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5. Wars in Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina
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7. Reconstruction and Uncertain Futures
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1. The Weight of Historical Experience
It will not be possible to go into full detail into the complex history of the Balkan peninsula (for further background see Stigalmayer 1994; Rezun 1995, pp23-49; Glenny 2000). After a short historical overview, we will quickly into the disintegration of Yugoslavia and the wars that were part of this destabilisation, followed by an outline of international intervention that has sought to rebuild the region. This lecture will lay the foundations of understanding this ongoing process, including brief mention of the interventions in the province of Kosovo and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (see further MacGregor 2001; Liotta & Jebb 2002). Historical experience is a key element of the current problems of the Balkan region. As noted in one Balkan saying, the region 'has so much history, it doesn't need a future' (Liotta & Jebb 2002).

Slavic peoples moved into the Balkan region during the 6th-7th centuries, and were ruled first by the Eastern Roman Empire, then later on by the Turks. Independent kingdoms did emerge for periods in the Middle Ages, e.g. the Croatian kingdom in 925 A.D., (Malcolm, 1994, pp2-7; Stigalmayer 1994, p2), and the kingdom of the Serbs, which for a time controlled parts of Bosnia, strong from 1070-1101 (Malcolm 1994, pp9-10). Bosnia emerged as an independent state during the 1180s, and became regionally important from the 12th to the fourteenth centuries (Malcolm, 1994, pp11-14). These kingdoms later on became overshadowed by powerful neighbours, including the Ottoman Empire (from the 14th century) and later on the Austro-Hungarian Empire (from the 19th century). By the early twentieth century other strong regional forces included Bulgaria, Italy and Greece (Glenny 2000).

It was against the pressure of these powerful neighbours that ultranationalist movements developed in the Balkans. This included the aim to unify all Serbs in one large state, developed as a plan by the Serbian minister of the interior Ilija Garasanin in 1844, perhaps one of the first explicit origins of the notion of a 'Greater Serbia' (Stigalmayer 1994, p6). The pressure of Serb nationalism was viewed as a threat by the Austro-Hungarian empire, and was one of the background factors which heightened conflict in the Balkans in the 19th century and helped spark off World War I in 1914 (see Malcolm, 1994, pp153-160).

It will not be possible to go into a detailed history of 19th-20th century Europe, but the following time-line will help give the historical context: -
Table 1: 1878-1996 Selected Chronology for Yugoslavia

1878: Bosnia-Herzegovina occupied by Austro-Hungarian forces

1908: Bosnia-Herzegovina fully annexed by the Austro-Hungarian Empire.

28 June 1914: Assassination of Austria's Archduke by a Serbian nationalist in 
Sarajevo, helping spark off World War I

1918: Peace Settlement results in the creation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes, called Yugoslavia in 1929

1919: Communist party of Yugoslavia formed

1941: German and Italian forces take control of Yugoslavia

1943: Tito's Partisans form provisional government, which gradually oust 
Chetniks.

1945: Communists control creation of Communist Constitution with Tito as 
Prime Minister

1948: Yugoslavia is expelled from Communist Cominform and veers towards 
socialist and non-aligned world nations

1953: Tito become President (till his death in 1980)

1971: Tito creates collective leadership with rotating positions designed to cater 
for diverse ethnic groups. This is extended to the Communist Party 
leadership in 1979

1980: Tito's death. Collective and rotating state presidency.

1987: Economic difficulties, widespread strikes.

1988: Slobodan Milosevic, head of the Serbian Communist Party, moved to keep 
control in province of Kosovo. Albanian-Serbian clashes in Kosovo reveal 
ethnic divisions, which are manipulated by leaders

December 1989: Reforms in Eastern Europe and East Germany

22 January 1990: The Yugoslavian Communist party renounces leading role in 
society, and calls for political pluralism and multiparty system.

April 1990: First democratic plebiscite in Slovenia, won by Milan Kucan

December 1990: Slobodan Milosevic elected Serbian President.

25 June 1991: Slovenia and Croatia declare independence

27 June 1991: Yugoslav army attacks Slovenia but withdraws July 18

July 1991: Full scale war between Croatians and Serbs, the latter backed by 
Yugoslav army

September 1991: UN imposes general arms embargo

September 1991: Referendum supports an independent state of Macedonia

October 15, 1991: Bosnia declares itself a sovereign state

December 1991: EU, under pressure from Germany, recognizes Croatia and 
Slovenia

2 January 1992: UN mediator Cyrus Vance negotiates cease-fire in Croatia

21 February 1992: UN Security Council sends 14,000 peace keeping troops

29 February 1992: Bosnia-Herzegovina declares independence, then Bosnian 
Serbs proclaim their independence in turn.

April 1992: Bosnia Serbs begin siege of Sarajevo using heavy weapons

6 April 1992: EU recognizes Bosnia, US on April 7

5 May 1992: Yugoslav army releases its 100,000 troops in Bosnia, who form a 
100,000 strong troop army for Bosnian Serbs

3 July 1992: International airlift into Sarajevo begins

19 September 1992: UN Security Council drops Yugoslavia from General 
Assembly

16 November 1992 - UN Security Council authorises naval blockade of Serbia and Montenegro

2 January 1993: Cyrus Vance and Lord Owen announce a regional plan to divide 
Bosnia into 10 provinces

8 January 1993: Bosnian Deputy Prime Minister Hakija Turajilic killed by Serb 
soldier, while he is in UN armoured vehicle near Sarajevo airport.

22 February 1993: Security Council sets up war crimes tribunal in the Hague

25 March 1993: Bosnian president Izetbegovic signs Vance-Owen plan

March 1993: Bosnian Croats and Muslims fight over territory not controlled by 
Serbs

12 April 1993: NATO jets enforce UN no fly zone over Bosnia

April-May 1993: Due to assaults on Srebrenica and refugee crisis, Security 
Council declares six 'safe havens' (Sarajevo, Tuzla, Bihac, Srebrenica, Zepa, 
Gorazde)

2 May 1993: Bosnian Serb leader Karadzic signs Vance-Owen plan, but Bosnian 
Serb Assembly rejects it.

15-16 May 1993: Bosnian Serb referendum rejects Vance Owen plan in favour of 
independent Bosnian Serb state

28 February 1994: Four Yugoslav warplanes in breach of Bosnia-Herzegovina 
no-fly zone shot down by NATO aircraft

11 April 1994: NATO airforces for the first time authorized for provide close air 
support for UNPROFOR forces

20 September 1995 After heavy airstrikes, heavy weapons withdrawn from 
around Sarajevo

21 November 1995: Peace accords signed in Dayton Ohio 

1 December 1995 2,600 NATO Enabling Forces troops begin deployment in 
Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, preparing for a total deployment of 60,000 
IFOR troops

January 1996: Russian troops joint IFOR forces

27 February 1996: Economic sanction imposed on the Bosnian Serb party 
suspended.

March 14, 1996 General arms embargo ended, except for heavy weapons 
embargo, to be ended on 12 June 1996.

