibility of information about 
BIA’s work was marked 2.3, while actual state of affairs 
in this respect deserved an average mark of 2.0.

The Army stands in the middle between them, 
having obtained an average mark for normative 
aspects of its transparency of 2.5 and 1.9 for the actual 
state of affairs. An average mark for the normative 
aspect of the Army’s financial transparency was 2.4, 
for actual situation regarding financial transparency 
it obtained a mark of 1.7. The normative aspect of 
accessibility of information about the Army’s work 
was rated 2.6 and the actual situation in this respect 
obtained a mark of 2.2.

The data suggest that the greatest discrepancy 
between normative and actual state of affairs can be 
observed when it comes to transparency of the work 
of the Army, with the negative difference of 0.6. 

2.4 Democratic governance – public 

civilian control 

The third category we measured within functional 
democratic governance section is democratic and 
public civilian control over the security sector, 
as one of the most important prerequisites of a 
successful reform of the security sector. As a part 
of this category, we focused on parliamentary 
control, cooperation with the media and civil society, 

control exerted by judicial and executive branches 
of government as well as oversight conducted by 
independent regulatory agencies. Since we wanted to 
ascertain whether the discrepancy between enacted 
laws and their implementation exists and if yes, to 
what extent, we once again asked the respondents 
to assess both normative and actual state of affairs 
within each category. 

According to the data we obtained, the normative 
aspect of democratic public and civilian control over 
the work of the police is rated with the best total 
average mark of 3.5, while actual public and civilian 
control over its work was marked 2.7. Therefore, 
there is a notable discrepancy between normative 
and actual state of affairs, amounting to as much as 
0.8. The normative aspect of parliamentary control 
and oversight was given a total average mark of 3.5 
and actual parliamentary control and oversight were 
rated 3.2. The normative regulation of cooperation 
with civil society was marked 2.8 and actual state 
of this cooperation was marked 2.4. The normative 
regulation of judicial oversight over the work of 
the police was rated 2.8 and actual state of judicial 
oversight obtained a mark of 2.7. The normative 
aspect of the oversight of the executive authorities 
was marked 3.3, while actual state of affairs regarding 
the oversight of the executive authorities over the 
work of the police was marked 2.9. The control 
exerted by independent regulatory bodies of the 
Interior Ministry was normatively marked 3.1, but 
actual state of affairs obtained a mark of 2.6. 

The normative aspect of democratic and public 
civilian control over the Army was given a total 
average mark of 2.8 and actual civilian control over 
the Army was rated 2.3. The normative dimension 
of parliamentary control and oversight were rated 
with a total average mark of 2.9 and actual situation 
regarding parliamentary oversight over the Army a 
mark of 2.0. The normative regulation of the Army’s 
cooperation with the media was marked 2.9, but 
actual cooperation obtained a mark of 2.6. The 
normative regulation of the Army’s cooperation with 
civil society was marked 2.6 and actual cooperation 
was marked 2.4. The normative aspect of the 
oversight of executive authorities over the Army 
obtained the mark of 3.0, while actual situation 
regarding executive oversight over the military was 
given a mark of 2.7. The oversight of independent 
regulatory bodies over the Army was normatively 
rated 2.7, but actual state of affairs was marked 2.4. 
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The total average mark for normative aspect of 
democratic and public civilian control over the work of 
BIA is 2.5, while total average mark for actual situation 
regarding civilian control over the work of BIA is 2.0. 
The normative regulation of parliamentary control and 
oversight was rated with the total average mark of 2.6, 
and actual situation regarding parliamentary control 
of BIA an average mark of 2.3. The cooperation with 
civil society from the normative aspect was marked 
2.1, while actual cooperation was marked 1.7. The 
normative aspect of judicial oversight of the work of BIA 
was marked 2.4, while actual judicial control over BIA 
obtained a mark of 1.9. The normative dimension of the 
executive authorities’ oversight over the work of BIA 
was marked 2.8, but actual executive oversight earned 
the mark of 2.5. The normative aspect of the oversight 
of independent regulatory bodies over BIA was marked 
2.8, while their actual oversight was marked 2.0. 

2.5 Democratic governance – protection 

of human rights 

Considering the fact that human rights are 
inalienable, that everyone is entitled to them 
and that members of military forces are primarily 
citizens, even though armed forces make a part of 
institutional and social structure, the fourth part of 
the first question inquired about the respondents’ 
assessment of protection of human rights of 
employees in the security sector as well as citizens 
in their contacts with security sector representatives. 

The findings indicate that in the area of human 
rights protection the police once again obtained 

marks higher than the other two sectors, scoring an 
average 2.8 for the normative aspect and 2.5 for the 
actual state of affairs. The normative dimension of 
human rights protection of police force members 
was marked on average 2.9 and actual human rights 
protection of members of the police was marked 
2.4. The normative aspect of protection of human 
rights of citizens in their contacts with the police was 
marked 2.8 on average, while actual human rights 
protection of citizens vis-a-vis the police was marked 
2.6. 

The human rights protection within the Army 
in both normative and actual dimensions obtained 
an average mark of 2.2. In the field of human rights 
protection of the Army members the average mark 
of 2.6 was given to the normative aspect and the 
average mark of 2.2 for actual state of affairs. The 
normative regulation of citizens’ human rights 
protection in their contact with the Army was marked 
2.5 and actual observance of their rights was marked 
2.3. 

