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ABSTRACT

As a consequence of the Kosovo war in 1999, the international
community, and in particular the European Union, placed greater emphasis on conflict
prevention, finally realizing that allowing crises to explode in the Balkans is more costly
than taking initiatives for the construction of long-term peace and stability. In the
immediate aftermath of the cessation of hostilities, the countries of the region and the
international community have committed themselves to making a long-term effort in this
direction. The new approach is elaborated in the “Stability Pact for South-Eastern
Europe”, which resembled the Helsinki Process in that democratization, human rights,
economic development, and security are essential constituents of stability.

The thesis analyzes this conceptual political novelty, connecting comprehensively
post-war reconstruction, regional cooperation and a long-term perspective of accession to
the Euro-Atlantic institutions for the region. The thesis assesses the Pact’s chances for

success by focusing on its potential, problems, and perspectives.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The European Union response to the post-1991 break up of Yugoslavia and the
subsequent hostilities in the Balkans has been in several respects inadequately prepared,
developed and mobilized. The absence of a global strategy for the Balkans has meant, in
practice, that the European Union had to apply ad hoc and predominantly reactive
policies. Neither a coherent, long-term policy of conflict prevention nor a decisive, clear-
sighted engagement addressing the looming problems well before they erupt were ever

designed. This past approach has proven itself disastrous.

As a consequence of the Kosovo war in 1999, the international community, and in
particular the European Union, tried to place greater emphasis on conflict prevention,
finally realizing that allowing crises to explode in the Balkans is much more costly — both
in terms of life and money — than initiatives for the construction of long-term peace and
stability. In the immediate aftermath of the cessation of hostilities, the international
community and the countries of the region have committed themselves to making a long-

term effort in this direction.

This new approach is elaborated in the “Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe”.
The Pact is a huge operation aimed at stabilizing and, in the long run, integrating the
whole of South-Eastern Europe into the Euro-Atlantic institutions through cooperation.
The lure of integration into the European Union appears to be the most powerful tool
available to Western policymakers to affect domestic politics in the Balkans countries.

Founded on the success stories of European integration, the Stability Pact resembles the




CSCE-Process in that democratization, human rights, economic development, and
security are essential constituents of stability, taking to the heart the lessons of

multilateralism. What these lessons teach is that contractual relations and increased

cooperation between states can create trust and stability.

The Pact’s aims are to be reached through an enormously complex structure
involving round tables on democracy and human rights, development, and regional
security. Apart from the recipients, which include all states in the region, the Stability
Pact involves dozens of European and other Western governments, a number of
international organizations from the OSCE to the European Union, which has taken the

lead.

At the moment there is no alternative to the conceptual political novelty of the
Stability Pact, connecting comprehensively post-war reconstruction, regional
cooperation, and the long-term perspective of accession to the Euro-Atlantic institutions
for the region. The concept deems to be feasible and viable. First results are promising
and encouraging. However, it goes without saying two years after its inception, the final

jury is still out on the Pact and its success depends on a number of factors:

The effort to create viable democratic states and self-sustaining development
throughout South-Eastern Europe, and to anchor the region solidly in the interlocking
framework of Western institutions, will no doubt require tremendous commitment, huge
resources, and a great deal of stamina. The danger is that neither will be sufficiently

developed to turn the Stability Pact into a strategy of effective prevention.



Furthermore a regional stability framework has no chance of being effective

unless the issue of state-building and good governance is addressed.

Moreover, the external influence can only be successful, if the desire among
South-Eastern political and economic elite to join Europe prevails over nationalist
agendas and corrupt practices. The Pact is doomed to fail, if there is no sincere and
lasting determination among the governments of the region themselves to cooperate fully
in this project, developing their own initiatives that lead to concrete agreements, thus
showing there willingness to reconciliation, a “conditio-sine-qua-non™ for peaceful and

stable Balkans.

Finally, having taken the lead in reconstructing the Balkans, Europe has the
chance to enhance the credibility of its aspiration to become an influential actor in
international security politics. Successfully managing and implementing the Stability Pact
the European Union might demonstrate in the realm of “security” its ability to provide
“soft”, but efficient security tools that cover, the full spectrum of conflict prevention,
non-military crisis management, diplomatic negotiations, post-conflict economic
reconstruction, peacekeeping, police forces and humanitarian aid. Moreover, this could

enhance Europe’s credibility as a reliable and effective partner for the United States.
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I. INTRODUCTION

As events have repeatedly demonstrated in these past ten years, South-Eastern
Europe! remains the most unsettled part of the European continent. Since the break-up of
the Yugoslavian federation in the early 1990s, this part of Europe has been a region of
ethnic conflict, political turmoil, economic collapse, repression and war, and gross
violations of human rights, including the mostly reported expatriation policy known as
“population exchange” and “ethnic cleansing”. By spring of 2001, one can reasonably
hope that the violent upheavals that led to a great deal of bloodshed since 1991 are over —
even though the potential for further conflict remains as recent events in Macedonia have

shown, and the process of building a stable peace has a great distance to go.

By contrast, practically everything still has to be done in terms of rebuilding the
region’s shattered economics, setting up and anchoring democratic institutions and
patterns of behavior, establishing or re-establishing economic, political and
social/cultural inter-action across borders, and finally, securing the region’s integration

into wider European structures.

1 The term “the Balkans” used in this thesis includes Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, The
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) -
Serbia and Montenegro, the term “South-Eastern Europe” includes “the Balkans” plus Bulgaria and
Romania. Slovenia is not included because it appears to be on a faster track to European Union
membership and is already stable, relatively prosperous, and more fully integrated into European markets.
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While the United States inevitably took the lead in times of crisis, long-term tasks
of reconstruction and democracy-building belong to the European Union.2 There is no
transatlantic disagreement on the matter that this task is foremost a European mission,3
Europe is to “provide the lion’s share of necessary resources”.4 This is only logical in the
sense that South-East European countries are the European Union’s close neighbors and
have a calling, sooner or later to “join Europe”. Europe is confronted with a historic
challenge and mission. Andrew Pierre of the United States Institute of Peace argues,

... to work toward creating a stable, secure, and prosperous region in an

arena which has known for too little of such conditions. In other words,

the opportunity is to de-balkanize the Balkans ... . The European Union is

the beacon to which the Balkan nations are drawn. Their desire to join

should create the momentum for helping to complete the necessary
economic and political reforms.5

As a consequence of the Kosovo war, the international community, and in
particular Europe, tries to place greater emphasis on conflict prevention. At least two

lessons have begun to dominate the Western capitals in the aftermath of the Kosova

campaign.

2 During its Presidency of the European Union from January to June 1999, Germany initiated the
Stability Pact as a Common Action of the Union which was later to be transformed into a Common

Strategy.

3 Then-U.S. President Clinton stated clearly that the U.S. would play a “more modest role” in the
Pact. He offered a U.S. aid package worth $500 million for Balkan reconstruction, but much of this referred
to the estimated effect of trade concessions. Cited in “This Time, Europe pays”, The International Herald

Tribune, 14 June 1999.

4 White House Fact Sheet, “Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe”, Security Issues Digest, No.
146, 30 July 1999, Available [Online]: [http://www.usa.grmbl.com/s199990730i.html], March 2001.

5 Pierre, Andrew J., “De-Balkanizing the Balkans. Security and Stability in South-Eastern
Europe”, The Officer, p. 35, Washington D. C., December 1999.
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At the meeting of foreign ministers in Cologne on 10 June 1999 German Foreign
Minister Joschka Fischer declared:

The previous policy of the international community vis-a-vis former

Yugoslavia had two severe deficits: It concentrated on the consequences

instead of on the sources of conflict, and it tackled each of the region’s

problems individually and separately without reference to the rest of
Europe.®

Fischer expressed what has become common sense among Western leaders in the
aftermath of the Kosovo crisis. The past approach of dealing with each Balkan trouble
spot only piece-by-piece instead of envisaging the complexity of the whole issue has
proven itself disastrous. The predominantly reactive “fire-fighting policy” of recent years
in the Balkans concentrated on managing crisis after crisis, in Slovenia, Croatia, then
Bosnia-Herzegovina, and eventually in the Kosovo. Neither a coherent, long-term policy
of conflict prevention nor a decisive, clear-sighted engagement addressing the looming
problems well before they erupt were ever designed.” This failure was mainly the result
of serious differences among Western states over the correct evaluation of the

developments in the region and the political consequences to be drawn from these

6 Speech of German Foreign Minister, Joschka Fischer, at the Conference of the Foreign Minister
concerning the Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe, Cologne, 10 June 1999, in Internationale Politik,
Dokumentation-Dokumente zum Stabilititspakt fiir Stidosteuropa, pp. 130-2, 8/1999.

7 There exists one exception to the international failure to take preventive measures in the
Yugoslavian wars of disintegration: Macedonia in 1992. In contrast to the international response in Croatia
and in Bosnia the timely initiative by the OSCE and the UN is a common explanation for the successful
prevention of outbreak of violence in Macedonia. Fears of the Balkan conflict spreading to the Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia led the international community to deploy a preventive interposition of troops to
the border between Macedonia and Serbia. Previously, in 1991, the Macedonia President Kiro Gligorov
appealed to the international community for a preventive force to be deployed to prevent the outbreak of
violence in the republic. See Ciément, Sophia, “Conflict Prevention in the Balkans: Case Studies of Kosovo
and the FRY of Macedonia,” Institute for Security Studies of Western European Union, Chaillot Paper 30,
Paris 1997. Available [Online]: [http://www.weu.int/institute/chaillot/chai30e.htm], March 2001.
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developments.8 The United States and Europe found themselves often advocating

different strategies to deal with the crisis.?