30 March 1996 Moslem and Croat partners (in the Bosnian Federation) sign 
agreement to strengthen Federation.

12 June 1996 Heavy weapons embargo on Former Yugoslavia lifted

20 December 1996 End of IFOR mandate, commencement of SFOR (Stabilisation 
Force) mandate, running operation Joint Guard.
2. Fault Lines, Culture Clash, and Frontier Zones
The desperately intense conflicts of the Balkans, experienced in World War II and again in the 1990s, has led some to argue that there is something unique about the region. One simplistic view is to argue that the ethnic hatreds between the Croats, Serbs, Albanians and others groups goes back hundreds of years and is entrenched by the practice of vendetta and by attitudes of racial hatred. If so, it is difficult to see how Bosnia-Herzegovina could be a region of relative religious tolerance in the mid-19th century and around 1930 (Malcolm, 1994, pp130-131, p168), how the Serbs and Croats could come to agree to form a southern Slavic state in the first place, could manage to cooperate under Tito, or for several decades co-exist in the state of Bosnia-Herzegovina within the Federal State of Yugoslavia. Furthermore, ethnicity, or the sense of being a nation in the Yugoslav sense, is based on a conscious use of language and history to create a sense of identity, i.e. it can be manipulated and used. As noted by Hans Kohn, a nation can be defined as a 'group of persons united by a common error about their ancestry and a common dislike of their neighbours' (in Rezun 1995, p21). There were local hatreds, but these were often used by leaders for particular purposes. These myths of origins of peoples can be used to divide as well as unite: -
Racial history is the bane of the Balkans. As anyone who has lived or travelled in that part of Europe will know, there is no such thing as a racially homogeneous province there, let alone a racially homogeneous state. Few individuals in the Balkan peninsula could honestly claim a racially pure ancestry for themselves. And yet, at many times during the last two centuries, bogus theories of racial-ethnic identity had dominated the national politics of the Balkan lands. One reason for studying the early history of the region is that it enables us to see that even if it were right to conduct modern politics in term of ancient racial origins, it would simply not be possible. (Malcolm, 1994, p1)

An alternative theory argues that a cultural fault-line runs through the middle of the Balkans, dividing large culture complexes (as suggested by Huntington 1993 & 1996). This area defined the border between the western, Latin speaking Roman Empire, and the eastern, Greek speaking Empire with its capital at Byzantium (modern Istanbul). It came to be the dividing line between Catholic and Orthodox Christianity (Rezun 1995, p23), and later between Western European and Islamic/Turkish influence. These religious factors had direct political influence in the 20th century: the Serbian Orthodox Church has always had a strong nationalist dimensions (Rezun 1995, p15), Croatia as a mainly Catholic society has been strongly supported diplomatically by the Vatican, while many Croats view most Bosnians as nothing more than Islamicized Croatians (though it must be stressed that the gradual Islamisation of Bosnia was not done by mass, forced conversions, Malcolm, 1994, p54). This region was also the area of contest between the Turkish Empire and the Austro-Hungarian Empire. After this, Eastern and Central Europe was also the dividing line between the Western Alliance, and Warsaw Pact or non-aligned communist states (Yugoslavia under the leadership of Tito from 1956 entered the non-aligned movement, NAM, while Albania was for a time aligned with China). 

Samuel Huntington argued that these fracture lines have intensified political conflicts, and that Balkan region is a proof of his controversial idea that in future large-scale clashes will be between civilisations, not just over the interests of separate nation-states (Huntington 1993; Huntington 1996). Certainly there are real perceptual differences between Croatians and Serbs, and between Macedonians and Albanians: though sharing a related history from the 6th century onwards, the these groups have had a different historical experience. (Rezun 1995, p5). The Serbs, for instance, are proud of their role in fighting the Ottoman Empire, and of their struggle against the Germans during World War II. Some groups within Serbia therefore have felt a sense of betrayal as the West intervened in the affairs of the Yugoslavian state through the 1990s.

It must be remembered that ethnically there is no such thing as a Yugoslavian (Rezun 1995, p17) - Yugoslavia was the product of nation-state construction responding to conditions of the 19th and 20th centuries. National identity as a Yugoslavian remain relatively weak, in spite of the effort of Tito to forge a unified nation. Yet some broader sense of citizenship did develop in some parts of Yugoslavia, mainly because mixed marriages became quite common across ethnic groups, particularly in the state of Bosnia, which saw itself as a successful multiethnic society. The idea of a united, Yugoslav state, a state of 'southern Slavs', perhaps still within the Austro-Hungarian Empire, began to be developed by Pan-Slavic thinkers such as Petar Preradovic in the mid-nineteenth century. Related formulations saw this southern Slav state as a strong independent state within which Serbian nationalism could prosper (Rezun 1995, pp37-38).

At the same time, there is a real sense in which the particular location of Yugoslavia has aided and fuelled tensions in the region. The Balkans have been a strategic zone of direct interest to great external powers where their conflicts were often played out, e.g. between the Ottoman Empire and the Austro-Hungarian Empire, between the Austro-Hungarian Empire and the Russian Empire, between the Axis and Allies in World War II, and less directly between the Western Alliance verses the Warsaw Pact in the Cold War (Miller & Kagan 1997), though it must be remembered that under Tito Yugoslavia quickly disconnected itself from the Warsaw Pact, and joined the non-aligned movement (NAM). Therefore, the breakup in Soviet power did not directly contribute to wars in the Balkans (contra Miller & Kagan 1997, p76), though the examples of Soviet and Polish reform did provide models for increased demands for democratic and nationalist aspiration. Part of the problem here is what has been called 'the democratic deficit', i.e. these democratic transformations have not been complete (Larrabee 1992, p32), and the forces of nationalism overall have been stronger than the forces trying to create genuinely democratic, multiethnic states. Likewise, in the 1990s, certain external interests have complicated the conflict, e.g. if Turkey might have liked to position itself as a protector of Bosnian Muslims, then Greece feared this intervention and was more tempted to back Orthodox Christian states such as Serbia (Georgive & Tzenkov 1994, pp54-55, p58). Likewise, Russia has had some traditional sympathy for a Slavic and orthodox state such as Serbia, which meant that it was opposed to the use of strong force against the Bosnian Serb forces, in particular it opposed the NATO bombing of Serb emplacements in August/September 1995 (Miller & Kagan 1997, p79), a fact which remained true of Russian opposition to the bombing of Yugoslavia in 1999 (Antonenko 1999; Levitin 2000). Yet Russian support for Serbian interests should not be exaggerated. The Russians were willing to aid in the withdrawal of heavy equipment from around Sarajevo, sent troops to participate in the NATO-based IFOR operation, and in fact had been incensed by Bosnian-Serb diplomatic tactics through 1995-1996, and  cooperated in the stabilisation program for Kosovo. Although these external international interests heightened tensions, they were not the primary cause of the recent conflict in the region.

3. The Legacy of Tito: From Yugoslavian to Kosovo
Josip Broz (Tito) was born from a Croatian father and Slovene mother in 1892 and was quickly drawn to communism as one of the few possible cures for the poverty and injustice that was rife in the region of Yugoslavia (Rezun 1995, pp90-91). He rose to prominence in World War II as an effective resistance leader and communist administrator. For most of us World War II is now remote. Yet this is precisely not how World War II is viewed in the Balkans. As noted by Miron Rezun: -
The deeper one delves into the subject of mutual hatred, the more one becomes aware that World War II is not even remotely historical in the minds and consciousness of the Southern Slavs. That horrendous war is everpresent; it is always invoked, taught to generations of children today as if it had happened only yesterday. The war's haunting memory suffuses the hatreds and antipathies of the people. What happened during World War II is central to the whole investigation of the European and Yugoslav drama, for we cannot understand the events of the present if our memory of the past is weak. (Rezun 1995, p51)
During World War II the Balkans were drawn into the conflict as Germany decided to head off invasion routes by the allied forces through Greece. Italian and German forces entered Yugoslavia, and made use of Croatian nationalist extremists, the Ustasha, to suppress opposition. Several underground groups fought against the Germans: these included the Chetniks, essentially nationalists, and the communist Partisans, supported by the Soviets, and lead by Tito. These groups also fought against each other in a desperate civil war (Malcolm, 1994, p174). Although the Partisans included many Serbs, they were 'first and foremost' an 'all-Yugoslav' force (Rezun 1995, p92). In time, the British wartime leader Winston Churchill became convinced that the Partisans were a more effective fighting force than other resistance groups. Therefore the British and Americans supported the Partisans. As a result, when the Germans were eventually pushed out of Yugoslavia, Tito and his Partisans, backed by Soviet forces, Marshal Tolbukhin's Third Ukrainian Army (Malcolm, 1994, p184), gained secure control of the country. Up to one million people had lost their lives by 1945 in fighting in the Yugoslav region (Malcolm, 1994, p174).