The normative regulation of human rights 
protection within BIA obtained a total average 
mark of 2.2 and actual observance of human 
rights by BIA obtained an average mark of 1.9. The 
normative dimension of human rights protection of 
BIA employees obtained an average mark of 2.4 and 
actual observance of their rights was marked 1.9. 
The normative regulation of human rights protection 
of citizens in their contact with BIA representatives 
obtained an average mark of 2.1 and actual 
observance of citizens’ rights was marked 1.8. 
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2.6 Measures crucial for continuation of reform

The second question referred to continuation of 
reforms in security sector institutions, namely the 
Army (including VOA and VBA), the police and BIA. 
The respondents were asked to cite at least three 
measures they consider crucial for continuation of 
reform of these institutions. The responses varied 
depending on the groups of respondents. 

2.7 Continuation of reforms – the 

Army (including VBA and VOA)

Further professionalization, modernization, 
organizational upgrading and acquisition of better 
techical equipment were cited by respondents as 
crucial measures that ought to be taken to continue 
reforming the Army. The Army should be small, 
mobile, well equipped, efficient and appropriate to 
the needs of the state (especially in order to respond 
to contemporary security threats such as terrorism). 
Its members ought to be well educated, trained 
and financially well provided for. A large number 
of respondents also mention the need for greater 
financial transparency of the work of the Army, 
better cooperation with the media and civil society 
and better oversight of competent parliamentary 
committees over the Army. Some of the measures 
emphasized by the respondents are that the 
Army should observe recommendations issued by 
independent regulatory bodies and better protect 
human rights of members of minority groups (the 
Bosniak national minority was particularly singled 
out). Most respondents emphasized the need to 
strengthen cooperation with the EU (in joint missions 
abroad). More than half of the respondents endorse 
cooperation with NATO, but only a very small number 
endorse seeking a membership in that organization, 
while around 30% of respondents oppose any 
cooperation with the NATO alliance. The difference 
in answers between deputies and party and public 
officials on the one hand and non-governmental 
activists on the other is pronounced. While the 
former emphasize aspects of professionalization and 
organizational-technical upgrading of the Army, the 
latter mention the importance of transparency of the 
Army’s work, cooperation with the media and civil 
society, representation of women and minorities and 
protection of human rights of Army members. 

Two military security services, VBA and VOA, 
were treated by most respondents as a part of the 
Army, proposing the same measures for the Army 

and for these services as its parts. However, some 
respondents have provided an interesting separate 
answers and suggestions concerning existence of 
as much as two military services. They stressed the 
need to clearly define their areas of jurisdiction 
and authority, to depoliticize and modernize 
them and establish firmer internal and external 
parliamentary oversight over their work and, last but 
not least, relinquishing their police powers. Some 
also mentioned lustration and the need for these 
institutions to appropriately re-organize. 

There are various opinions about the future 
of VOA even among officials of the ruling parties. 
Some respondents think it should be abolished as 
a part of a broader reform of the security sector 
and replaced with a unique civilian-military service. 
Other advocate its reforming, upgrading of its 
infrastructure and technical equipment and training 
of its staff „for organized and planned monitoring of 
crises in regions where national forces are or can be 
engaged in multinational operations...  as well as for 
development of the Army’s interoperability.“ 

Unlike VOA, there is no disagreement among 
respondents about the necessity of existence of VBA, 
but there is some disagreement about which reform 
steps ought first to be taken. All agree that VBA 
should relinquish its police powers, that the target 
of its activity should only be military officials for the 
sole purpose of their counter-intelligence protection, 
as well as considerably stronger parliamentary 
oversight. Furthermore, some of the respondents 
maintain that special measures allowed to be applied 
by VBA should be defined more precisely, as well as 
the actor (a court or a minister) entitled to authorize 
them. On the other hand it was also emphasized that 
all these reforms ought to be preceded by a lustration 
process.  

2.8 Continuation of reform – the police 

The measures which the respondents proposed 
for reform of the police concern primarily its 
relationship toward the citizens. They include 
faster police response to citizens’ requests, better 
communication and cooperation with citizens (the 
concept of „local community police“ was mentioned 
as well as overall decentralization and better 
cooperation with local communities), stifling of 
corruption, transparency and greater representation 
of women and marginalized groups. The need to 
further professionalize and depoliticize the police 
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was mentioned as well as the need to „demilitarize“ 
it (not only from civil society activists but also from 
politicians), along with its lustration and re-education. 
Some responses stressed the necessity to reinforce 
cross-border police, legal regulation of the private 
security sector (precisely in the context of questions 
about the police), greater autonomy of the police’s 
internal control (SUKP), international and regional 
cooperation and introduction of an institution of 
„ministerial accountability.“

2.9 Continuation of reforms – BIA

The need for greater parliamentary control over 
BIA is reiterated in all responses and there is no 
difference between politicians and civil society activists 
in this respect, or between politicians from the ruling 
coalition and the opposition. However, the politicians 
(deputies, party and public officials) put much 
greater emphasis than activists on the importance of 
parliamentary control (for example: „The Parliament 
should be the main pillar of control“), more effective 
work of competent parliamentary committees 
and similar bodies, while civil society activists put 
more emphasis on control exerted by independent 
regulatory bodies or civil society organizations, 
including „better cooperation of BIA with the media.“ 
The politicians have provided more comprehensive 
answers and more detailed suggestions, at least 
when BIA is concerned. They maintain that complete 
reorganization of BIA is necessary, both territorial, 
conceptual and in terms of human resources. 
Separating BIA from the police should be continued 
and, in accordance with the Constitution, its police 
powers ought to be relinquished. BIA’s main area 
of activity is considered to be counter-intelligence 
activity as well as fight against organized crime, 
terrorism and (in one response) against „weapons 
of mass destruction.“ Depoliticization, prevention of 
political and clan-associated misuse, lustration and/
or opening of secret services files is also mentioned 
by several respondents. On the other hand, activists 
particularly stress „greater transparency,“ „enhanced 
integrity“ and other steps related to disbursal of 
funds and fight against corruption. 