This policy was most notable in the period of 1995 to 1998 when the international
community paid its utmost attention to the implementation of the so-called “Dayton
Peace Agreement”; at the same time, the Kosovo crisis, as close observers warned
unisono (“The situation in Kosovo, which is beyond the preventive stage, calls for rapid

measures to suspend the conflict”10), was about to erupt, following the exclusion of the

8 See Riesman, David, “Western Responses to the Current Balkan War,” in: Cushman, Thomas
and Mestrovic, Stjpan, This time We Knew — Western Responses to Genocide in Bosnia, pp. 350-9, New
York, 1996; and Report of the International Commission on the Balkans, Unfinished Peace, Chapter II: The
War and the International Response, pp. 37-75, Washington, 1996. Eyal, Jonathan, Furope and
Yugoslavia: Lessons from a Failure, The Royal United Services Institute for Defense Studies, London,
1993. To point out some inherent problems in dealing with such a crisis: the reluctance of any single power
to take the lead, the fact that each member state had to reach an internal consensus on what to do, as well as
to strike a consensus among the various states. This often resulted in lowest-common-denominator policies

that proved inadequate.

9 The sharp and protracted disagreements during 1992-95 between the United States and its major
European Allies over how to deal with the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia, Bosnia in particular, suggest
how readily crisis management and peace operations can become objects of discord. As a Dutch expert
observed, “the transatlantic relationship reached an all-time low” in November 1994, with a European-
American disagreement about intelligence sharing and the enforcement of the arms embargo on the
Bosnian government. See, Wijk, Rob de, NATO on the Brink of the New Millennium , p. 111, London 1997.
The U.S. and Europe found themselves often advocating different strategies to deal with the crisis. From
the outset of the crisis, the U.S. was opposed to large-scale intervention, fearing that it could result in a long
and bloody commitment. Washington was eager to endorse the European Community’s decision to take the
lead in the crisis, which the latter did from a sense of misplaced confidence. This confidence swiftly turned
to frustration as the European states realized their impotence in the face of the warring protagonists. Later,
the U.S. advocated a policy of lifting the arms embargo on the Bosnian Muslims, whilst simultaneously
punishing the Bosnian Serbs with air attacks. This brought the Clinton Administration into confrontation
with the British, French and other Europeans who already had troops safeguarding the supply of
humanitarian aid in Bosnian, serving under the United Nations flag. As a result of their different
approaches to the Balkan conflict, recrimination became a characteristic feature of the transatlantic
relationship at this time. See Daalder, Ivo H., Getting to Dayton — The Making of America’s Bosnia Policy,
pp. 14-18, 31-34, 61-64, 164, Washington, 2000.

10 Clément, Sophia, Conflict Prevention in the Balkans: Case Studies of Kosovo and the FRY of
Macedonia, p. 29.




Kosovo issue in Dayton!! and the radicalization of the hitherto peaceful resistance of the
Kosovo-Albanians.?? Additionally, the international approach towards the Balkans has
mainly been piecemeal and country-oriented following the geographic direction that

Milosevic chose to take.

Thus, the transnational patterns of many problems in the region were hardly
tackled: the manifold border and minority issues, the problem of returning refugee, the
region-wide security concerns and the socio-economic interdependencies, for example, in

terms of infrastructure.

The Kosovo conflict has been an eye-opener. It amply demonstrated the
inextricably Euro-Atlantic nature of the enormous challenges shared by South-Eastern

Europe and, therefore, the necessity to tackle these issues with a integrative approach.

There is no denying that achieving political and social stability and sustainable
development will take years for most countries. Nor will progress towards these goals be
smooth or automatic. Recent conflicts and ethnic tensions among the South-Eastern
countries have opened rifts that will not be easily healed. It will take time to achieve the
intra-regional cooperation and trust necessary for peace and stability. These factors
suggest that both concerned countries and the international community in general need to

make an extraordinary effort to create the necessary conditions. In the immediate

11 Kosovo was not mentioned in the Dayton Accords. Kosovo was the ultimate price the West
paid to get Milosevic to the bargaining table: It was left off the agenda. Had it not, the West calculated,
Milosevic would not have come to Dayton. See Daalder, Ivo H., Getting to Dayton — The Making of
America’s Bosnia Policy.

12 gee Caplan, Richard: “International diplomacy and the crisis in Kosovo,” in: International
Affairs,, pp. 745-761, Vol 74, No. 4, 1998.




aftermath of the cessation of hostilities in Kosovo, the international community and the
countries of the region have committed themselves nurtured by a common feeling of
urgency to making a determined long-term effort in this direction following the
aforementioned rationale to stabilize South-Eastern Europe and to draw this region nearer

to the European mainstream perceiving the region as a whole.13

This holistic approach is the basis for the “Stability Pact for South-Eastern

Europe”, which combines two crucial incentives with all political, economic and military

levers at hand:

A real, even if for some only long-term perspective of accession to the Euro-
Atlantic institutions, the new “Stabilization and Association Process” of the European
Union, which centers around the new instrument of the “Stabilization and Association
Agreements” tailor — made for the countries of the Balkans, and financial funding for bi-
or multilateral intra-regional initiatives to promote democratic reforms and civil society
building, achieve sustainable economic growth and enhance security to reverse the

process of disintegration. In the World Bank’s wording,

13 Emil Mintchev points out that such a regional approach guided the Congress of Berlin in 1878,
reaching agreement on borders and multiethnic tolerance. See Mintchev, Emil, ,,Friedensordnung nach dem
Kosovo-Krieg. Eine integrative Strategie fiir den Balkan®, in: Internationale Politik, Vol. 54, No. 5, p. 58,

May 1999.




the underlying logic of the Stability Pact is that the effort of the countries
of Southeast Europe at improving intra-regional cooperation and economic
reform would be boosted by strong support of the international
community. This support would have two basic components. First, the
international community would provide a clear and credible commitment
to the integration of the SEE countries into European and global
structures. The second commitment of the Stability Pact partner must be to
provide coordinated support, both technical and financial, to the countries

of the SEE region.!4

This thesis analyzes the international community’s, in particular the European
Union’s, approach to achieve peace, stability and prosperity in South-Eastern Europe in

the focus of the overall question:

What are the potential, problems, and perspectives of the Stability Pact for

South-Eastern Europe?

This thesis suggests that at the moment there is no alternative to the conceptual
political novelty of the Stability Pact, connecting comprehensively post-war
reconstruction, regional cooperation, and a long-term European future. The concept
deems to be feasible and viable. First results are promising and encouraging, meanwhile
some achievements have been reached. However, it goes without saying some twenty
months after its inception, the final jury is still out on the Pact. A lot depends on how the
countries of the region will breath life in it. The Pact is doomed to fail if there is no
sincere and lasting determination among the governments of the region themselves to co-

operate fully in this project, developing their own initiatives and ideas that lead to

14 The World Bank, “The road to stability and prosperity in Southeast-Europe: A regional strategy
paper”, 1 March 2000, p. 12.

Available [Online]: [http://www.seerecon.org/KeyDocuments/KeyOfficialDokuments.htm], May
2001.
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concrete agreements, thus showing their willingness to reconciliation, a “conditio-sine-
qua-non” for peaceful and stable Balkans. Additionally, a lot depends on the European
Union’s ability — and lasting willingness, endurance and patience - to sustain a long-term

commitment to help establish a European future for the Balkans.

Chapter II suggests that Europe and the Balkans are at a crossroads. Timely and

comprehensive measures have to be taken to offset the negative impact of the Kosovo

conflict.

The philosophy and the procedures of the Stability Pact have a historic precedent:
the “Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe” (CSCE)-Process at the
beginning of the 1970s. Chapter III examines the reasons this model was chosen taking
into account the international community’s experience of reconstructing Bosnia-

Herzegovina since the Dayton Accords.

Chapter IV investigates the special role of the European Union in the Balkans
addressing the following questions: What are the main challenges facing the European
Union’s Balkan policy? What are the main instruments of European Union’s engagement
in the Balkans? What are the short— and long-term prospects of the Union’s regional

role?, and what problems are to be expected?

Chapter V analyzes the working of the Stability Pact explaining its organizational

structure and framework. Moreover, this chapter addresses the questions: What has the

Pact actually accomplished, and what obstacles have prevented or hindered progress?




Chapter VI summarizes the main findings and arguments of this thesis and
provides an outlook for the ultimate success of the Stability Pact and a lasting peace in

the region.

A. SIGNIFICANCE

The importance of creating stability in South-Eastern Europe is critical. The
region has been the locus of numerous wars during the past two centuries. Two have just
recently occurred, first in Bosnia and then in Kosovo. Turmoil in this area reverberates
far beyond the immediate region. Thus, at the beginning of the 21% century, a prime
objective of the international community and the European Union particularly, is the
restoration of security and stability in South-Eastern Europe. Europe has reached a cross-
roads. At stake is not only the future of Kosovo and the rest of the region, but also its
capacity to manage such situations. Any decision made now determines whether
“Europe” manages to spread stability, peace and democracy to the whole of Europe
extending the new European peace order also to troubled South-Eastern Europe — or
whether Europe will experience a painful “déja vu” of European history starting the new
century as the last one both started and ended — with tragedies in the Balkans that dragged

the whole of Europe into conflict and turmoil.