Tito and his Communist party was then elected in apparently fair elections in November 29, 1945 (Rezun 1995, p76), though we must remember that many of those who opposed Communism had by this time been killed in fighting, were executed (perhaps up to 250,000 people died in the 1945-6 period, Malcolm, 1994, p193), or had fled the country. The Communist party thereon 'tried its best to emphasize Yugoslavism as an antinationalistic, patriotic, and internationalist outlook' (Rezun 1995, p98). To some degree, the reformed state was thus a comprise of existing nationalist and communist interests.

Yet it did not take long for Tito to begin to chart his own path independent of the Soviet Union and its dominating leader, Stalin. In 1948 Tito broke with the Soviet Union over its imperialistic attitude towards its allies, and between 1948 and 1952 Tito purged his own party of possible Stalin sympathizers (Rezun 1995, pp99-101). As Yugoslavia veered away from Stalin's preferred foreign policy, the Soviets imposed an economic boycott on Yugoslavia - but this merely led to U.S. and Western aid for the country (Rezun 1995, p102). After the death of Stalin, Nikita Krushchev and Tito signed a Joint Declaration of Friendship and Cooperation between the USSR and Yugoslavia in May 1955 (Rezun 1995, p102), but this did not really bring Yugoslavia back into the Soviet camp. Yugoslavia refused to join the Warsaw Pact, or the parallel economic organization, COMECON. Instead, Yugoslavia, after 1956, joined with Egypt and India in the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), a group of mainly third world nations hoping to promote their own interests outside of Cold War confrontations. This also made economic sense for Yugoslavia, which could import raw materials from this countries, and find a market for Yugoslavian products and manufactured goods (Rezun 1995, p105). Tito thus was worried by the Soviet invasion of Hungary (1956), and condemned the 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia. Indeed, one of the goals for the sizeable Yugoslavian army and weapons manufacturing base from this date onwards were contingencies to resist any possible Soviet invasion.

Tito then, was an effective if ruthless leader who managed to chart a path for Yugoslavia between the West and the Soviet spheres of influence. Yet he left no effective pattern of leadership after his death in 1980. In part this was because he had purged many of the younger, more liberal politicians in 1971 (Rezun 1995, p20). Tito (Josip Broz Tito) was a unique man who 'was not only personally responsible for the creation of postwar Yugoslavia, but he was also, in the end, directly and indirectly accountable for its disintegration' (Rezun 1995, p85). The constitutional relationship between the different parts of the federal state, and how different positions should be rotated regularly, meant that the system could be challenged and corrupted (Glenny 2000, p623). Likewise, the idea of economic autonomy among the different regions (emphasised after 1974) led to differentiation and a sense of grievance among poor and richer regions (Pratt 2000).

The modern state of Yugoslavia, until 1990, had consisted of a federation of 6 republics: Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, and Slovenia, and two autonomous provinces, Vojvodina and Kosova (based on a 1974 Constitution). In order to try to resolve the issue of leadership after the death of Tito (1980) and in the absence of any equally strong unifying force, the Federation used the system of a rotating presidency, whereby the head of state was passed on automatically in a fixed order from one nationality to another within a 'collective federal presidency' (Gow 1991, p294). The problem with this system was that it allowed no strong leader to emerge, and with only one year in the presidency, sustained new policies could not emerge (Rezun 1995, p112). Likewise, political infighting would occur as the Presidency was rotated between the republics.

Tito had tried to create a non-aligned, communist, federal state of Yugoslavia. The different ethnic groups within the country received official recognition, but through the strong power of the Federal government, its army (the 'only true pan-Yugoslav institution', Gow 1991, p294), and the character of Tito, potential ethnic tensions were held in check. There was also a trend to allow for greater decentralization away from Belgrade to avoid any sense of Serbian dominance, i.e. the principle of self-management (Gow 1991, p293). However, by the 1980s the Yugoslavian army was dominated by 60% Serbian officers, plus 6-7% Montenegrin officers. This was augmented by a call up of Serbian reservists in 1991 (Gow 1991, pp301-2).
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Yet even under Tito certain tensions emerged, e.g. the need of richer northern provinces such as Slovenia to in effect subsidize the poorer southern provinces, a scheme which was dismantled in 1990 (Rezun 1995, p10, p20). In 1981, riots and an uprising of Albanians occurred in Kosovo, a province attached to Serbia. Though the majority in that province, Albanians felt they had less rights, and were poorer and less well educated that their Serbian neighbours (Malcolm 1998). The uprising was put down, and many agitators were arrested (Rezun 1995, p118). Serbian national sentiment grew stronger through 1986 with a 'Memorandum'  published by a committee within the Serbian Academy of Science,  suggesting that Tito's policies 'had aimed at the weakening of Serbia' (Malcolm, 1994, p206). Yet the threat of 'genocidal Kosovo Albanians' attacking Serbs would later on be used by Slobodan Milosevic to launch his political career as a protector of Serbian national interests (Stigalmayer 1994, p14). 

Kosovo was of particular national interest to Serbian nationalists, who for historical reasons regarded it almost as a 'sacred land' (Rezun 1995, p10), though this claim can be challenged on the basis on a number of grounds (see Malcolm 1998). It was on these feelings that Milosevic could build a power base. He became the Serbian party leader in 1986, and next year President. He pressed for a reduction in the autonomous powers of the two provinces, Kosovo and Vojvodina, attached to Serbia, and in March 1989 the Serbian Assembly abolished the autonomy of these two regions (Rezun 1995, p119; Malcolm, 1994, p212). The Albanian issue was used as one way to press for Serbian interests first within revised visions of a Federal Yugoslavian, then for a 'greater Serbia'. Violent conflicts and heightened Serbian fears, were engineered largely by Milosevic's supporters, leading up to serious conflicts from February 1989 through to March 1990 (Rezun 1995, pp119-120). Likewise, the rotating presidential system would collapse on the 15th May 1991, when Serbia blocked the automatic rotation to Croatia's Stipe Mesic (Gow 1991, p291). 

The Kosovo problem boiled over again from April-May 1998, with conflict between Serbian security forces and small groups wanting either Kosovan independence, or eventual unification with Albania. This resulted in a serious crack down by security forces, leading to numerous deaths, including those of innocent civilians (Dinmore 1998). In particular, the massacre of Kosovar Albanians by Serbian police in Racak mobilised international opinion against the Serbian authorities (MacGregor 2001). Through this period, the activities of Kosovo-Albanian resistance fighters strengthened, running a sustained guerrilla campaign that attacked Serbian interests, and also directly threatened the stability of neighbouring Macedonia. The insurgency operations of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) has variously been viewed as the action of freedom fighters, or alternatively as those of a terrorism/criminal organisation (see MacGregor 2001). Some of these fighters have since been re-assigned into the supposedly non-military Kosovo Protection Corps, though this may in effect be an army in waiting (MacGregor 2001). This has also placed pressure on borders on the region, which are being monitored by UN and then NATO-led peace-keepers. American and European nations feared that this could lead to another widespread conflict in the Balkan region, or at the least, destabilisation. 