2.10 Continuation of reforms – conclusion 

The respondents have given very comprehensive 
answers to this question. It has been shown that 
between politicians and activists, as well as within 
the group of politicians (between deputies and other 

officials and between opposition and ruling politicians) 
there are fewer differences than had been anticipated 
at the start. Everyone accepts the concept of civilian 
democratic control over the security sector. However, 
activists and opposition politicians are more interested 
in lustration, publicity and transparency of the work of 
security services and in solving concretely identified 
problems. Moreover, they more frequently emphasize 
the need for cooperation with NATO or even accession 
to this military alliance. 

2.11. Bringing the Constitution 

and strategic documents into line 

The third question referred to the respondents’ 
assessment of the extent to which the Constitution and 
strategic documents (the National Security Strategy 
of the Republic of Serbia and the Defense Strategy of 
the Republic of Serbia) are brought into line and the 
extent to which they contribute to continuation of a 
successful reform of the security sector. 

2.12. Public Officials

The first group of respondents consisting of 
public officials mostly assumed a positive attitude 
towards the Constitution and strategic documents 
of the Republic of Serbia. The criticism was aimed at 
individual shortcomings of the said documents. The 
Constitution was criticized mostly because according 
to its provisions the National Assembly controls the 
work of security services but not the work of other 
actors in the security sector. Furthermore, according 
to the Constitution, the National Assembly adopts a 
Defense Strategy, but not a National Security Strategy, 
which is a constitutional provision considered 
problematic. The Constitution was also criticized for 
not containing provisions about the National Security 
Council. 

The National Security Strategy was mostly assessed 
as insufficiently aligned with the Constitution, but 
the respondents have not stated in which areas the 
Strategy and the Constitution are not aligned, that 
is, where the greatest discrepancy lies. One group of 
answers can be said not to have specifically criticized 
the content of the National Security Strategy but 
to have expressed a general attitude that strategies 
enacted in Serbia, including the National Security 
Strategy, remain a dead letter and are not a living 
political concept, that is, that there is no real intention 
to truly implement proclaimed goals. 
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Most respondents among public officials 
assessed that the Defense Strategy is sufficiently 
aligned with the Constitution, without providing 
more comprehensive or detailed explanation or 
commentary. However, it was observed that a group 
of respondents has failed to reply to the third part of 
the third question. 

2.13. Deputies and other party officials 

During the analysis of answers to this question 
it became clear that two types of answers were 
provided – one saying that the Constitution was 
appropriate and aligned with the national interest 
of the Republic of Serbia and the other saying that 
the Constitution is retrograde i.e. that it blocs Euro-
Atlantic integration of the Republic of Serbia. The 
deputies and party officials of the ruling coalition were 
mostly the ones who expressed a positive attitude 
towards the Constitution, while representatives 
of the oppositional political parties were mostly 
neutral or critical towards it. The regularity was also 
observed that right-wing or nationalistically-oriented 
political parties mostly had a positive attitude 
towards the Constitution, while parties of liberal or 
civic orientation have had a negative relationship 
towards the Constitution. 

Most respondents reserved greater criticism for 
the National Security Strategy, regardless of political 
orientation they subscribe to. Most agree that it is 
necessary to enact a new National Security Strategy. 
However, motives for enacting a new strategy are 
different. One group of respondents is critical of the 
Strategy because it is inappropriate i.e. state-centric, 
because it enumerates threats do not truly endanger 
the security of Serbian citizens and because it is not 
in line with the process of Euro-Atlantic integration 
of Serbia. The other group of respondents criticize 
the Strategy for the very opposite reasons – for not 
sufficiently protecting the Serbian national interest 
and because the list of threats should be revised so 
as to allow greater state protection. 

The respondents from this group have mostly 
failed to answer the question concerning the National 
Defense Strategy. Rare answers mostly contained 
critical attitudes stating that the Strategy is not fully in 
accordance with strategic orientation of the Republic 
of Serbia to be militarily neutral regarding existing 
military alliances i.e. that the said military neutrality 
is not at all mentioned in the Defense Strategy. 

2.14. Civil society representatives

This group of respondents was mostly critical 
towards the Constitution. In the greatest number 
of cases, the Constitution was criticized for its focus 
on Kosovo and is experienced as an obstacle in the 
process of Euro-Atlantic integration of Serbia. The 
Constitution is considered retrograde and blocking 
the reform of the security sector. 

The Security Strategy is considered by civil society 
representatives to be outdated, retrograde and out of 
sync with contemporary challenges, risks and threats 
to security of Serbian citizens. The Strategy is also 
criticized for putting state security to the forefront, 
while neglecting human security. 

The respondents from this group mostly said 
they were not sufficiently acquainted with the 
Defense Strategy. Some said that the Strategy was 
not appropriate and that the new one ought to be 
enacted, but have not stated the reasons for such an 
attitude. 