The issue has additional political significance because it is the success of
reconstruction that will or will not inter alia justify the NATO operation “Allied Force” in
Yugoslavia. The future European security structure will be strongly influenced by the

experience of collaboration and the resuits in rebuilding South-Eastern Europe. If these




collaborative efforts fail, the alternative is only too obvious: a region of failed states and
long-term protectorates largely dependent on foreign assistance. Failure will almost
certainly lead to a renewal of ethnic conflict, as well as large-scale and potentially
uncontrollable movements of population out of the region, as already seen. Therefore,
especially from a European perspective, to analyze this long-term strategy and assess its

chances for success or failure is not a routine evaluation exercise.

10



II. EUROPE AND THE BALKANS AT A CROSS-ROADS

“Balkan wars” marked both the beginning and the end of the twentieth century.

In 1908-1914, crises in the Balkans changed the face of Europe irreversibly and
so did the 1999 Kosovo war. At the beginning of the century, the Balkans provided a
powder keg carving dividing lines across the continent.!> After World War II, the
political will in Paris and Bonn to end great power rivalry became the corner stone for
economic integration in Western Europe. The breakdown of the Iron Curtain — replacing
the “high risk, high stability” era by a “low risk, low stability” onel6 - erased the East-
West dividing line, but eventually created a new division, between Europe and the
Balkans. The last ten years of post Cold War history have been marked by a parallelism
of two completely diverging trends in Europe: the arduous and at the same time
promising process of transforming the countries of Central and Eastern Europe that were

cut off for decades from the political, economic, and cultural life in Europe, followed by

15 The conviction among the ruling groups of the great powers at that time in Europe that the
prevention or at least the containment of war was essential to the preservation of the domestic and
international order from which they derived their positions of power — an agreement to avoid recourse to
violence in the pursuit of national objectives in Europe — remained in force until the summer of 1914. It
dissolved at that time, because two of the European powers — Austria-Hungary and Russia — had come to
consider the region of Southern Europe where their ambitions collided — the Balkan peninsula — so vital to
their national interests as to justify the risk of a general war, and because their two powerful allies —
Germany and France, respectively — had developed powerful reasons of their own to favor a military
showdown. It was in those years that the image of the Balkans as the “powder-keg” and “backyard” of
Europe became firmly established in the mindset of the contemporaries, equating the term “balkanization”
with crisis and trouble. See Robbins, Keith, The First World War, pp. 1-15, Oxford, 1984 and Craig,
Gordon A. and George, Alexander L., Force and Statecraft — Diplomatic Problems Of Our Time, pp. 35-
4], New York, 1995.

16 Dynay, Pal, “How Will the European Union Meet the 21™ Century or In What Shape will the
21% Century  Find the European Union”, p. 3. Available [Online}:
[http://www.gcsp.ch/e/research/Yalel1998/Dunay.htm], January 2001.

11




a successive opening of the Euro-Atlantic institutions, thus creating a pan — European

peace order that bodes well for the future of the continent.

However, exactly the same time-span was predominated in another part of
Europe, the Balkans, by what no-one in post Cold War Europe could ever imagine again:

the violent dissolution of former Yugoslavia.

In the very early 1990s, most experts would have agreed that most of the
republics of former Yugoslavia had the best prospects of more rapid transformation, as
they benefited from human capital and market-required skills, a relatively decentralized
economic system based on “labor management”,17 substantial cultural and economic
interaction with the West and the exposure to Western labor markets of hundred of
thousands of “Gastarbeiter” (foreign laborers, working abroad people). In addition,
Croatia and Slovenia had a relatively high per capita income.!® That there were
considerable economic gaps inside the Federation is true, but those divisions could not
modify the general economic landscape and the prospects for the republics at least not for

the northern republics of the Federation.

Tito’s strong grip on power helped keep the Federation together during the Cold

17 For a presentation of the Yugoslav system of self-management (the behavior of collectively-
owned firms), see Gienaris, Nicholas v., Geopolitical and Economic Changes in the Balkan Countries, p.

96-7, Westport, 1996.

18 1bid, p. 101-2.
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War era.l But Tito’s death released “suppressed” political dynamics inside the
Federation that went beyond the succession issue and ensuing constitutional implications
by unleashing national grievances. These events, together with the growing economic
crisis of the 1980s,20 the growing dispute between the rich republics (Slovenia and
Croatia) and the rest of the Federation as to the redistributive policies of the federal
Government in Belgrade, and rising nationalism, created the prerequisites for the ensuing
violent conflicts with a quarter million dead, billions of dollars in destruction, and
approximately 4.4 million of displaced persons destabilizing a whole region.2! The wars

in Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo resulted in the displacement of an estimated 2.4 million

19 In the era of “Titoism” — which extended for several years beyond the lifespan of its creator —
Yugoslavia nationalities policy had various components to “solve” the national question: the system
recognized the ethnic particularity and full equality of all nationality groups and embodied the right of
cultural-linguistic self-determination. The system itself was organized as a federation with extensive
decentralization and the right of political self-determination. Ethnic tensions were defused through self-
management, a system for defusing social issues at the lowest level. Religious organizations were advised
to obtain from outspoken involvement on behalf of particular nationality groups. Dual consciousness was
affirmed — ethnic consciousness and Yugoslavia consciousness. And, separatism and “unitarism” were
considered two forms of the same perilous deviation. Tito’s nationalities policy thus combined radical
decentralization and generous guarantees to the ethnic cultures with a terror of nationalism that often found
expression in shrill denunciations of “neofascist nationalism”. The operating assumption of Tito’s policy
was that any exclusivist nationalist sentiment was “anti-self-management”, that means, that any revival of
excessive ethnic pride was by definition anticommunist and potentially prosecessionist. Tito’s nationalities
policy, thus, tackled the roots of internal discord in a multifaceted way and developed a comprehensive
program of socialization to Yugoslavia socialist norms. Self-management was often depicted as the
necessary precondition for the attainment of equality among the nationality groups and ethnic harmony in
general. For comprehensive accounts on components and practice of Yugoslavia nationalities policy after
World War II see: Cohen, Lenard J., Broken Bonds — The Disintegration of Yugoslavia, pp. 27-38, Boulder,
1993; Lampe, John R., Yugoslavia as History, pp. 293-320, Cambridge, 1996; Bennett Christopher,
Yugosiavia’s Bloody Collapse — Causes, Course and Consequences, pp. 51-60, New York, 1995.

20 For an analysis of the Yugoslav economic crisis of the 1980s, see Lydall, H., Yugoslavia in
Crisis, Oxford, 1989.

21 gee among other sources on the origins of the conflict in the former Yugoslavia: Zimmermann,
Warren, Origins of a Catastrophe, New York, 1999; Kaplan, Robert D., Balkan Ghosts: A Journey through
History, London 1993; Malcolm, Noel, Bosnia: A Short History, London, 1994; Burg, Steven L. and
Shoup, Paul S., The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Ethnic Conflict and International Intervention, London,
1999; Owen, David, Balkan Odyssey, London, 1995.
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refugees and 2 million internally displaced persons?? having created an international
refugee crisis not seen in Europe since the aftermath of World War II. The largest
population flows were associated with the war in Bosnia, during which an estimated 2.3
million people became displaced.??> By the end of the war in Croatia, an estimated
300,000 Croatian-Serbs had become refugees. During the Kosovo conflict an estimated
one million Kosovars, primarily ethnic Albanians, either fled or were forced out of their
homes by Yugoslav security forces; about 800,000 of them left Yugoslavia. About

60,000 people, largely Serbs, fled the province before the start of NATO air strikes
against Yugoslavia.24
What factors have contributed to an environment that made such conflicts

possible:

22 See United States General Accounting Office, Briefing Report to the Chairman, Committee on
Armed Services, House of Representatives, Balkans Security — Current and Projected Factors Affecting
Regional Stability, p. 19, Washington, April 2000. According to the authors of the report these figures are

based on data from the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees.

23 During the war, most of the one million people who became displaced within Bosnia had
moved to areas controlled by their own ethnic groups; as a result, most areas of the country, with the
exception of Central Bosnia, were populated and controlled by a predominant ethnic group at the end of the

war.
24 An estimated 200,000 Serbs lived in Kosovo at that time.
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One explanation can be linked with the quest for self-identity.25 It should be said,
however, that the quest for self-identity is a phenomenon, which encompasses most of the
post-communist world, for totalitarianism suppressed the longings for self-identity
whether it was national, religious, or ethnic.26 One should also acknowledge that in

Yugoslavia inter-ethnic and religious conflicts preceded the advent of communism.27

It can also be submitted that the origins of the violent separation are to be found in
the intensifying economic antagonisms among Yugoslav republics brought about by the
economic crisis of the eighties, and malign rising nationalism.?8 Ethnic cleansing became
a means for “pursuing” self-identity.2 The violent separation could not but reinforce

mutual animosities and increase the propensity for reciprocal recrimination.