As a result of violence through 1998-1999, the North Atlantic Council condemned the situation in Kosovo and then called for restraint from all parties involved, and noted that NATO would need to take action (NATO 1998). Eventually, this resulted in a massive NATO air-intervention in 1999, including a controversial 78-day bombing campaign that struck targets in Kosovo and throughout Yugoslavia. It was aimed at inducing the withdrawal of Yugoslavian police and military, and bring compliance with an earlier compromise agreement, known as the Rambouillet document (MacGregor 2001). The air-war took much longer than expected, and, with civilian casualties and the accidental attack on the Chinese embassy, were highly controversial, especially in France and Germany.  Due to operation limitations, it turned out to be hard to destroy mobile and/or camouflaged units of the Yugoslav army, but massive damage was done to all types of communication, transport, and power infrastructure in Yugoslavia (MacGregor 2001). Both the policy decisions involved, and the limited ability of Europe to operate without massive U.S. airpower also gave a strong impetus to the further development of the European Defence Initiative (MacGregor 2001; see lecture 9).

This massed attack eventually forced Milosevic to the negotiating table, but only after an intensified period of ethnic cleansing in which up to 800,000 Albanians were expelled from Kosovo (MacGregor 2001), a much more massive humanitarian disaster than had been expected or prepared for by the international community. This led to a controversial phase of massive international and NGO operations in Albania: -

In Albania, during the three-month-long war of 1999, the emergency provoked the deployment of an enormous apparatus of humanitarian organizations (29) to accommodate 500,000 refugees. In so doing, for the sake of efficiency and experience, it also interrupted negotiating activities with local institutions and with international diplomats present in Albania. Within twelve days, NATO, the international military force (AFOR), and the bilateral and multilateral bodies active in Albania at the time had superseded the embassies and local government. The international organizations proposed that they administer ninety percent of the necessary aid themselves, with the remaining ten percent administered at the local level. Yet within two weeks, even this ten percent had been appropriated by the ad hoc intervention force. NATO's military logistical infrastructure was deployed with such "efficiency" that it had the whole territory under its control, assigning responsibilities and distributing roles. It was a global strategy of control that took advantage of economists, business consultants, and administrators who had earned their Masters' from the most prestigious American universities. (Pandolfi 2003)
The air campaign and eventual forced agreement of former Yugoslavia allowed the setting up of UN Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK), operating under a UN security council resolution (no. 1244), but supported by a NATO-led force (KFOR) which maintains security (Strategic Comments 2001). This administration has managed to keep an uneven peace in the province, establishing some level of autonomy and power-sharing. However, subsequent UN Security Council Resolutions suggested through 2001 that 'Kosovo will become a self-governing, autonomous province within the territory of Yugoslavia under U.N. administration. It does not provide a clear and unambiguous closure that would allow for NATO's eventual disengagement and withdrawal' (MacGregor 2001). Through May 2001, however, there was cautious move towards self-government in the province, through the UNMIK Constitutional Framework for Provisional Self-Government in Kosovo (via an elected Assembly with 10 of 120 seats reserved for Serbs, and 10 for other non-Albanian minorities including Roma and Turks), but this framework did not set a timetable for a referendum for independence (Strategic Comments 2001). Nor, through 2001-2004, was a date for 'final status' talks or procedures set for progress to a referendum. 

Indeed UNMIK began to look like an uneven international management of the region, almost as a kind of international protectorate. Likewise, UNMIK governance was at first somewhat uneven: -

Prominent political problems in Kosovo emanating from these structural and operational challenges have been, for example, the continuing limited capacity of UNMIK to fully enforce its authority in the Serb-dominated part of Mitrovica and the rest of the predominantly Serb areas in northern Kosovo, where Serb parallel structures continue to operate virtually unobstructed; and the initial failure of UNMIK to establish a credible civil administration at the level of the Kosovo municipalities and to halt the abusive and often criminal activity of Kosovo Albanian parallel structures that initially filled the vacuum of authority in Kosovo. The insecurity and political chaos that marked Kosovo during the first months of the international presence is largely the result of deployment problems of the international administration. (Yannis 2004)

Elections were held in November 2001, resulting in a victory for the Democratic League of Kosovo, headed by Mr. Ibrahim Rugova, representing moderate Albanians via the Democratic League of Kosovo (Hennerberger 2001; Strategic Comments 2001). In effect, Kosovo will be administered 'as a kind of protectorate, until sufficient institutions and good will exists for Serbs and Albanians to strike a deal on the province's future' (Strategic Comments 2001). The UN, the UNSC and Russia are not likely to support proposals that would recognise Kosovo as an independent nation in the short term. Some 100,000 Serbs remain out of a total population of a little less than 2 million, with 200,000-230,000 Serbs having already fled (Strategic Comments 2001; Strategic Comments 2004). Fortunately, most parties have been willing to vote in elections, suggesting some kind of democratic process in underway. Any plans for petitioning of the province have firmly rejected by the UN (Strategic Comments 2001). Moderates have suggested that a strengthening of local institutions over several years could slowly set the basis for Kosovo's independence. The division of the rump state of Yugoslavia into the loosely associated states of Serbia and Montenegro through 2002-2003 may help this process. These facts also mean that there will need to be a long term NATO presence, though forces will be cut down to below 33,000 through 2003 (Economist 2002). Through early 2004 NATO had some 18,000 troops in Kosovo, though these can be backed up by NATO reserves flown in when needed (Strategic Comments 2004). Kosovo has also received the lion-share of EU aid to the Balkans in recent years, but the economic viability of this small 'proto-state' will be need to considered in moves towards full independence. Through 2000, Kosovo's per capita GDP was 'in the range of $1135-$1185', indicating a standard of living well above absolute poverty, though aid and overseas remittances were a strong part of national income (or details, see Ott 2003).

However, ethnic tensions have continued in Kosovo through 2004, this time with Serbs and Roma (gypsies) taking the brunt of the violence: some 20 died, 4,000 were displaced with 41 Serbian Orthodox churches being burned or damaged through March 2004 (Strategic Comments 2004). It is possible that nationalist groups including the shadowy Albanian National Army and some parts of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) may have some role in promoting the riots. Albanian Kosovars may have hoped that this would push the west into allowing early independence, but Serbian leaders in turn might try to use the violence to allow disengagement and perhaps even a partial partitioning of the region, via ‘cantonisation’ or ‘decentralisation’ (Strategic Comments 2004). Serb minorities tend to be concentrated in the north and around Mitrovica, use the Serbian Dinar (rather than the Euro), and civil servants are still paid by Belgrade (Strategic Comments 2004). Although there has been some devolution to ‘Provisional Institutions of Self Government’, key areas such as security, police and main economic planning remains with UNMIK, leaving the organisation with serious responsibilities to avoid future violence. The economy has also been week through 2003-2004, with a drop in foreign investment and unemployment in the order of 39-57%, and is able to create no more than 10,000 of the 30,000 new jobs needed each year to keep its young population employed, a possible background factor in heightening tensions (Strategic Comments 2004). Fragile talks continued through October 2003 into early 2004 between Serbian and Kosovo’s leaders, based on progress requirements set by the UN Security Council before the ‘final status’ of the region could be decided with the earliest possible decision through mid-2005 – some Serbians hope for its eventual return as an autonomous province attached to Serbia, but this seems unlikely (Strategic Comments 2004). Through 2004, small political groups such as the Popular Movement for Kosovo (LPK) are also stepping up public agitation again the UNMIK control of Kosovo, suggesting that ongoing destablisation will need to be carefully controlled (Strategic Comments 2004).