2.15. EU integration and continuation 

of reform of the security sector

All respondents replied in the affirmative to the 
fourth question: „Can the EU integration processes 
contribute to continuation of reform of the security 
sector? Why and how?“ They consider that the 
European integration process can or has already 
largely contributed to reform of the security sector. 
The civil society activists as well as individual officials 
(not merely those who belong to the opposition) 
maintain that the EU pressure on countries aspiring 
for membership significantly accelerate the reform 
of their security sector due to significant incentives 
(some even believe that without such pressure no 
reforms would have been initiated in the first place 
because even under existing EU pressure, reforms 
unfold too slow and are often merely declaratory). 
However, politicians also stress other positive aspects 
of the impact of the EU: emphasis on Chapter 23 in 
accession negotiations, monitoring, annual progress 
reports, suggestions about concrete reform moves 
and financial support to reforms. 

However, the EU’s most significant contribution 
to initiation of reforms are good examples provided 
by EU member states themselves (in the words of 
one respondent they represent „a superior system“). 
The EU integration process makes Serbia search for 
solutions in the reform of the security sector which 
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affirm positive values of observance of civic and 
human rights and principles of democratic oversight 
over this sector. 

Some respondents have placed an emphasis 
on conditions under which EU integration can 
contribute to continuation of reform of the security 
sector. For example, if the changes encompass „the 
whole society“ or if EU integration is accompanied 
by integration into NATO. Some estimate that 

the EU integration process can make a significant 
contribution to reform of security services, but 
much less to reform of the Army. Some specified in 
detail the areas in which cooperation with the EU 
can bring improvement: from legal harmonization 
to cooperation under CSDP and participation in joint 
missions to cooperation with Europol in the fight 
against organized crime and human trafficking. 
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2.16. Cooperation with NATO 

and continued reform of the security sector 

The next question was: „Can cooperation with 
NATO contribute to continuation of reform of the 
security sector? Why and how?“ The respondents 
were much more hesitant and less optimistic than 
when EU integration was concerned. More than 
one half of respondents endorse „some“ kind of 
cooperation with NATO and maintain that it can 
contribute to continuation of reform. The conditions 
under which it can do so cited by various respondents 
are diverse and sometimes contradictory. 

The attitudes about Serbia’s possible membership 
in NATO are in most cases negative. Some maintain 
that cooperation with NATO can be useful „only if the 
state is sincere in its approach towards it.“ Others, on 
the other hand, due to history of Serbia’s relations 
with NATO, especially the 1999 war and policy of most 
NATO member states towards Kosovo, demand that 
there be a „reciprocity“ in relations or recommend 
that cooperation be „unobtrusive.“ Many stress that 
cooperation with NATO is a necessity or that it is 
synonymous with regional cooperation, since Serbia 
is surrounded by NATO members. Some notice that 
we cannot acceed to the EU without acknowledging 
the fact that the EU closely cooperates with NATO 

although all EU member states are not necessarily 
members of NATO. 

According to the respondents, Serbia can gain 
a lot by cooperating with NATO, from general 
modernization of the security sector, to advancement 
of training, modernization of armament and military 
equipment and financial savings due to joint use 
of numerous defense capacities and resources 
with NATO partners (if cooperation were to be 
transformed into the accession process) ensuring 
observance of certain standards and „prevention of 
arbitrariness“ as well as permanent guarantee of the 
country’s stability. 

The answers to this question reflect a difference 
in attitudes of civil society activists and opposition 
politicians on the one hand and state officials and pro-
government politicians on the other. While the former 
(with  only one exception) unambiguously agree that 
cooperation with NATO can contribute to reform of the 
security sector, others are more restrained and prone 
to express a conditional agreement with this attitude. 
Even though both primarily emphasize modernization, 
organization-technical and indirect financial benefits 
of cooperation with NATO, the former are more 
inclined to also mention value dimension as well as 
possible civilizational and political benefits („stability“) 
of cooperation with NATO. 



2.17. Conditions for the work of deputies 

Asked how they assess conditions for the work of 
deputies and members of parliamentary committees, 
the respondents have provided different answers, 
from negative ones (for example: „There are no 
conditions for the serious work of deputies, which 
reflects the relationship towards the Assembly as an 
institution“) to dissatisfied ones (for example: „The 
conditions are not satisfactory, since they do not 
allow even minimal conditions for creative work and 
essential role of a deputy“), to moderate ones (for 
example: „They are mostly good“)to those expressing 
full satisfaction (for example: „I have solid conditions 
for work, which enables me to appropriately go about 
my tasks“). The deputies of the ruling parties mostly 
assess working conditions as good, while opposition 
deputies mostly consider working conditions 
inappropriate. 

The deputies have failed to specify what they 
object to and what should be improved in order to 
enable better quality of their work. 

2.18. The private security sector

The last question urged the respondents to assess 
the state of affairs in the field of private security 
sector in Serbia and the work of agencies for physical-
technical security, highlighting existing problems and 
giving recommendations. 

2.19. Public officials

This group of respondents mostly said that 
they are not sufficiently familiar with the situation 
in the private security sector. However, those who 
responded to this question mostly said the greatest 
problem was a lack of legal regulation of this sector. 

Serbia is the only country in South East Europe which 
does not have a law which comprehensively regulates 
the work of agencies for physical-technical security. 
The respondents also said that it was necessary 
to increase cooperation between the police and 
agencies for physical-technical security in terms of 
training, coordination of joint work but also in order 
to control their work and issue working permits. 

2.20. Deputies and other party officials 

The respondents in almost all cases said that 
the greatest problem was a lack of legal regulation 
of the private security sector. Among other things, 
they cited the lack of parliamentary control over 
this sector as well as the lack of control exerted by 
the Interior Ministry. The problem of licensing was 
also mentioned, as well as the issuance of working 
permits. 