So, ten years after the “reunification of Europe”, the disintegration of

Yugoslavia has revived Southeastern Europe’s traditional reputation as a region of

25 1991, according to respected censuses, the percentage of Slovenians in Slovenia was 87.8,
Serbs in Serbia, 65.8, Macedonians in Macedonia, 64.6, and Montenegrins in Montenegro, 61.8. The
participation of ethnic communities within Bosnia-Herzegovina was: Muslims 43.7 percent, Serbs 31.3
percent and Croats 17.3 percent. See Carter, F. W. and Norris, H. T., The Changing Shape of the Balkans,
p. 109, Boulder, 1996. The multi-ethnic state of Yugoslavia disintegrated into five separate entities, all but
one emerged violently. Only the conflict in Slovenia was brief and relatively minor, mostly because its
desire for independence from Yugoslavia was by an ethnically homogenous population and because of the
few Serbs living in Slovenia.

26 For the Yugoslavia case, see: Judah, Tim, The Serbs — History, Myth and the Destruction of
Yugoslavia, pp. 135-167, New Haven and London, 2000.

27 1bid., pp. 113-134.

28 One can speculate if a velvet revolution could have taken place or the Federation could have
stayed together although in a much looser form, if western countries in dealing with the Ante Markovic
government had granted him the required aid. See Judah, Tim, The Serbs — History, Myth and the

Destruction of Yugoslavia, p. 260.

29 Cviic, Christopher, “Yugoslavia: The Unmaking of a Federation,” in: Stephen, Larrabee, The
Volatile Powder Keg, p. 111, Lanham 1996.
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intractable ethnic conflicts, failing states and reform deficits. The attempt at “remaking
the Balkans™30 on religious, cultural, and ethnic grounds caused fragmentation of South-
Eastern, with most Balkan states experiencing economic, social and political crises, with
little chance of following Central East European countries and joining the process of

European integration in the foreseeable future.

German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer stated at the Petersberg Conference on

27 May 1999:

Ten years after the end of the Cold War Europe has once again two faces.
On the one hand we have the success story of European integration, the
Europe of human rights and of equality, of peace, democracy and welfare.
However, at the same time the Europe of nationalism of the past, of
tyranny and brutal suppression of human rights that we already deemed to
have overcome has been revived, in Vukovar, in Srebrenica, in Racak and

in the many nameless places of horror.3!

It was after a period of “relative neglect™?2 (the attention had been diverted from
this region inter alia by the European focus on internal deepening and enlargement into
Central and Eastern Europe) and, in particular, the war in Kosovo, which finally brought
international attention back to the Balkans. In 1999 the international community
announced a fundamental policy shift in its approach to the region being compelled to re-

assess its approach towards Serbia and the region as a whole. Apparently in Kosovo,

30 Civiic, Christopher, Remaking the Balkans, London, 1991.

31 Speech of German Foreign Minister, Joschka Fischer, at the Petersberg conference on 27 May
1999. Available [Online]: [http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/ausgabe archiv],

February 2001.

32 Qudenaren, John van, Uniting Europe - European Integration and the Post-cold War World, p.
302, Lanham, 2000.
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Europe’s credibility, its capacity to act and its resources were challenged to the utmost

limits, more importantly the real stakes involved were not onmly political, but also
“civilizational”:

e the mockery of the most precious values upon which the Euro-Atlantic

community has established its stability, prosperity and moral authority by

a regime practicing ethnic cleansing as a deliberate political strategy in

the outgoing 20" century.33 As Patrick Moore of the Open Media

Research Institute has put the issue:

It is true, as in any war, that no one side consisted entirely of
angels. But what made Serbian atrocities different from these
committed by others was that they represented not an incidental
development in the conflict, but a deliberate instrument of policy.
The rapes, expulsions, burnings, lootings, and massacres were a
conscious and calculated means of setting up a Greater Serbia.34

33 For “patterns” of ethnic cleansing, the way it was carried out, and what methods, depending on
special “variables”, were chosen, see: Cheryl Bernard, “Bosnia: Was it inevitable?,” in: Khalilzad, Zalmay
M., Lessons from Bosnia, pp. 18-22, Rand Santa Monica, 1995.

34 Cushman, Thomas and Mestrovic, Stejepan, This Time We Knew — Western Response to
Genocide in Bosnia, p. 17, New York, 1996.
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e the destabilization of an entire region with incalculable consequences for

the whole of Europe35

e the enormous costs to contain and stop a war machine like the one of the

Milosevic regime36

3570 point out some direct and visible economic consequences of the Kosovo war: All the South-
Eastern European countries have reported large negative impacts on their foreign trade and payments
including the direct loss of export revenue and the indirect effects of reduced imports, disrupted contracts,
etc.. According to an independent group of Yugoslav economists, Groupl7, the total economic damage
caused by the war in Yugoslavia is estimated at around § 30 billion; in addition, within Kosovo there is
little reason to doubt that the destruction of the country’s capital stock is very extensive; neighboring
countries (Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Romania, The Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia) have lost markets as well as traditional suppliers in Yugoslavia; the transport links
to and from the southeastern part of Europe, especially the bridges crossing the Danube and the railway
network have been severely impaired and in effect almost decoupled some of the region economically from
Western Europe; the loss of the Danube as a waterway has a pan—European negative impact as it is causing
costly interruptions in shipments for all the riparian countries as well as some in the Black Sea region. The
costs of alternative routes of transportation are many times higher than the usual costs. The IMF has
estimated the incremental effects of the conflict on six South-Eastern European countries in 1999 at some $
1.1-$1.7 billion. See Economic Commission of Europe and United Nations, Economic Survey of Europe,
1999 No. 2, New York and Geneva, 1999, for a comprehensive account.

36 Cost of the NATO bombing: § 4 billion according to an estimate of the “Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists.” This corresponds with the estimate of the Center on Strategic and Budgetary Assessments: The
overall U.S. cost of Operation Allied Forces is estimated at $2 billion to $3 billion, with expenditures
dominated by the costs of aircraft flights, ordnance, and transportation to and from the region. The costs for
non — U.S. NATO allies are estimated at $1 billion. See Daalder, Ivo H. and O’ Hanlon, Michael E.,
Winning Ugly — NATO’s War to Save Kosovo, p. 238, Washington, 2000.
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e the fear of a renewed and increasing surge of refugees from the Balkans

into the European Union37

e the enormous logistical and financial challenge to supply about one
million refugees38 and displaced persons with food and shelter in the

region3?

37 To illustrate this crucial issue with figures for Germany making the argument that the asylum
problem highlights the close linkage between instability in the Balkans and European security being a
critical domestic issue for every country in Europe: In the 1990s Germany became the most important
destination for refugees and asylum seekers in Europe. In 1992, the rise in the number of short term asylum
seekers to over 400,000 led to a constitutional amendment, which resulted in a temporary decrease in this
number to under 200,000 per annum. In their stead, the number of refugees, primarily from the former
Yugoslavia, grew significantly. On December 31, 1995, 1.6 million refugees and asylum seekers were
living in the Federal Republic, including 330,000 civil war refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina. No other
European country offered nearly so many people shelter. The city of Hamburg housed more refugees than
all of Great Britain. In July 1998, according to the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights,
over 200,000 Albanians in Kosovo were in flight as a result of Serbian oppression. But not only Germany
has been faced with a large influx of refugees. Italy, Greece, Turkey and Hungary also have been
confronted with large waves of refugees resulting from the upheavals in Balkans, which compounds the
extensive economic and social problems already confronting these countries. See Friedrich, Wolfgang-
Uwe, “Kosovo and the Evolution of German Foreign Policy in the Balkans,” in: Friedrich, Wolfgang-Uwe,
The Legacy of Kosovo: German Politics and Policies in the Balkans, pp. 3-4, Washington, 2000.

38 At war’s end there were 800,000 — 1 million refugees according to UNHCR as of 2000. Of
these, more than 400,000 were in Albania, more than 300,000 in Macedonia, 22,000 in Bosnia, and 75,000
outside the immediate region. Some 70,000 Kosovars fled to Montenegro, officially making them not
refugees but internally displaced. See UN High Commissioner for Refugees, “The Kosovo Refugee Crisis:
An Independent Evaluation of UNHCR’s Emergency Preparedness and Response,” Available [Online]:
[www.unhcr.ch/evaluate/kosovo/ch1.htm], March 2001. The displacement of such a large number of
people has caused considerable strains on the economies of Albania and The Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, the two main host countries. The economies of these countries are fragile and susceptible to
disturbance, and the influx of refugees alone has been a major economic shock for them. See Economic
Commission for Europe, Economic Survey of Europe, 1999 No 2, p. 13.

39 Cost to return refugees to Kosovo: $ 442 million according UNHCR Funding Overview 1999
as of 17 November 1999, Available [Online]: [http//www.unhcr.ch/fdrs/weekover.htm], February 2001.
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e the ensuing burdens of peace-keeping and post-war reconstruction that

will last for many years.40

The international community - and especially the European Union in its actual

state - can barely manage another crisis of this proportion in the coming years.

Finally, the Euro-Atlantic community had to realize and to accept that Europe as a
whole has a stake in the Balkans because there is a considerable risk that unless timely
and comprehensive measures (supported by adequate resources) are taken to offset the
negative impact of the Kosovo conflict, some of these countries — and probably Europe as

a whole - will soon be facing a new round of severe crises.