Nearby Macedonia (FYROM), however, began to suffer from border infiltration of armed Albanian units, as well growing tensions between ethnic groups within the country, in spite of the 12,000 NATO troops deployed along the border with Kosovo (Liotta & Jebb 2002). Through early 2001 the Macedonian-Albanian National Liberation Army (NLA), including many veterans from Kosovo, intensified operations, claiming to protect the interest of the Albanian minority in Macedonia (Liotta & Jebb 2002). The ruling coalition 'national-unity government' almost broke down during a short period of intense military conflict. This was eventually slowed down with NATO and EU mediation through mid-2001, a limited disarming of some forces (Operation Essential Harvest), as well as some ongoing reforms in government developed in the Lake Ohrid framework agreement of August 2001 (Liotta & Jebb 2002). The good news was that most Albanians within Macedonia did not want to form part of a 'greater Albania', but did want improved recognition as a national grouping with Macedonia, as well as improved recognition of equality, civil rights, and of their language educationally (Liotta & Jebb 2002). 

However, no final settlement has yet been finalised for relations between Albanians and Serbs within Kosovo, nor for the wider relations between these nations, each other, and the wider European setting. On this basis, NATO, the EU and Greece have a strong interest in protecting the long-term stability of Kosovo and Macedonia, and Greece in particular through mid-2003 have urged for eventual entry of some more Balkan states into the EU, perhaps after 2007-2008. However, through mid-2003 the final status of Kosovo remains unresolved, and eventual independence will require the cooperation of Serbia as well as the resolution of many practical difficulties: -

Everyday issues of mutual concern would come first--transport links, energy, the validity of Kosovars' UN-issued documents and number-plates in Serbia, and the return of the 230,000-odd Serb and other refugees from Kosovo now in Serbia and Montenegro. Since 2000, only 7,000 have returned.

With an elected parliament and government, Kosovo has made big strides since war ended four years ago. But its institutions are weak, ethnic divisions almost as sharp as ever, some 57% of Kosovars have no job, and the average month's pay is $220. Bajram Rexhepi, Kosovo's prime minister, complains that the UN keeps too many powers for itself.

Kosovo's ethnic-Albanians hope that once a dialogue with Serbia begins, the place can begin to be woven back into the wider Balkans and will join the queue for the EU. It already has what is known as a "tracking mechanism" whereby it follows the stage-by-stage approach to joining the EU undertaken by other fuller-fledged Balkan countries. But many problems cannot be tackled until Kosovo's final status is clearer.

Full independence, partition or something in-between? Some Serbs have become to contemplate independence, with guaranteed autonomy for the Serb northern bit of Kosovo and special protected status for Serb monasteries further south. In any case, Kosovo's future in Europe must depend ultimately on an agreement with Serbia. But until Serbia and Montenegro finalise their own relationship, Kosovo's own status cannot be settled. Yet the province is probably sliding towards some kind of independence. (Economist 2003)

There will also need to be a continued international military and policing force in the region, even if NATO hopes to reduce its engagement in the short-term (NATO had 57,000 troops throughout the Balkans in late 2002). Under plans announced by Lord Robertson, NATO Secretary-General, SFOR (in Bosnia) 'will be reduced from 19,000 to 12,000, and KFOR from 38,000 to 33,200' (Times 2002). Through 2003-2004 SFOR troops were further reduced from 12,000 down to 7,000 (Alic 2004). There were further reductions of NATO forces in Kosovo down to 18,000 in 2004, while European forces will take over in Macedonia, and will take over control of forces in Bosnia, leading to around 7,000 EUFOR troops there, though still able to draw on NATO infrastructure and assets (Alic 2004).

4. Fear, Power, and Nation-Building
The factors listed above are probably described as part of the general background to the wars of Yugoslavia. At best they are general causes, and by themselves probably insufficient to cause sustained wars. Something else must be added to the equation of violence in former Yugoslavia. In this case, the additives include a genuine sense of grievance by minority groups, and by major groups in particular areas, and the conscious use of fear by individual leaders to gain power to put their visions of the future into effect: -

In many part of the country control passed to those who possessed arms and were skilled in the tactical use of violence. Much of the fighting was conducted by militias who moved into mixed ares, killing leaders and forcing their own civilian populations into dependence on them - creating insecurity in order to sell security. Far from being another outbreak of ancient hatreds, fear was the key, a deliberate policy of radicalizing the population through terror. 'Ethnically' homogenous states were created partly through bureaucratic means, sacking employees, harassing and disenfranchizing minorities, and, notoriously, through killing, forced migration and the destruction of churches, mosques, graveyards and monuments - the physical evidence of their existence. The strategic use of violence to create ethnically homogenous states was also shaped by the international context . . . Pratt 2000)

We can see this in the case of Franjo Tudjman, who was democratically elected the president of Croatia in May 1990 at the head of the right-wing, nationalistic HDZ party (Croatian Democratic Party), which immediately began reviving the old national symbols of Croatia and lowered the status of Serbs in Croatia from that of a 'constituent people to a national minority' (Stigalmayer 1994, p15). This immediately heightened Serbian fears of fascist, Ustasha-type actions, and some Serb villages within Croatia began to arm themselves, and refused to cooperate with Croatian police. Some of these Serb villages formed paramilitary units around a core of Serbian police, with clashes then occurring as Croatian police tried to seize arms from these organizations (Gow 1991, p298; Rezun 1995, p134). These negative images of 'fascist' Croatia were supplement by propaganda broadcasts from Serbian controlled television (which later on branded the Bosnians as Islamic fundamentalists, see Rezun 1995, p152; Malcolm, 1994, p217). Tudjman himself had been a follower of Tito, and in 1955 wrote a book concerning guerrilla warfare called The War Against War (Rezun 1995, p123). After 1971 he emerged as a Croatian nationalist, and a dissident within Yugoslavia arguing against Serbian hegemony (Rezun 1995, p124). He was thus well equipped in his knowledge of the Serbian leadership, and in how to fight a stronger enemy force.

Although attempts were made to negotiate for a looser, more democratic federation of Yugoslavian states in early 1991, by June 25, 1991, both Slovenia and Croatia declared their independence. This brought an immediate response by Serbian paramilitary units and the Yugoslavian Federal Army, which largely commanded by Serb officers, and saw its central role (and power base) in keeping in tact a unified Federal Yugoslavia. When it became clear that this was not possible, a second set of goals may have been launched by Milosevic in order to strengthen and expand (Rezun 1995, p129) a 'rump' Yugoslav state consisting of Serbia and Montenegro, with the provinces of Vojvodina and Kosovo firmly under Serbian control. What can be seen clearly in the cases of Serbia and Croatia was the use of nationalist aspirations and ethnic fear to expand states, bolster leadership, gain support for destructive wars, and thus create a new political landscape. This was nation-building through communal and traditional warfare (MacGregor 2001).

5. Wars in Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina
Slovenia (in the north of Yugoslavia) engaged in economic and political reforms through 1989-1990. It was the first state to successful pull away from Yugoslavian control. Slovene delegates walked out of a meeting of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia (LCY), which until this time had formulated the party line (Gow 1991, p296). Under a multiparty system, the dominant party in Slovenia renamed itself the Party of Democratic renewal, with Kuchan then being elected president. It was this democratic reform, and hints of a relatively warm welcome by European states such as Austria, Germany and Hungary, that formed the basis for the Slovene declaration of independence on the 25th June, 1991 (Gow 1991, p304). 