2.21. Representatives of non-governmental 

organizations

The said group of respondents also said the 
greatest problem was a lack of a law regulating 
this area. The problem of low salaries in the said 
sector was also mentioned, as well as a lack of 
professionalism of its staff, insufficient training, 
inexistence of licenses and the lack of coordination 
among such agencies and the police. 
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3. Conclusion and recommendations

Even though Serbia as a state is no longer the 
main actor which undermines the security of citizens 
of Serbia, as it had been under the Milošević regime, 
as well as the fact that since 2001 progress has been 
made in reforming the security sector, primarily 
due to fulfillment of obligations towards the Hague 
Tribunal, our findings suggest that the state of affairs 
in the security sector in Serbia requires further 
intensive work on their advancement. There are still 
many challenges which are mostly multi-sectoral. 

Financial transparency in the security sector is not 
at the satisfactory level. The state does not encourage 
citizens to become actively included in public 
discussions about reform of the security sector. To a 
large extent, deputies are disinterested in conducting 
control and oversight over the security sector. The 
National Security Strategy and the Defense Strategy 
are obsolete, state-centric and do not address 
contemporary security challenges encountered by a 
developed democratic state. Finally, Serbia is still the 
only state in the region of South East Europe which 
has not legally regulated the private security sector. 

On the basis of analyzed responses and 
conclusions reached by CEAS in the course of its 
work and its starting assumptions, what follows 
are recommendations for measures which would 
contribute to successful continuation of reform of 
the security sector in Serbia. 

– It is necessary to adopt a coherent Foreign 
Policy Strategy of the Republic of Serbia in which the 
priority would be given to EU integration, cooperation 
with NATO with possibility of membership and 
regional cooperation. 

– It is necessary to adopt a new National 
Security Strategy of the Republic of Serbia and a new 
Defense Strategy of the Republic of Serbia and align 
both with the new Foreign Policy Strategy of the 
Republic of Serbia. 

– It is necessary to intensify the process of 
EU integration, fulfill obligations from Chapter 31 
(Foreign and Security Policy) and fully use possibilities 
of cooperation with the EU under CSDP. 

– It is necessary to continue strengthening 
the role of the National Assembly and strengthen 
capacities of deputies to take part in democratic and 
civilian oversight over the security sector. 

– It is necessary to adopt a new comprehensive 
law on physical-technical security and private security 
and military companies. 

– It is necessary to fully use the possibility of 
cooperation with NATO, offered by the Partnership 
for Peace and eliminate obstacles for realization of 
the Individual Partnership Action Plan with NATO. 

– It is necessary to more precisely define 
the area of jurisdiction of the Military Security 
Agency (the Army’s counterintelligence service) and 
eliminate areas of jurisdiction overlapping with those 
of BIA.

– It is necessary to more precisely define and 
regulate areas of jurisdiction and procedures for 
exerting democratic civilian control and oversight 
over the work of BIA.

– It is necessary to relinquish police powers of 
the intelligence and security agencies. 

– It is necessary to introduce organizational 
changes to the work of the police, particularly those 
associated with police presence in communities, 
namely decentralization, reduction of hierarchical 
level of command, team work and inclusion of 
volunteers. 
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MAIN CHALLENGES OF REFORM 
OF THE SECURITY SECTOR IN SERBIA

The role of the EU Common Security and 
Defense Policy and NATO in the reform of the 

security sector

This paper won first place at the competition organized by CEAS among 
senior undergraduate, master and doctoral students of social sciences as well as 
young experts interested in reform of the security sector in Serbia on the topic 
“Main Challenges of Reform of the Security Sector in Serbia.”

“It is thus vital that the Internal Security Strategy itself be able to adapt, 
both to the needs of citizens, and to the challenges of the dynamic and global 21st 
century.”1 This is how the Council of the European Union articulated the framework 
of the Internal Security Strategy, emphasizing that the very concept of internal 
security should be conceived as a broad and complex notion encompassing 
multiple sectors, able to address identified challenges impacting the lives, security 
and well-being of EU citizens. Such an approach is expected to be adopted by all 
EU member states, as well as countries that are candidates for membership in the 
European Union, including Serbia. However, although it expresses commitment 
to values such as protection of citizens’ security, building of trust, advancement 
of security and stability in the region and cooperation and partnership with 
international security organizations and institutions of democratic states, Serbia 
places primary emphasis on the need to “preserve sovereignty, independence and 
territorial integration”2 of the Republic of Serbia. It continually pursues a policy 
based on traditional understanding of the concept of security i.e. associates this 
concept primarily with sovereignty and territorial integrity, emphasizing the issue 
of Kosovo. This paper analyzes similarities as well as differences between security 
strategies of the European Union and Serbia, as well as their definitions in official 
documents, stressing elements which represent main challenges in the process of 
reform of the security sector in Serbia and the ways in which the European Union 
can exert an influence on Serbia to effect, through reforms to be undertaken, greater 

1 Council of the European Union, Draft Internal Security Strategy for the European Union: 
Towards a European Security Model, 2010, <http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/10/st05/
st05842-re02.en10.pdf> [accessed 23 November 2012], p. 2.