Crises sometimes happen in order to be turning points in history, serving as eye-
openers to stimulate a fundamental reversal of behavior. In retrospect, historians might
view the date of 10 June 1999 as such a turning point in history, embodying both tragedy
and hope. It was on this very day that the United Nations Security Council issued
Resolution No. 1244,4! which finally put an end to the war in Kosovo; and on the same

day a Conference of Foreign Ministers in Cologne endorsed the Stability Pact.42 The

40 According to estimates the cost to rebuild the Balkans is $ 60-80 billion. See Yanis
Tsorbatzoglou, “Stabilisation und Wirtschaftswachstum auf dem Balkan,” in: Politische Studien, p. 57,
Heft 372, 51. Jahrgang, Juli/August 2000.

41 As outlined by this resolution, the mandate included preserving the cease-fire, demilitarization
the KL A, creating a secure environment for refugees and the internally displaced to return to their homes,
ensuring public safety, and providing support for the international civil presence. Resolution No. 1244 is
available [Online]: [http://www.dgap/IP/ip007/doku007.htm].

42 The first document that officially mentions the Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe was this
international conference in Cologne on 10 June 1999. The participants were the 15 foreign ministers of the
European Union, together with those from the nine countries of the region, the Russian Federation and the

USA.
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following months were spent giving the Pact the necessary political momentum: The
“Group of Eight (G8)*3” approved the Pact on 20 June 1999, and on 30 July the Stability
Pact for South-Eastern Europe was officially launched at a summit in Sarajevo
assembling representatives from 28 countries#4 (29 including FRY#5) and 16 international
institutions and organizations.4¢6 This demonstrated the resolve of the international
community to make the Pact a lasting success and marked the start of a new phase in

international Balkan politics.
President Gligorov of Macedonia grasped this ambivalent reality quite well when

he appealed to his fellow Heads of State and Government during the Sarajevo summit:

This crisis gave us a chance. It is up to us to take advantage of it, to be
brave and determined enough and to turn this chance into a success.47

43 The world’s seven leading industrial nations (USA, Japan, Germany, United Kingdom, France,
Italy, Canada) plus Russia.

44 The participant countries include the European Union, Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria,
Canada, Croatia, Hungary, Japan, Romania, Russia, Slovenia, Macedonia, Turkey, the United States.

45 Montenegro participated in the Sarajevo Conference with observer status; while FRY was the
sole country included in the Stability Pact with no input whatsoever into the formulation or adoption of its
identified solution. The FRY was “suspended” from the Pact and the EU’s Stabilization and Association
Process pending its fulfillment of the international community’s conditions on Kosovo, as well as progress
on democratization and treatment of minorities. However, 26 October 2000, FRY was formally admitted to
the Pact.

46 The role of the international institutions and organizations is to facilitate the implementation of
the Stability Pact. Organizations which endorsed the Pact: United Nations, OSCE, Council of Europe,
European Commission, NATO, OECD, WEU, IMF, World Bank, European Investment Bank, European
Bank for Reconstruction and Development. This can be viewed as a considerable consensus among the
most important international actors on the main features of the Stability Pact.

47 Address of His Excellency Kiro Gligorov at the Sarajevo Summit for the Stability Pact for
Southeastern Europe on July 29, 1999. Stability Pact Homepage (2001), Available [Online]:
[http://stabilitypact.org], March 2001.
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ITII. THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE STABILITY PACT — A HISTORIC
PRECEDENT AND ,,LESSONS LEARNED“ FROM BOSNIA

A. THE “HELSINKI-PROCESS” — A HISTORIC PRECENDENT

The philosophy and the procedures of the Stability Pact have a historic precedent

as German Foreign Minister Fischer®8 referred to several times:4°

The “Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe” (CSCE) — process and
the Helsinki Charter of 1975, which in the eyes of many observers and of the German

Foreign Service50 did a lot to gradually alleviate and than eventually to overcome the

48 There seems to be a confusion of terminology in some publications. The Stability Pact
initiative has to be separated from the so-called “Fischer-Plan” that was first presented on 9/10 April 1999
by the Political Director of the German Foreign Ministry in Dresden to his counter parts of the “G8”, and
finally became the basis of the G8 consensus that opened the gate for the UN Security Council Resolution
on 10 June 1999. The “Fischer Plan” focused solely on a solution for Kosovo in six steps in order to get
Russia “back into the boat” and reach a resolution of the UN Security Council. It was not designed for the
whole region.

49 See i. e. Speech of German Foreign Minister, Joschka Fischer, at the conference of the Foreign
Ministers concerning the Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe, Cologne, 10 June 1999, in Internationale
Politik, Dokumentation — Dokumente zum Stabilitdtspakt fiir Stidosteuropa, Vol. 54, No. 8, p. 131, August
1999.

50 In January 1999, the new German government took over the European Union Presidency and
decided to make the Balkan policy one of its top priorities during the Presidency. Thus, the staff of the
Foreign Ministry generated the idea of a Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe leading to concrete,
immediate action. It should be noted that the initiative had several advantages for the Fischer staff. It fit
well into the overall approach on international security of the new German government as laid down in the
coalition treaty, stressing the commitment to multilateralism and the need to strengthen conflict prevention
in order to avoid further conflict management operations. It offered to the new government an opportunity
to gain profile and initiative domestically as well as internationally in a popular, undisputed field. And it
allowed the German government in the following six months to set the pace for the Pact, thus giving it a
strong impetus right form the beginning. See Maull, Hans W., “Germany and the Use of Force: Still a
“Civilian Power™?” Survival, Vol. 42, No. 2, pp. 56-80, Summer 2000.
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artificial division of Europe in 1989/1990/1991.51

Launched in 1975 after three years of intensive negotiations involving the United
States, Canada and all the European states except Albania,52 the CSCE subsequently
established itself as a distinct novelty on the international scene.53 In the early 1970s it
was conceived — mostly in Western Europe - that only a concept of long-term cooperation
with Central and Eastern Europe on a broad range of topics could bring about the

democratic transformation that the Western countries aimed for the region.

1. East and West Objectives
During the two decades of East-West diplomacy since the Soviets advocated the

idea of a European security conference, individual states and alliances had refined their

ideas of what they wanted the Conference to achieve.

51 It can be argued that the ground for progress in the relaxation of tension in Europe was laid
even earlier by the new German “Ostpolitik” in early 1970: In the “Ostvertrige (Eastern treaties)” with the
Soviet Union, Poland, the GDR and Czechoslovakia, West-Germany supported the renunciation-of-force
principle; acknowledged the existing border in Europe, specially the Oder-Neisse line as the Western
boundary of Poland; established semidiplomatic relations with the DGR; and accepted a Four-Power
solution for Berlin. In this respect, the German Ostpolitik, with its middle-European perspective and its all-
European approach, contributed to promote a new vision of Europe across existing lines of tension and
separation. The results of the Helsinki Accords resembled the results of the Eastern Treaties: they
confirmed the political and territorial status quo in Europe while calling for measures that would ease the
division of the continent. See Frey, Eric G., Division and Détente — The Germanies and Their Alliance, pp.
59-74, New York, 1987; Hancock, Donald M. and Welsh, Helga A., German Unification — Process and
Outcomes, pp. 38-51, Boulder, 1994.

52 Its members initially included 35 states - encompassing all states of Europe (minus Albania)
plus the United States and Canada. It was reorganized and renamed the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) in 1994 at the Budapest summit; see Tiersky, Ronald, Europe Today-
National Politics, European Integration, and European Security, pp. 372-3, Lanham, 1999.

53 For a valuable account by a U.S. participant in the negotiations, see Maresca, John J., To
Helsinki: The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 1973-1975, Durham, 1987. Maresca’s
book includes the full text of the Helsinki Final Act as an appendix.
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The Soviet Union “perceiving the opportunity to achieve very specific and
desirable ends in their interest”4 wanted to gain influence in Western Europe through a
security structure outside the Warsaw Pact and NATO. The USSR also wanted to
legitimize the political status quo and the frontiers of Central and Eastern Europe, which
had been in part created by Soviet wartime and postwar expansion. A third Soviet interest
was to create a framework to control East-West contacts, which could contain such
political experiments in Eastern Europe as those which provoked the Soviet invasion of
Czechoslovakia in 1968. There was unrest in Poland in 1970 and Romania started to
conduct a semi-independent foreign policy — negating the “commonly approved
Breshnev-doctrine” of socialist unilateralism. A strong East European desire existed for
economic and technological advances that the Soviet Union with its stagnant economy
was decreasingly able to meet. Yet Moscow realized leaving such a desire unmet might
cause further unrest. Moscow sought to constrain the process by conforming it within a
“CSCE framework™ — that is by limiting Eastern Europe’s increased contacts with the
West to those possible under the Conference. Accordingly, the Soviet Helsinki proposal
was heavy on economic and technological exchange within a pan-European framework.>>

After initial “limited importance attached to the Conference by the United States

and the limited benefits American leadership expected from it”,56 the chief US interest in

54 Craig, Gordon A. and George, Alexander L., Force and Statecraft — Diplomatic Problems of
Our Time, pp. 173-4, New York, 1995.

55 See Mastny, Vojtech, Helsinki, Human Rights, And European Security — Analysis and
Documentation, pp. 12-4, Durham, 1986, especially “The Soviet Emphasis on Basket Two” and “The
Disputed Economic Leverage”.

56 Craig, Gordon A. and George, Alexander L., Force and Statecraft — Diplomatic Problems of
Our Time, p. 172.
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the Conference was to see that it supported mutual force reductions and strategic arms
limitations. The Helsinki Conference was seen by then-Secretary of State Kissinger as
part of a network of negotiations between the United States and USSR in which he was
prepared to trade a strong US position in the Conference for Soviet concessions in areas
that he considered more important.