The Slovene defence force was built up from territorial and reserve units, and was thus far from inexperienced, though its baseline militia originally only had 20,000 men (Gow 1991, p299; Rezun 1995, p140). Janez Jansa, the Slovene Minister of Defence, and his deputy, Jelko Kacin, were 'defence specialists' (Gow 1991, p299). Although the Federal army had tried to impound weapons designated for the use of territorial forces (Gow 1991, p299), this did not stop the Slovenes from sealing off Federal army bases, cutting off water, telephones, and electricity to them. The Slovene forces managed to impound about 40% of the republic's military material, though this did not include heavy artillery (Gow 1991, p300). Meanwhile, Federal army units seized control of the borders posts and major roads leading into Slovenia (Gow 1991, p309). Yugoslavian Federal army columns then pushed into Slovenia on 27 June 1991, but after meeting unified resistance withdrew on July 18. The war in Slovenia proved much harder than the Serbians had thought it would be. The Yugoslavian Army pulled back, effectively surrendering control of the northern state.

The Federal Army also moved rapidly into Croatia, largely on the pretext of defending oppressed Serbs. Milosevic himself had encouraged divisive Serbian sentiment in the Knin region of Croatia, where Serbs had formed the Serbian Democratic Party which ran a local referendum in August 1990 demanding autonomy, a move that was declared illegal by the Croatian government (Malcolm, 1994, pp215-216). Following shoot-outs between the Croatian police and armed supporters of this 'Serb Autonomous Region of the Krajina', the Federal army was called in by the Federal presidency, though strongly protested by Croatia (Malcolm, 1994, p216). The Federal Army was a powerful force, including considerable heavy equipment: attack aircraft, helicopters, tanks, and artillery. 

The Croatians had a local militia, police units, and reservists who had largely been equipped with lights arms, and a limited number of antitank and anti-aircraft weapons. Originally, Croatia could only access 40,000 militia and 30,000 reservists (Rezun 1995, p140), though these numbers were increased through conscription. Just prior to these events Croatia had managed to buy 10-20,000 Kalashnikov automatic rifles (Gow 1991, pp299-300), and had deals with German and Austrian companies for other equipment. The Croatians soon lost up to one third of their territory, with Serbian forces almost cutting Croatia in half, and sealing off roads with blockades, and then bombing strategic cities either by land or sea, e.g. Zagreb, Split, Vukovar, Dubrovnik and other towns (Rezun 1995, p144). The Croats responded by cutting off the pipeline which carried oil supplies to Serbia, by attacking army bases in their territory to gain weapons (Rezun 1995, p144), and eventually launching a counter-offensive. Serbia failed to secure a victory against Croatia for three reasons: they were cautious of waging all out war because of a potentially seriously international reaction (Rezun 1995, p148), because the Croatians fought back with considerable determination and skill, and because the war was allowed to drag on long enough for Croatian forces to regroup and deploy themselves adequately. Eventually, under international pressure, and proposed UN intervention, the Yugoslav Federal forces and Serbian paramilitary groups turned their attention elsewhere.

Once it was clear that Slovenia and Croatia were leaving the Federal Republic, Bosnia-Herzegovina decided to secede rather than remain in a federation dominated by Serbia (Rezun 1995, p151). Bosnia-Herzegovina declared its 'autonomy' in November 1991, soon followed by December 1991 elections, in which the Muslim Alija Izetbegovic became president. Alija Izetbegovic was a moderate Muslim who had been working on ideas to promote a return to a moderate, modern, Muslim religion (see Izetbegovic 1989, views also published in his Islamic Declaration, which resulted in him being arrested in 1983), and in a rather separate agenda, for the creation of a multi-ethnic, multi-religious Bosnian state (Rezun 1995, p121). His government, though dominated by his own party, also included  elements from the Croat party and some Serb members: in effect he led a government of 'national unity' (Malcolm, 1994, p223), thereby trying to reiterate the pluralist (multi-ethnic, multi-religious) nature of the Bosnian state.

Izetbegovic insisted on the territorial unity of Bosnia-Herzegovina, resting demands by Serbs living in Bosnia who sought their own independent republic. Radovan Karadzic, leader of the Bosnian Serbs, demanded a autonomous state within Bosnia, hoping to control 62% of the territory for its 31% Bosnian Serbs (Stigalmayer 1994, p16). This claim could not be admitted by the Bosnia-Herzegovina government. Following a referendum, Bosnia-Herzegovina declared its independence fro Yugoslavia on March 3 1992. It was recognized by the EU and the U.S. in early April, and was thereupon attacked by Serbian forces. Serbians in Bosnia also declared themselves and independent state in Spring 1992, the Serbian Republic (Bosnia), also called Srpska. Large columns of Federal forces then entered Bosnia, and quickly secured the borders of the Serb controlled areas (Malcolm, 1994, p227). This move was carefully planned and prepared for during 1991-1992, in part with forces withdrawn from Croatia (Malcolm 1994, p230).
Within 5-6 weeks Federal and Serbian forces managed to seize control of some 60% of territory (Malcolm, 1994, p238). Even when Federal forces supposedly left in April-May 1990, after the creation of a new 'rump' Yugoslavian state consisting of Serbia and Montenegro, in fact large amounts of equipment and personal simply swapped over into the Bosnian Serb forces (Malcolm, 1994, pp238-239). It is estimated that as many as 80-100,000 men may have reassigned themselves to fight within Bosnia in this way. These forces were then under the command of General Ratko Mladic. Mladic has been described by a Russian officer as talented and tough commander, one who won gold medals at his military academy and knew his men well (Thomas 1996). As we have seen, with these forces, the Bosnian Serb Army had a dominant access to heavy weapons, including tanks, artillery and mortars. On the hand, the Bosniac/Muslim side were able to build up a strong infantry force some 120,000 strong, including elite units such as the 7th Muslim Brigade (Sray 1995). Later in the war some Mujaheddin soldiers from overseas, including Iran, also helped the Bosniac side (Thomas 1996), a factor which worried the U.S. through 1996.

The war in Bosnia was one of the most vicious in the 20th century. It involved the conscious targeting of civilian populations, especially in Sarajevo and other cities, the closing off and virtual starvation of towns, and the ethnic cleansing of regions by forced migration, mass killings, the use of detention centres and systematic rape (see Gutman 1993; Stiglmayer 1994). Indeed, the repeated television broadcasts of the shelling of civilians in the marketplace and during funerals may helped mobilise U.S. public opinion through August 1995 (MacGregor 2001). of the Likewise, cultural cleansing was also used to try to eradicate an awareness of the history and importance of opposing cultures, e.g. the destruction or bombing of the National Library of Sarajevo, various museums and archives (Rezun 1995, p4), and the destruction of many ancient mosques in parts of Bosnia (Pratt 2000). UN investigator Tadeusz Mazowiecki came to the conclusion that Serbian ethnic cleansing of non-Serb populations was 'a goal of the war, not a consequence' (Rezun 1995, p161). In other words, the war aimed at permanently changing the ethnic map, and therefore the political map, of Bosnia (a tactic that was to be used to some degree in Kosovo).

The mini-state of Srpska may have wished to join with the state of Serbia proper to form Greater Serbia. The Serb Republic (in Bosnia) is now recognized as a state by the Dayton accords, but only as part of the Federal state of Bosnia. At the same time, this Serb Republic in Bosnia has made close agreements and cooperative accords with Serbia proper. As of 1993-2004, after a long stabilisation program including major aid packages from the EU, many Serbians have begun a more cooperative approach to Bosnia. The Stability Pact, first signed in June 1999, was designed as a quickly initiated program that could start major project in the Balkans and help built stability and economic growth. Some 2.4 billion euros were raised for 200 packages as part of the Quick Start Package (QSP) projects, with 55% of this money being spent through 2001 (Ifantis 2002, p31).