2 Republic of Serbia, The Defense Strategy of the Republic of Serbia (Strategija odbrane Re-
publike Srbije), 2009. <http://www.mod.gov.rs/lat/dokumenta/strategije/strategija_odbrane_lat.
pdf> [accessed 23 November 2012], p. 8.
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proximity of its security policy to European standards 
in this regard. Concretely, the paper highlights the 
problem of incongruities of the security concept and 
values upheld and identified threats and strategies 
for addressing them in the Security Strategy and the 
National Defense Strategy of the Republic of Serbia, 
the relationship of the security policy to other policies 
of the Republic of Serbia as well as problematic 
nature and consequences of the manner in which the 
very concept of security is defined in Serbian state 
documents. 

Among the first challenges encountered by 
Serbia in the process of reform of the security sector is 
internal contradiction of views and principles upheld 
in Serbia’s official strategies of security and defense. 
Namely, the commitment both to Euro-Atlantic 
integration and to the doctrine of territorial defense 
outside the framework of collective security are both 
upheld at the same time.3 This produces numerous 
discrepancies in strategic documents themselves. 
Specifically, the National Security Strategy of the 
Republic of Serbia emphasizes the commitment to 
an advancement of relations with “EU members, as 
well as members and partners of NATO”4 as basic 
commitments of national security policy. However, 
subsequently, when specifying elements of national 
security policy, the National Security Strategy firmly 
insists on preservation of sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of the Republic of Serbia5, which directly 
inhibits realization of the preceding aspiration. 
Moreover, the national security policy is defined in 
such a way that it remains unclear whether Serbia is 
committed to cooperation with the EU and NATO as 
organizations, or only with their member states, as 
it stands in the document. Such omissions in reform 
of the security sector lead to a situation in which 
Serbia’s foreign policy appears inconsistent, that is, a 
situation in which Serbia at the same time claims that 
it will not cooperate with governments of countries 
which have recognized Kosovo as a state, even though 
its central political goal6 is to strive for membership 

3 Seroka, Jim, ‘Serbian National Security and Defense 
Strategy: Forever Wandering in the Wilderness?’ The Journal of 
Slavic Military Studies, 23, 3 (2010), 438-460, p. 9.

4 Republic of Serbia, The National Security Strategy of 
the Republic of Serbia (Strategija nacionalne bezbednosti Re-
publike Srbije), 2009. <http://www.mod.gov.rs/lat/dokumenta/
strategije/strategija_nacionalne_bezbednosti_lat.pdf> [ac-
cessed 23 November 2012], p. 14.

5 Ibid, p. 18
6 Seroka, ‘Serbian National Security and Defense Strat-

egy: Forever Wandering in the Wilderness?’ The Journal of Slav-
ic Military Studies, 23, 3 (2010), 438-460, p. 6.

in the European Union, most members of which 
have recognized Kosovo. This leads to a conclusion 
that it is necessary to define goals of foreign policy 
of the Republic of Serbia as a first step, in order to 
define challenges and threats on which reform of 
the security sector would rest. If Serbia consistently 
aspires towards Euro-Atlantic integration, the 
European Union and NATO can provide an example 
and play an advisory role in reorganization of foreign 
policy goals. Otherwise, the foreign and security 
policy of Serbia will remain in the state of “strategic 
disorientation”7 which would render every attempt 
at further reform impossible or meaningless.

This also partially accounts for the next 
challenge in an attempt to reform the security sector 
in Serbia: the place which security policy occupies 
within broader policies of the Republic of Serbia. 
Namely, security and defense policies are mostly 
perceived as independent from other spheres of 
political life and consequently, other state policies. 
This is clearly visible in the failure of Serbia to 
introduce European standards in the security sector. 
The European Union defines security as a precondition 
for development,8 making a link between security 
policy and the concept of national development i.e. 
economic and social policy. At the same time, the 
Defense Strategy of the Republic of Serbia defines 
goals and tasks of the defense policy as “development 
of an efficient defense system, its stable functioning 
and creation of conditions for its interoperability 
with defense systems of countries included in the 
NATO program Partnership for Peace.”9 Thus, the 
security policy is interpreted strictly in the military 
framework and reforms are primarily oriented in 
this direction, without overlapping with the more 
broadly understood national policy. In this regard 
the European Union can exert an influence on Serbia 
within the Stabilization and Association Agreement 
(SAA) by setting the following European principles 
as conditions for further process of reform of the 
security sector: good state governance, supporting 
social and political reform, dealing with corruption 

7 Litavski, Jan, ‘The Controversies of Military Neutrality 
of Serbia’, The New Century, Quarterly of Center for Euro-Atlan-
tic Studies, 1 (August 2012), 14-22, p. 17.

8 European Union External Action, A Secure Europe in 
a Better world: European Security Strategy, 2003. <http://con-
silium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf> [accessed 23 
November 2012], pp. 2–3. 