Western Europe held a different and much deeper interest in the CSCE. West
Europeans wanted to begin to remove the barriers that divided Europe and to unify the
continent once again. The unification factor was especially strong in the Federal Republic
of Germany, which was from the outset the European NATO member most committed to
the Helsinki Process.5? The West Europeans recognized the importance of the freer
movement of people, ideas, and information as a means for increasing contacts across the
barriers, and, thus, wanted to add to the original Soviet agenda, which was primarily
political and economic.

The East Europeans satellite states had the biggest stake of all in the Conference.
Their hard-line governments and, especially, their people saw Helsinki as a way to escape
the Cold War and to gain their hard-line governments and, especially, their people saw
Helsinki as a way to escape the Cold War and to gain twofold advantage in a circle-like

process: more flexibility vis-a-vis the USSR because of more and increased relations with

57 West Germany repeatedly noted that the “peaceful change” of existing frontiers was not ruled
out by any of its various “Ostpolitik” treaties with Warsaw Pact states or by the Helsinki Final Act, and that
German reunification and national self-determination were still legally feasible.
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the Western nations and more flexibility vis-a-vis the West because of more
independence from the USSR.58

Although the neutral and non-aligned European states mostly shared the
principles and concepts of other West Europeans, they had certain objectives of their own
at the Conference. Having been left out of the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction
(MBFR) talks between the nations forming the two military alliances beginning in
Vienna 1973, their first concern was adequate security content of the Conference. They
also sought a successful meeting with binding follow-up provisions assuring them a
continuing voice in pan-European affairs’® — “not only representation but active
participation”.60  The neutral and non-aligned states deserve great credit for their
conciliatory role in advancing the essential compromises on human rights and freer

movement which made final agreement possible.

2. The Final Act
The negotiation of the Final Act of the CSCE lasted some 30 months. Once the

Western states had agreed to the principle of inviolability of frontiers, the Soviets not
long afterwards yielded on human contacts and promised freer movement of people and

information, including family reunification.

58 See Mastry, Vojtech, Helsinki, Human Rights and European Security — Analysis and
Documentation, pp. 15-6, here: The Effects on Eastern Europe.

59 See Maresca, John J., To Helsinki: The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
1973-1975, p. 25.

60 Craig, Gordon A. and George, Alexander L., Force and Statecraft — Diplomatic Problems of
Our Time, p.176, New York, 1995.
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On August 1, 1975, when the leaders of 35 states had put their names to the Final
Act, they had consented to two resolutions. The first committed the signatories to
implement its provisions “unilaterally, bilaterally and multilaterally”. The second
committed them to continue the multilateral process by proceeding with a “thorough
exchange of views” on the Final Act’s implementation through meetings among their
representatives for this purpose.

The vast scope of the Final Act ranged from principles on sovereign equality and
peaceful settlement of disputes to guidelines on teaching methods and encouraging the
study of foreign languages. Its provisions fell into three baskets.

Basket I6! contained ten generally-accepted principles of interstate behavior
drawn from United Nations declarations, including the inviolability of frontiers, respect
for human rights, peaceful settlement of disputes, cooperation among states,
nonintervention in internal affairs and refrainment from the threat or use of force. With

respect to the inviolability of frontiers and the territory of states, “frontiers can be
changed in accordance with international law, by peaceful means, and by agreement™.62
To thwart any possible claim of precedence among the ten principles — for example, that
non-intervention in internal affairs (Principle VI) belongs ahead of respect for human
rights (Principle VII) — the Final Act stated that all the principles are of “primary
significance”, giving each of the ten equal weight and importance. Similarly, the

provisions of the Final Act were indivisible. No one section of the Act was to be

61 See Maresca, John J., To Helsinki: The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
1973-1975, pp. 250-61.

62 Ibid., p. 251.
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emphasized at the expense of another and conversely, no area was to be ignored or
relegated to a lower status. The Helsinki Process was thus intended to even achieve
progress among the three baskets toward its political-military, economics, and
humanitarian goals.

The first basket also included confidence-building measures to promote European
security. These included prior notification of major military maneuvers exceeding a total
of 25,000 troops and other military maneuvers, prior notification of major military
movements, and the exchange of observers.63

To “promote economic and social progress” and to reinforce the “peace and
security” of Europe, the second basket set forth detailed guidelines and concrete
recommendations for commercial, industrial, trade, scientific, technological, and
environmental cooperation.

Basket II described in rich detail the kinds of economic cooperation advocated
among the states.®4 Recognizing “the growing role of international trade as one of the
most importance factors in economic growth and social progress”,65 the states were
encouraged to facilitate business contacts, improve the quality and increase the supply of
economic and commercial information, and devote more attention to the knowledge and

techniques required for effective marketing. Projects of common interest cited within a

new framework of industrial cooperation were these among others:66

63 Ibid., p. 257.
64 Ibid., pp. 261-282.
65 Ibid., p. 262.

66 Ibid., p. 269.
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e Exchanges of electrical energy within Europe

o Cooperation in research for new sources of energy

e Development of road networks and cooperation aimed at establishing a
coherent navigable network in Europe

The harmonization of standards and arbitration under “a mutually acceptable set
of arbitration rules”®7 were stated as second basket goals as well. A lengthy section on
science and technology set forth specific possibilities for improving cooperation among
the states in such areas as agriculture, energy, new technologies, space and environmental
research. The development of transport, promotion of tourism, and economicb and social
aspects of migrant labor were additional areas recommended for co-operation.

Cooperation in the four areas described in the third basket6® — human contacts,
information, culture, and education — would contribute to the “strengthening of peace and
understanding among peoples”.

All of these ambitious objectives were to be pursued “irrespective” of the
“political, economic, and social systems” of the 35 participating states. In regard to
human contacts, the states “make it their aim to facilitate freer movement and contacts,
individually and collectively, whether privately or officially, among persons, institutions
and organizations”, including “contacts and regular meetings on the basis of family ties,

reunification of families, marriage between citizens of different states ...”.6%

67 Ibid., p. 270.

68 Basket Three, in contrast to the other two, was exclusively a Western proposal. Ibid., pp. 284- -
303.

69 1bid., p. 284.
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Objectives for cooperation and exchanges in the field of culture were the
following:70
e Develop the mutual exchange of information with a view to a better
knowledge of respective cultural achievements
e Promote access for all to respective culture achievements
e Seck new fields and forms of cultural cooperation
e Cooperation in the field of education would be fostered by expanding

institutional links in education and science.

3. Why a Historic Precedent?
What factors stand out in the Helsinki Process, which have contributed to its

evident success, thus making it a precedent for the Stability Pact?

The prospect that the aforementioned ambitious objectives — as stated in the Final
Act — could be pursued successfully over time was enhanced by the genius of the Final
Act, which recognized that true security depends upon balanced progress in security,
human rights, and economic cooperation. It expressed not merely objectives and
principles to achieve this balance, but developed a program of practical steps for turning
“visions” into reality. It established a new standard toward which the states should strive
and against which to measure their behavior. Western participants perceived that a long
time would pass before all nations met that standard, but the effort, in and of itself, was
perceptively leading to more secure peace, greater individual freedom, and an increased

comimerce.

70 Tbid., pp. 294-6.
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More concretely, the Helsinki Process has had significant effects in the field of
human rights.7! Human rights, a long-standing taboo in East-West relations, became a
legitimate subject of dialogue and, gradually, of cooperation. By linking the respect of
human rights to the development of peace, security, co-operation and friendly
intergovernmental relations, the CSCE ruled that any participating country systematically
violating the fundamental liberties of its own citizens could not be internationally trusted
and should even be considered as a potential threat to the other CSCE states. In other
words, that foreign policy has to be assessed against the background of domestic policy.”?
Proceeding from the premise that peace in the absence of effective respect of human
rights should be equated to sheer violence and that international relations do include a
fundamental “human dimension”, the CSCE also ruled that its own relevant commitments
were matters of direct and legitimate concern to all states. The implementation of this

policy proved effective in solving many pending bilateral humanitarian issues (related to

family contacts, family reunification, etc.).

71 Final Act principles such as freedom of thought and the freer and wider dissemination of
information (Basket IIT) probably played a much greater role in weakening the Communist regimes of the
Warsaw Pact than Kissinger and other Western officials who helped to negotiate the Final Act had
expected. For a detailed discussion, see Maresca, John J., To Helsinki: The Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe, 1973-1975, especially pp. 46, 121, and 156-60.

72 One of the most far reaching effects of the Final Act was its impact on dissident groups in the
USSR and Eastern Europe. Several movements, such as the Charter *77 group in Czechoslovakia, were
directly inspired by Helsinki; others, particularly the Solidarity labor movement in Poland, were based in
part on rights approved in the Final Act. See Mastny, Vojtech. The Helsinki Process and the Reintegration

of Europe, pp. 234, New York, 1992.
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Not less significant has been the contribution of the Helsinki Process to certain
aspects of military security — by means of Confidence-Building Measures (CBMs).”3 The
effective and generally non-controversial implementation of CBMs aiming at reducing
the dangers of armed conflict and of misunderstanding or miscalculation of military
activities which could give rise to apprehension enhanced transparency and ascertained
the peaceful character of routine military activities in Europe, and, over time generated a
pattern of unprecedented co-operation in such a sensitive field.7# The CSCE also has to
be credited for its on-site inspection regime which anticipated the subsequent (and more

intensive) “Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces” (INF)75 and “Conventional Forces in

73 Unlike arms control measures, CBMs do not aim at the actual reduction of armaments. Rather,
they are designed to regulate the operations of military forces and to provide reassurance about military
intentions. In particular, they seek to reduce the possibility of an accidental confrontation through
misperception and miscalculation, failure of communication, as well as to diminish the danger of surprise
attack. See Byers, R.B., Confidence-Building Measures and International Security, pp. 1-2, New York,
1987.