6. International Collaboration and Intervention

The break up of Yugoslavia and the subsequent wars in the region indicate the best and worst of international involvement, including passivity and delay, in the face of regional conflict. These disastrous wars, with their attendant acts of barbarity again civilian populations, women and children, occurred only a few hundred kilometres from the capitals of Western Europe. Yugoslavia, adjacent to Italy, Austria, Albania and Greece, was of major concern strategically to these countries. Greece and Italy, in particular, became direct targets for migrant outflows, e.g. from Albania, as well as for smuggling and organised crime activities that flowed out of the Balkans (Gow 1991, p305; Pratt 2000). Likewise, the EU was a major trading partner with Yugoslavia, accounting for 40% of Yugoslavia's external trade (Gow 1991, p305). Furthermore, this was a major test of the ability of the international community and the European Union, now that the Cold War was fading, to grasp the moment to create a new, more peaceful world order. The governments of most major European nations (including Germany, France and Britain), the U.S., The European Union, the United Nations Security Council, and at last NATO and the OSCE were drawn into involvement in this Balkan crisis. 

This involvement was two-fold. At first, the European and international response was poorly coordinated. Initially, an attempt was made to try to ensure that Yugoslavia remained united, giving the Yugoslavian army an apparent 'green light' to intervene. The U.S. at first had a policy of trying to keep Yugoslavia from fragmenting, and had hoped that 'strong man' Milosevic might provide this role, a policy which they reversed in early 1991 (Gow 1991, p306).  Then, different nations, especially Germany, Austria and Italy, pushed for early recognition of Slovenia and Croatia (Rezun 1995, p2; Maull 1995-6, p99. Iceland was actually the first country to recognize these states, Rezun 1995, p147), once again triggering a strong Serbian response. The problem here was that German policy, in particular, emphasized the notion of 'civilian power', i.e. non-military forms of persuasion (Maull 1995-6, p100), but had no effective way of restraining military aggression. Germany eventually sent Tornado strike aircraft but only after political debates allowed participation in UN and NATO peace-enforcing activities (Maull 1995-6, p111), and later air strikes against Yugoslavia in 1999. In some ways this early recognition without stronger support tended to heighten the conflict (Gow 1991, pp291-2) before a serious European or US intervention could be mounted. When peace measures were proposed, they were too little, too late. As the enormity of the crisis in the former Yugoslavia emerged, the U.S. dropped its earlier, arms-length approach, and began to develop a serious approach to peace-making in the region. In the meantime, however, not only had a humanitarian disaster on the scale of the suffering which occurred in the region during World War II occurred, but the tactics of aggression had in part been rewarded. It was this hard experience that would lead to more rapid and forceful interventions in Kosovo and Macedonia.

The arms embargo on the territory of former Yugoslavia, mandated by the UN in September 1991, was imposed for several reasons. It was hoped that a strong embargo would reduce the intensity of the fighting, and also make UN peacekeepers when they became involved less vulnerable to heavy attack. The embargo was flawed in several ways. Firstly, the Yugoslav Federal Army had massive stockpiles of equipment, as well as several factories in controlled territory that managed limited production even during the embargo. Secondly, it was some time before the embargo was effectively enforced in the Adriatic, and even longer before the embargo took hold along the Danube River. Thirdly, due to the relatively poor equipment base of Croatia and Bosnia, the sanctions worked more strongly against them than Serbia. Lastly, one of the accepted rights of nations is that of self-defence: bearing in mind that Croatia and Bosnia came to be recognized by many nations, it was paradoxical that the sanctions severely reduced their ability to defend themselves until much later in the war. We can sense this imbalance when we note that by one estimate the Federal army left some 300 tanks, 200 APCs (armoured personnel carriers), 800 artillery items, and some 40 aircraft to the Bosnian Serb forces (Malcolm, 1994, p243).

UNPROFOR, The United Nations Protection Force operating in Croatia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina, was gradually put into place, at first operating to secure the peace in Croatia, then to establish humanitarian aid pathways from Sarajevo airport, and then along roads to other cities. From February 1992 the UN Security Council sent in some 14,000 peace keeping troops, with aims to monitor peace agreements, maintain clear road transport for humanitarian assistance, and secure better conditions for civilian populations. The problem with the UNPROFOR was that it was given 'ambitious and ambiguous' goals for which it lacked the necessary capability (Schulte 1997, p35). It was also engaged in peace-keeping activities before any such peace had really been made, and soon found itself both a target and victim of hostilities.

The limited strength of UNPROFOR also led to the perception that it was unable to protect itself, and unwilling to protect civilians. This led to the joke in Bosnian Muslim circles that UNPROFOR stood not for 'UN Protection Force', but was really UNPROSERB, the 'UN Force for the Protection of the Serbs' (Rezun 1995, p156). We can see this in the failed 'safe haven' concept, whereby the UN claimed to guarantee certain cities to protect the Muslim population in Bosnia. In fact, these 'havens' were not guaranteed, and the weak UN forces had no mandate to protect civilians: they could only return fire if they, the UN soldiers, were under direct attack, not even when civilians were killed, (Malcolm, 1994, p250), as in Srebrenica and Zepa. Their forces were in any case much too weak to resist any of the main antagonists, and especially not the Serbian forces. Their position was only improved when a rapid reaction force with heavier weapons was moved into help protect UN forces, especially in the environs of Sarajevo. However, all sides in the conflict tried to manipulate ‘the perceptions and actions of the UN force’, including misinformation about mortar attacks in Sarajevo (see Thomas 1996).

Numerous plans for peace were put forward by the EU, the U.S., and combined contact groups. This included the Vance-Owen Peace Plan, put forward at the International Conference on the Former Yugoslavia in August 1992, chaired by Cyrus Vance and Lord Owen. It included representatives from the 3 sides within Bosnia, the 6 republics of former Yugoslavia, the military commands, the UN, governments of the EU, the U.S., and Russia. The plan involved the division of Bosnia into 10 relatively self-governing provinces, some ruled by Croats, others by Bosnian Serbs, others by Muslims. Sarajevo was to remain as a multi-ethnic capital (Rezun 1995, pp188-189). Only national defence and foreign affairs was to be controlled by the central government (Malcolm, 1994, p247). Although the plan in effect legitimated the division of Bosnia along ethnic lines, it had the advantage of being realistic and of not allowing continuous blocks of Serb-Bosnian territory to lie together along the Serbian border, thereby reducing the likelihood of a future secession. This plan was not successfully implemented. This was due to the opposition to the plan by General Mladic and Bosnian Serb politicians who did not support Karadzic's signing of it (Malcolm, 1994, p250), and due to a sudden change in U.S. policy which saw the plan as ineffective.

In the end, some 150,000 deaths occurred in Bosnia, some 2 million were displaced from their homes, and much of the cultural legacy of the country was destroyed (Malcolm, 1994, p252). In summary, the dismemberment of Bosnia came from two ultimate sources: 'first in the form of the political strategy of the Serbian leadership, and then in the form of the miscomprehension and fatal interference by the leaders of the West' (Malcolm, 1994, p251).