9 Republic of Serbia, The Defense Strategy of the Re-
public of Serbia (Strategija odbrane Republike Srbije), 2009. 
<http://www.mod.gov.rs/lat/dokumenta/strategije/strategija_
odbrane_lat.pdf> [accessed 23 November 2012], p. 11.
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and abuse of power, establishing the rule of law 
and protecting human rights, as the best means of 
strengthening the international order.10 Defined in 
this way, reform of the security sector is not merely 
an aspect of military policy and a national territorial 
defense policy, but also a tool for setting in motion the 
process of broader democratization. Consequently, 
cooperation of the security sector with other political 
and economic systems is vital for the success of 
establishment of a democratic order in Serbia.11 
From this point of view, rapprochement to European 
Union and NATO is not only a military but a broader 
political issue, since membership in an organization 
such as NATO “implies that a new member state will 
benefit from membership, but also contribute to the 
security system and take part in collective defense.”12 
Accordingly, it is in the interest of the European Union 
to exert an influence on reform of the security sector 
in the Republic of Serbia, because its engagement in 
this process will facilitate further democratization 
and promote economic development of Serbia, thus 
ensuring greater security of the European Union by 
improving the system of government of one of its 
closest neighbors.13 The European Union could exert 
an influence on Serbia; in particular, “by combining 
the Common Foreign and Security Policy and the 
Enlargement Policy, the EU could better connect its 
“technical” with “political” conditions.”14 This would 
make Serbia more easily understand European 
principles and changes which the global security 
policy has underwent and which Serbia would have 
to adapt to in the process of reform of the security 
sector, addressing the challenge of establishing 
proper place of its security policy in the broader 
context of national policies. 

10 European Union External Action, A Secure Europe in 
a Better world: European Security Strategy, 2003. <http://con-
silium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf> [accessed 23 
November 2012], p. 10.

11 Hadžić, Miroslav, Security Sector Reform in Serbia – 
Achievements and Prospects (Belgrade: Centre for Civil-Military 
Relations, 2008), p. 14.

12 Simić, Jasminka, ‘Neutrality of Serbia – With a View 
of the Future’, The New Century, Quarterly of Center for Euro-
Atlantic Studies, 1 (August 2012), 23-31, p. 26.

13 Edmunds, Timothy, Security sector reform and Eu-
roatlantic integration in Serbia in Hadžić, M., Security Sector Re-
form in Serbia – Achievements and Prospects (Belgrade: Centre 
for Civil-Military Relations), p.165.

14 Milić, Jelena, ‘The Elephant in the Room: Incomplete 
Security Sector Reform in Serbia and its Consequences for Ser-
bian Domestic and Foreign Policies’, The New Century, Quarterly 
of Center for Euro-Atlantic Studies, 1 (August 2012), 32-44, p. 
39.

Moreover, the Republic of Serbia’s Defense 
Strategy calls for introducing and strengthening of 
the mechanism of „democratic and civilian control 
over the Army of Serbia, as an important prerequisite 
of a democratic society.“15 However, the process of 
initiating and implementing these reforms is not strictly 
defined. It thus remains unclear which mechanisms 
are implied by the definition of democratic and 
civilian control. The process of reform of the security 
sector in Serbia and a list of participants in that 
process alone represent a substantial challenge. 
The National Security and Defense strategies do not 
define political actors who are supposed to take part 
in their own formulation. This reduces transparency 
of the entire process, which represents yet another 
challenge if the proclaimed goal of rapprochement 
to the European Union and NATO is understood as 
a priority. The European Union Security Strategy 
clearly specifies that security in contemporary 
world requires a multi-sectoral approach, providing 
examples in which threats, such as proliferation of 
arms, terrorism, failed states and regional conflicts, 
have successfully been dealt with by political, judicial 
and economic means.16 The multi-sectoral approach 
implies engagement of additional political actors, 
such as law-enforcement agencies, institutions and 
professionals at the national and local level and 
particularly emphasizes the contribution provided 
by the private sector and civil society organizations.17 
Specifically, apart from expressing commitment 
to establishing mechanisms that would regulate 
the security sector in accordance with democratic 
standards, the National Security and the Defense 
strategies of Serbia do not contain provisions which 
would, for example, regulate the role of civil society 
in formulating the policy of the security sector. Serbia 
thus faces a lack of engagement of civil society,18 
which, according to European standards, is of vital 

15 Republic of Serbia, The Defense Strategy of the Re-
public of Serbia (Strategija odbrane Republike Srbije), 2009. 
<http://www.mod.gov.rs/lat/dokumenta/strategije/strategija_
odbrane_lat.pdf> [accessed 23 November 2012], p. 11.

16 European Union External Action, A Secure Europe in 
a Better world: European Security Strategy, 2003. <http://con-
silium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf> [accessed 23 
November 2012], p. 6. 

17 Council of the European Union, Draft Internal Secu-
rity Strategy for the European Union: Towards a European Secu-
rity Model, 2010, p. 12. 

18 Helsinki Committee for Human Rights in Serbia, ‘The 
Security Structures: Still Beyond Control’ in: European Option 
Obstructed: Annual Report on Human Rights in Serbia in 2011 
(Belgrade: Helsinki Committee for Human Rights in Serbia, 
2011), pp. 221–250, p. 240.
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importance for the possibility of attaining greater 
level of professionalism in the process of defining 
new security strategies. Consequently, the European 
Union can also indirectly, by setting an example and 
defining a goal, exert an influence on Serbia and 
condition it during membership negotiations in parts 
which pertain to the security sector, to introduce the 
principle of engagement of civil society in reform 
of the security sector, similarly to other aspects 
of political negotiations. It would enable this sort 
of cooperation to become a part of a normal daily 
practice, overcoming the problem of insufficient 
engagement of civil society and experts and ensuring 
greater transparency and accountability of the 
political sphere in Serbia, including in the security 
sector. 