74 According to the judgment of some experts the military provisions of the Final Act were rather
modest and limited in scope. However, in the CSCE follow-up meetings in Belgrade as well as in other
forums, effective proposals were made to broaden the scope of the CBMs. For a comprehensive account
see Berg, Rolf and Rotfeld, Adam-Daniel, Building Security in Europe — Confidence—Building Measures
and the CSCE, New York, 1986.

75 The 1987 Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces Treaty eliminated U.S. and Soviet land-based
missiles with ranges between 500 and 5,500 kilometers. It represented a striking triumph for the West, and
a vindication of the promise inherent in the North Atlantic Council’s dual-track decision of 1979. American
and European firmness over deploying the cruise and Pershing II missiles in Western Europe led initially to
a confrontation with the Soviets in 1983, when its delegates walked out of the arms talk in Geneva. But it
ultimately led to an agreement that removed both the newly deployed American missiles and the Soviet SS-
4 and SS-5 as well as the SS-20 missiles. An elaborate system of verification followed over the next
thirteen years. See Risse-Kappen, Thomas, Cooperation Among Democracies ~ The European Influence on
U.S. Foreign Policy, pp. 188-193, Princeton, 1995.
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Europe” (CFE)76 regimes.

The Act’s intention of inducing positive change in European security and
cooperation stemmed from the idea of equality expressed in Principle IX, “Cooperation
among States to promote mutual understanding and confidence, friendly and good-
neighborly relations among themselves, international peace, security and justice”.””
Acceptance of the principle of sovereign equality altered the pattern of East-West
dialogue. Up to the time of the Conference, East-West negotiations had been conducted
largely between the Warsaw Pact and NATO. The delegates agreed the Helsinki Process
would take place outside the alliances. In theory at least, the smallest state would have as
much to say in the outcome of negotiations as the largest, and a neutral state as much as
an aligned one.

The equality principle led to two important procedural rules of the Conference
and the Helsinki Process: consensus voting and rotating chairmanships. The consensus
rule meant that the big powers were not subjected to majority decisions with which they
disagreed and smaller countries would participate more fully in the proceedings since
they knew their consent would be necessary in final decisions. The delegates recognized

that a decision reached by consensus had more moral force than one taken by majority

76 The 1990 CFE Treaty involves all the then Warsaw Pact countries, including now the Soviet
successor states with forces or territory in the treaty’s area of application, except for the Baltic States,
which chose not to participate. Once they achieved their independence in 1991 the Treaty’s requirements
have been amended extensively since its conclusion, in large part because of the collapse of the Warsaw
Pact and the Soviet Union and due to the changes in the politico-military landscape especially in the
regions of the so-called “flank zones” of the CFE-Treaty.

77 See Maresca, John 1., To Helsinki: The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
1973-1975, p. 254-5.
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vote making the decision—making process to be as important as the decisions
themselves.”® Because the Final Act was established by consensus, the participating
states which signed it were bound by a mutual obligation, if not legal, a moral and

political one, to fulfill all its provisions.

This rule of consensus, and the unwritten code of ethics surrounding it,

was one of the most important and interesting features of the Conference.

While perhaps inefficient and anachronistic, it worked reasonably well in

the relatively civilized negotiating milieu of the CSCE.®

The most important procedural rule, after the consensus rule, was the principle of
rotating chairmanships in the plenary assemblies and working groups. This arrangement
gave every state an equal part in charring all the sessions, it “seemed to reflect best the
idea of the equality of all participants”.80 The same principle ensured all working groups
were “open-ended” with free access for every state. The Helsinki Process thus excluded
formal committees whose membership was confined to selected states.

The resolve of the Helsinki delegates “to continue the multilateral process
initiated by the Conference” was perhaps the most significant decision of all at the
Conference. The delegates realized that the Conference was a constructive part of the

process of improving security and developing cooperation in Europe, which necessarily

would be a long-term one. Therefore, with foresight, they included in the Final Act

78 As important as the consensus rule has been as a cohesive force in the Helsinki Process, it had
its drawbacks as well. The rule restricted decisions to the lowest common denominator of acceptance and
gave decisive power to smaller states to influence the outcome of negotiations.

79 See Maresca, John J., To Helsinki: The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
1973-1975, p. 14-5.

80 id., p. 15.
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appropriate provisions for “Follow-up to the Conference”. These provisions called for
meetings among representatives for a “thorough exchange of views both on the
implementation of the provisions of the Final Act and of tasks defined by the
Conference”.$1

All in all the Helsinki agreement can be viewed as unique and innovative in
several respects: At a time when most negotiations and security organizations adopted a
peacemeal approach to security, the CSEE endorsed a comprehensive view. The linkage
between different elements of security would prove to be one of the greatest assets of the
CSCE. As a permanent document, it established a framework for guiding relations
between the participating states in all fields, and a new process of dialogue and
consultation. It additionally provided East-West actors — whose relationships were
characterized by alternating phases of extreme tension and ambiguous détente — with

three important assets:
e a flexible, nearly continuous series of forums for dialogue on a wide range
of issues, a “permanent channel of communication™82 displaying “a degree

of flexibility unprecedented in multilateral diplomacy”,83

81 1bid., pp. 304-5.
82 Korey, William, Human Rights and The Helsinki Accord, p. 56, New York, 1983.

83 Maresca, John J., To Helsinki: The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 1973-
1975, p. 25.
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e a “normative code of conduct™®* (for inter-State and intra-State relations)
on the basis of which states were committed to conform their mutual
relations as well as their general international relations, and finally,

e a comprehensive long-term program of cooperation covering all (but
actual military) dimensions of security, “to strengthen confidence among

them and thus contribute to increasing stability and security in Europe”.85

The Helsinki process is important because it highlights other and less
violent and destructive means for shaping political relations on the
continent of Europe, pointing beyond confrontation to a more “normal”
and mixed order of cooperation and contained conflict.86

Thus it filled a vacuum and addressed a deficiency in East-West relations which
had existed since the beginning of the Cold War and even before. Moreover, the CSCE
was catalyst for fostering security and cooperation in Europe and overcoming the

ideological based division of Europe in the 1970s and 1980s.

4. Towards a new era of regional cooperation in South-Eastern Europe?
The CSCE “concept of transformation” through an open-ended process of

increasing negotiating, consent-seeking and co-operation has now been applied to the
needs of South-Eastern Europe. Since the Helsinki Agreement was signed in 1975, the

policy of human rights played a crucial role in preparing the collapse of communism. A

84 Mastny, Vojtech, The Helsinki Process and the Reintegration of Europe, p. 5.

85 mvid., pp. 304-5.

86 Mastry, Vojtech, Helsinki, Human Rights, and Furopean Security — Analysis and
Documentation, p. 348.
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similar approach has to be developed towards nationalism and politics based on ethnicity.
The Stability Pact relies on regional cooperation as one of the most important instruments
for changing deeply rooted habits in the region and bringing peace and stability. The
Balkan countries could, by working and discussing together on a permanent basis,
establish broad contacts and become used to concrete cooperation.

German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer explains the principles underlying the

agreement, as well as the objective the Pact seeks to achieve:

The Pact is analogous to the Helsinki Final Act in its structures and
mechanisms. The object is to initiate a long-term process of dialogue and
stabilization, which should lead to a coherent arrangement of bilateral and
multilateral agreements for the improvement of good-neighborly relations,
as has been successfully achieved in Central and Eastern Europe.87

There is a considerable openness as well as a direction of where the Stability Pact
will lead. It is equally designed as a process unfolding over time with the mechanisms of
the Stability Pact also corresponding to the mechanisms of the Helsinki Charter.88

Additionally, the CSCE-process as a model for a regional and cooperative
program has been chosen because this dimension is highly relevant to the condition of
South-Eastern Europe today. There is widespread recognition that South-Eastern
Europe’s regional problems require regional solutions, and, therefore, cooperation among

the given countries in all fields is necessary. However, regional cooperation is generally

87 Fischer, Joschka “Stability Pact Seeks to Promote Recovery and Prevent Future Instability in
South-Eastern Europe™, Public Management Forum, p. 8, Vol. V, No. 4, July/August 1999.

88 Further and deeper analysis about that in chapter 5.
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weak in South-Eastern Europe.89 This is not just a result of the violent breakup of the
former Yugoslavia; it is of long-standing and reflects the region’s economic
backwardness, the weak trade and other economic links among the countries of the
region, and their political marginalization from the main trends of post Cold War
integration in Central Europe.?0 Although most countries in the region are seeking to
strengthen their ties with the European Union! and NATO, increased regional
cooperation could, nevertheless, prove essential for helping to boost the economic
recovery of the countries in the region and to improve their general security not only
from armed conflict but also from the risks of crime (especially drugs and arms
trafficking), illegal immigration, transboundary environmental threats and so on.
Establishing a broad security dialogue among the regional states — analogues to the
Basket I confidence-building measures — could enhance transparency and predictability
in the field of military security, in order to ensure consistent high levels of these assets
throughout the region. Cross-border cooperation in opening borders and i. €. improving

regional transport infrastructures can, in a context of increasing confidence, help to

89 See Zarkovic Bookman, Milica, Economic Decline and Nationalism in the Balkans, pp. 73-87,
New York, 1994, here in particular: Chapter 3 — “Manifestations of the Balkans Economic Crisis”.

90 Milica Uvalic makes the case that it was the lack of regional cooperation that has seriously
undermined peace and stability in the region contributing among other things to the armed conflict. Since
the mid-1970s, rising regional autarky and fragmentation characterized the Yugoslavia market. The
disintegration of Yugoslavia led to the creation of five separate countries, so that quite contrary to the
general trend of trade liberalization elsewhere, the newly created states introduced restrictions on trade with
their former partners, thus accelerating the process of separation. The already marginal links between
countries of the former Yugoslavia and other regional countries have in no way been strengthened, while
trade links among Albania, Bulgaria and Romania have become even weaker during the last decade. See
Uvalic, Milica, “Regional Cooperation in Southeast Europe”, Journal of Southeast European and Black Sea
Studies, Vol. 1, pp. 55-75, London, Spring 2001.

91 Over the past decade, the EU has emerged as the most important trading partner for the large
majority of South-East European countries substituting traditional trading partners. Ibid., p. 58.
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significantly lower tension in the region — as the CSCE process did in Central Europe —
and increase its attractiveness as a location for foreign investment. In this sense Janusz
Bugajski, Director “Center For Strategic & International Studies — East European

Studies” proposes such an approach by developing bilateral and multilateral initiatives:

Bilateral Relations: A broad range of bilateral relations can be developed
mn the Balkans that will forestall the most negative scenarios. Although
these may not eliminate all sources of conflict, they will ensure a steady
improvement in the region’s overall security. There are several initiatives
through which interstate relations could be enhanced. In addition to formal
interstate concordats, political relations can be strengthened through a
range of institutions — parliamentary, political party, local government,
and the NGO sector.

More emphasis can be placed on building economic networks that enhance
the reform process. Joint programs could be pursued to promote trans-
border entrepreneurship and investment and to benefit from resources
made available through the South-East Europe Stability Pact. Bilateral
programs can be pursued in various areas: cultural exchanges, educational
and informational programs, inter-regional ventures in infrastructure and
environment, NGO networking, media linkages, and inter-city twining.
Such initiatives will reinforce inter-state and inter-societal cooperation
across the region. Although not all sources of conflict will be precluded,
any lingering disputes will more likely focus on solvable economic
questions instead of intractable territorial issues.

Trilateral and Multilateral Initiates: The Balkan counties can take a
more active role in promoting regional stability and assisting their
neighbors in furthering the security agenda. In a positive recent
development, several Balkan neighbors signed an agreement to establish a
Multinational Peace Force for Southeastern Europe. Such a force should
be steadily developed and engaged to become interoperable with NATO in
a range of Alliance missions.92

92 Bugajski, Janusz, “The Euro-Atlantic Context of the Balkan Crisis”, p. 3, Available [Online]:
[http://www.csis.org/ee/research/sp991130Balkans.htm]], May 2001.
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B. “LESSONS LEARNED” FROM BOSNIA

1. Background
The war in Bosnia-Herzegovina was fought from 1992 through 1995 among

Bosnia’s three major ethnic/religious groups — Bosniaks, Serbs and Croats, the latter two
being support by Serbia and Croatia, respectively. During the war, Bosnian Serbs and
Croats sought to partition Serbia by establishing ethnically-pure states, while Bosniaks
claimed to support a unified, multiethnic Bosnia.93 United Nations and other international
mediators’ attempts throughout the war to stop the fighting were generally unsuccessful,
until the U.S.—led negotiations in 1995 culminated in a ceasefire in October 1995 and the
Dayton Agreement in December. The “General Framework Agreement for Peace in
Bosnia-Herzegovina”* and its supporting annexes (known as the Dayton Agreement)
provided the structure and mandates for an international operation intended to promote an
enduring peace in Bosnia and stability in the region.%>

The Dayton Agreement declared Bosnia to be a single, multiethnic state

consisting of two entities that were created during the war:

93 These states, Republika Srpska and Herceg-Bosnia, were never recognized by the international
community, whereas Bosnia-Herzegovina was granted diplomatic recognition in 1992 and was a member
of the United Nations.

94 Accords can be accessed at Available [Online]: [http://www.ohr.int/gfa/gfa-an10.htm], March
2001.

95 For an updated review, specifically the progress made, see United States General Accounting
Office, Report to the Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Bosnia Peace Operation —
Pace of Implementing Dayton Accelerated as International Involvement Increased, Washington, D. C.,
June 1998; for a comprehensive, annex by annex, account of significant flaws, non-compliance and non-
implementation see International Crisis Group, “Is Dayton Failing?: Bosnia Four Years after the Peace
Agreement”, ICG Balkans Report N. 80, Sarajevo, 28 October 1999, Available [Online]: [http://www.intl-
crisis-group.org/projects/Balkans/bosniareports/A400058_28101999.pdf], March 2001.
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(1) the Bosnian Serb Republic, known as Republika Srpska; and (2) the
Federation, an entity that joins together Bosniak — and Bosnian Croat — controlled areas
of Bosnia.¢ Most areas within Bosnia, with the exception of central Bosnia, are
populated and controlled by a predominant ethnic groups as a result of population
movements during the war.

In signing the Dayton Agreement, the parties agreed to implement numerous
security, political, and economic measures.’” To assist the parties in their efforts, the
agreement established military and civilian components of the Bosnian peace operation.
On the military side of the operation, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
authorized two military forces?8 that had the authority to use force to separate and control
the three militaries in Bosnia and to ensure that they maintain the cease-fire. The NATO-

led forces also supported the operation’s civilian aspects when requested and if resources

allowed.9?

96 U.S. mediation resulted in the establishment of the Federation in March 1994. Prior to this, the
Bosniak and Bosnian Croat armies were fighting each other in central Bosnia. The Federation agreement
led to a cease-fire between these two armies that held until the end of the war. See Daalder, Ivo H., Getting

to Dayton — The Making of America’s Bosnia Policy, pp. 27, 65-6.

97 The parties to the agreement are the political leaders of Bosnia’s three ethnic groups, Croatia
and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Ibid., p. 119, 161.

98 First the Implementation Force (IFOR) and later the Stabilization Force (SFOR).

99 Tbid., p. 148. For a comprehensive report on SFOR’s support for the Civil Aspects of the
Dayton Agreement since Mid-1997 see United States General Accounting Office, Report to the Chairman,
Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Bosnia Peace Operation — Mission, Structure, and
Transition Strategy of NATO's Stabilization Force, pp. 4-7, Washington, D. C., October 1998.
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On the operation’s civilian side, the Office of the High Representative was
established to assist the parties in implementing the agreement and to coordinate
international assistance efforts.!00

The goals of the Dayton Agreement for the economy of Bosnia-Herzegovina
include economic reconstruction, building national government, Federation economic
institutions, and promoting the transition from a command economy to a market
economy.!0! To support these goals, the government of Bosnia, with the assistance of the
international community, designed a 3-to 4-year, $ 5.1 billion assistance program known
as the “Priority Reconstruction Program”. This program gave the international
community a framework for the economic reconstruction and integration of Bosnia. The
nearly $ 4 billion in assistance provided from January 1996 through December 1999 by
such as major donors the World Bank, the European Commission, the European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development, and the United States included reconstruction projects,

technical assistance, or business development leans.102

100 Other organizations participating in the operation include the United Nations, with the
International Police Task Force; the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe; and the United
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR).

101 See The World Bank, Bosnia and Herzegovina — Toward Economic Recovery, pp. 4-7,
Washington, D. C., June 1996.

102 See The World Bank, Bosnia and Herzegovina — From Recovery to Sustainable Growth, pp.
6-8, Washington, D. C., June 1997. The donor assistance program provides broad financial and technical
support to ensure sustainable employment and growth. The program’s goals included preventing
“bottlenecks in all areas of infrastructure” (Ibid., p. 6) and providing basic services in health, education and
housing; and rapidly establishing institutions for economic management, with an emphasis on the
development of a private sector and the transition to a market economy.
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2. A Dead-End to Reform and Reconstruction
This massive internationally-funded post-war reconstruction of Bosnia-

Herzegovina was not intended to be eternal. The donor countries hoped that the four-year
period of donor aid would be used to undertake the structural changes necessary to
transition from communism to capitalism, while creating the basis for a viable, self-
sustaining economy. The combination of structural change and NATO-backed political
and military stability would develop an attractive business climate, as private sector
investment (foreign and domestic) gradually replaced aid.

This reform has not happened. During the inception phase of the Stability Pact in
1999, as part of the international attention was drawn back to Bosnia-Herzegovina, new
criticism emerged about the international reconstruction program for this country.193 Five
years after the program started, Bosnia is still in total dependent on international aid. Its
economy is based almost entirely on artificial, donor-related economic stimuli, with the

15,000 foreign employees in Sarajevo being the main source of growth,194 a gross

103 gee International Crisis Group, “Why Will No One Invest in Bosnia an