It seems that one of the main challenges of 
reform of the security sector in Serbia in line with 
European standards is interpretation of the very 
concept of security. The European Union and many 
developed countries have superseded the traditional 
concept of security that emphasizes sovereignty and 
territorial integrity, but this normative understanding 
of the notion of national security still occupies an 
important place in the Defense Strategy of the 
Republic of Serbia. Despite acknowledgement 
that geography is still important, the EU however 
emphasizes that greater degree of security can be 
attained by establishing a ring of well-governed 
countries to the East of the European Union and on 
the borders of the Mediterranean.19 Accordingly, the 
rule of law and democratization make a basis of the EU 
security policy. Even though an analysis of the global 
context which forms a part of the Republic of Serbia’s 
National Security Strategy maintains that security 
“has today been extended from primarily military 
to other spheres, especially economic, energetic, 
social and environmental security, including human 
security and security of society at large,”20 Serbia 
primarily defines the practice “of interventionism and 
interference in internal affairs of sovereign states” 
as “violating the international legal order” and a 
serious threat to stability and peace. This definition 

19 European Union External Action, A Secure Europe in 
a Better world: European Security Strategy, 2003. <http://con-
silium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf> [accessed 23 
November 2012], pp. 7–8. 

20 Republic of Serbia, The National Security Strategy 
of the Republic of Serbia (Strategija nacionalne bezbednosti 
Republike Srbije),. <http://www.mod.gov.rs/lat/dokumenta/
strategije/strategija_nacionalne_bezbednosti_lat.pdf> [ac-
cessed 23 November 2012], p. 3.

also includes threats and “attempts on the part of 
the international community to bestow legitimacy 
on the creation of new state entities on territories 
of sovereign states and members of the Organization 
of United Nations,”21 further highlighting issues of 
territorial integrity and sovereignty. The National 
Security Strategy cites “illegal unilaterally proclaimed 
independence of Kosovo” as the biggest threat to 
national interests of Serbia.22 Kosovo is still mentioned 
in elements of the national security policy, in the 
section on foreign policy which stresses that the 
Republic of Serbia is ready to advance relations with 
the USA “despite the decision of the USA to recognize 
the unilaterally proclaimed independence.”23 Such 
insistence on traditional interpretation of the notion 
of security represents a hindrance to further reform 
of the security sector in accordance with European 
standards, even though European integration is the 
primary goal to which Serbia aspires according to 
both National Security and Defense strategies. 

The National Security Strategy of the Republic 
of Serbia, apart from economic issues, mentions 
social and human security only as the fifth security 
aspect even though in accordance with protection 
of human and minority rights it represents “a 
yardstick of a democratic character of the society 
and the state.” In addition, this notion refers to the 
protection of social policy in order to “fulfill the needs 
of citizens, observe their rights and advance their 
security”24 and impacts on policies in other areas of 
social life such as education, science, environmental 
protection etc. This means that human security 
i.e. individual security of citizens of the Republic of 
Serbia, which is, according to the wording of the 
Strategy itself, “a yardstick of a democratic character 
of the society and the state,” recedes into the 
background in comparison to commitment to the 
concept of defense of constitutional order, protection 
of sovereignty and territorial integrity, creation of 
conditions for foreign and domestic investment, 
cooperation with international financial institutions 
etc. If Serbia does not accept the fact that without 
adoption of European principles of justice, freedom 
and security policy which mutually reinforce one 
another,25 a successful international cooperation and 

21 Ibid, p. 3
22 Ibid, p. 6
23 Ibid, p. 18 
24 Ibid, pp. 25–26
25 Council of the European Union, Draft Internal Secu-

rity Strategy for the European Union: Towards a European Se-
curity Model, 2010, <http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/
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consequently also security, cannot be attained, the 
risk that characterization of Serbia as a state which 
“supports theoretical vision of European collective 
security but within the concept of the balance of 
power similar to the European 18th century concept”26 
would become true. Consequently, Serbia should 
redefine its own conceptual definition of security, 
aligning it with European standards, if reform of the 
security sector is to be perceived as successful and if 
it is to facilitate Serbia’s further cooperation with the 
EU and NATO.  

Undoubtedly, Serbia is faced with numerous 
challenges in the process of reform of the security 
sector, such as incongruence of goals propounded 
by its strategic documents and inconsistency of 
proposed strategies of addressing identified threats 
and pursuing set goals. However, the essence of 
the problem lies much deeper. If Serbia wants 
to consistently pursue the proclaimed goal of 
rapprochement and accession to the European 
Union and subsequently NATO, it must not simply 
wait for the EU-set conditions and pressures for 
reform of the security sector, as had previously 
been the case. As this paper has shown, Serbia 
must primarily overcome the challenge of clearer 
definition of goals of its foreign and internal policy 
in much more specific terms. It has to come to terms 
with clearer definition of the place which security 
policy occupies in relation to broader political 
landscape. It has to define who participates in the 
process of formulating security policy and to accept 
existence of experts outside the state administration 
itself. Finally, Serbia has to supersede the current 
definition of the concept of security and redefine its 
interpretation in line with a broader context in which 
the security sector is reformed, the context in which 
the security policy is embedded in other aspects 
of political functioning of a state and in which it 
becomes “a key factor in ensuring a high quality of 
life in European society”27 in terms of the rule of law, 
personal security and freedom, democratization and 
economic development. 

en/10/st05/st05842-re02.en10.pdf> [accessed 23 November 
2012], p. 9.

26 Seroka, Jim, ‘Serbian National Security and Defense 
Strategy: Forever Wandering in the Wilderness?’ The Journal of 
Slavic Military Studies, 23, 3 (2010), 438-460, p. 2.

27 Council of the European Union, Draft Internal Secu-
rity Strategy for the European Union: Towards a European Se-
curity Model, 2010, <http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/
en/10/st05/st05842-re02.en10.pdf> [accessed 23 November 
2012], p. 3. 
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