In the end, NATO (The North Atlantic Treaty Organization) seemed to be one of the few ready-made organizations with the capability to monitor a naval and airblockade in the region, and to engage in peace-making as well as peace-keeping operations. Yet to bring in NATO forces was not easy. NATO had originally been a collective defense organisation, and only with the end of the Warsaw Pact could its main defensive function be redefined. After November 1991, NATO developed a new Strategic Concept (updated in later years) which accepted that a new range of uncertainties  threatened European security. Yet, the same time Yugoslavia was seen as still being 'out of area' for normal NATO operations (Schulte 1997, p19). In the end NATO forces were brought in to enforce an arms embargo in the Adriatic Sea, from 1992 as Maritime Monitor and then Maritime Guard operations. The scope of these naval operations, paralleled by naval watches on the Danube River, should not be underestimated. In the Adriatic, some 74,000 ships were challenged, 6,000 inspected at sea, and 1,400 redirected to Italian ports for closer inspection (Schulte 1997, p20). NATO missions were also to enforce a no-fly zone to prevent the use of combat air units by the Yugoslav air force. 

Yet by early 1995 a much more forceful use of air-power was justified under UN Security Council resolutions, especially to protect the UN declared safe havens and then Sarajevo itself, but were hampered by the long chain of command through UN procedures, and by the threat of counterstrikes again weak UNPROFOR forces on the ground (Schulte 1997, p22). Thus, governments with troops in the UN forces had always to consider possible counter-strikes against their own men whenever the UN tried to enforce mandates against Serbia in any way (Malcolm, 1994, p247). This was made clear by the taking of 370 UN troops as hostages by Bosnian Serb forces in May 1995, a fact which delayed further airstrikes and which helped contribute to the collapse of the Srebrenica and Zepa so-called 'safe areas' (Schulte 1997, p23). Eventually all UN hostages were released in June 1995.

Yet this policy of human shields, whereby hostages were placed in or near strategic targets to prevent them being bombed from the air was probably a mistake. This merely strengthened the resolve of most of the Western powers, and forced a restructuring of the UN role, first by providing a quite large rapid reaction force to help protect UNPROFOR forces, and was a strong motive for the French, British and the U.S. to eventually replace them with a much more forceful NATO ground force contingent (Schulte 1997, p23). This was followed in August 1995 by 'a three week graduated campaign of air-strikes against Bosnian Serb military targets' (Schulte 1997, p23), largely to discourage artillery fire on Sarajevo. This Operation Deliberate Force, using combat aircraft and Tomahawk missiles to target key munitions bases, communications and weapon systems, forced the Bosnian Serbs to remove all heavy weapons from around Sarajevo, to stop offensive operations, and brought them, unwillingly, to the peace talks led by then US Assistant Secretary of State, Richard Holbrooke (Schulte 1997, p24). This was peace-making rather than peace keeping.

The result were the Dayton Accords signed in Ohio on the 21 November 1995, whereby NATO ground forces were brought in to secure a peace and enforce agreements. This allowed a clearer mission mandate than the earlier UNPROFOR forces' mandate, endorsing a much stronger use of force in self-defence and in reaching mission goals. The NATO force of 60,000 men, 50,000 NATO troops, 10,000 from non-NATO forces (NATO 1996), was also much more heavily armed than the earlier UN missions, and also had more direct and transparent access to air support. The U.S. negotiated treaty was signed in Ohio, November 1995, ending the war in Bosnia, and finalizing the division of Bosnia-Herzegovina into ethnically based states within a wider Bosnian Federation, which included the Federation of Muslims and Croats, as well as the Serbian republic Bosnia. The Dayton accords enforced the peace after massive NATO air-strikes against Bosnian Serbs, and involved the deployment of NATO troops to enforce the peace. The accords included provisions for safe passage of different ethnic groups, for the right of return for those expelled from their homes, the establishment of recognized borders, and elections to be held before the end of 1996 (elections were eventually held in Bosnia in mid September 1996). The U.S. negotiator, Richard C. Holbrooke, former Assistant Secretary of State, was the United Nations chief negotiator for the plan. Forced on the Bosnian Serbs due to NATO bombing and major Croatian and Muslim offensives, the Dayton accords were signed by the contending parties on 21 November 1995, after 21 days of negotiations (Erlanger 1996a). Bosnian Serbs received 49% of Bosnia-Herzegovina, while the Federation of the Bosnian Muslims and Bosnian Croats 51%. Bosnian Muslims controlled a small corridor 8 km wide from Sarajevo to Gorazde. Bosnian Serbs keep Zepa and Srebrenica. Rebels Serbs were obliged to return East Slovonia to Croatia (Erlanger 1996a). Sarajevo was to be a 'united' capital, with Serbs to hand over suburbs. Those indicted for war crimes were not able to run for elections held in late 1996 (Erlanger 1996a).

Ironically, the changes in the NATO definition of its role not only allowed it to become involved in Bosnia: in fact this mission helped NATO to redefine itself to have a more direct role in out of area operations (see Week 9), as well as to cooperate with the UN, and OSCE, and even to a certain extent with Russian forces. Since June 1992, NATO Foreign Ministers have declared that NATO is willing to support OSCE peacekeeping activities, judged on a case by case basis (Schulte 1997, p29), and through 1999 further widened their role in defence of member interests.
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After the 1996 Dayton accords, the full NATO ground mission was implemented as IFOR, or the NATO Implementation Force. This effectively took over the UN mandate, now extended under the Dayton accords, to establish peace in Bosnia. IFOR took over operations in Bosnia on the 20th December, 1995, under the command of Admiral Smith (Schulte 1997, p25). IFOR was based around NATO troops, but also included soldiers from 18 non-NATO countries, 14 of which were in the Partnership for Peace program, e.g. Austrian, Czech, Hungarian, Roumanian, Slovakian, Ukrainian, Nordic, Baltic and Polish troops, (Schulte 1997, p31). Likewise, one Russian airborne brigade also became involved in these peace keeping activities (Schulte 1997, pp32-33). The main goals of the IFOR operation have been outlined by Gregory Schulte: -
The tasks were demanding but achievable: to maintain the cessation of hostilities in place since mid-October; to separate the armed forces of the Bosnian-Croat Federation and the Republic Srpska by mid-January 1996; to transfer territory between the two entities by mid-March; to move their forces and heavy weapons into approved sites by mid-April; and to create a secure environment for the UN High Representative and other organisations responsible for implementing the civil aspects of the peace agreement. These tasks required patrolling a separation zone along the 1,400km-long inter-entity boundary line and establishing and monitoring over 800 sites containing heavy weapons and other forces. In carrying out these tasks, IFOR opened 2,500 km of roads, repaired or placed over 60 bridges, and freed up Sarajevo airport and the railway system. (Schulte 1997, p25)
Most of these tasks were achieved by the end of 1996. More controversial however, were two areas not fully detailed as part of the IFOR mission. IFOR itself at first made no military attempt to capture important leaders indicted for war crimes (this was conducted more forcefully in later years, and was really unable to ensure the full return of civilian populations to 'cleansed' areas. 

The following smaller stabilisation force, SFOR, has a secondary mandate to support other agencies, including the International Police Task Force and The International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY), a mandate which extends as far as 'the investigation of war crimes' (NATO 1996), but this secondary role was not allowed to interfere with its primary military stabilisation of Bosnia-Herzegovina.  The world has been shocked by the unearthing of mass graves, strong evidence of mass civilian executions, ethnic cleansing, and the use of rape as a systemic tool of war. Yet to date the prosecution of major leaders or perpetrators of these crimes has been slow and difficult. This is the case in spite of the vigorous efforts of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia. The Hague tribunal was concerned by the United Nations Security Council in May 1993 to deal with violations of international humanitarian law in the former Yugoslavia. There were 11 judges appointed. As of early 1996, the tribunal had indicted 57 people - '46 Serbs, 8 Croats and 3 Muslims', of whom 7 are in custody, with the total rising to 75 by mid 1996 (New York Times 1996; Simons 1996). By mid-2001 some 13 major official has openly charged with genocide. Unlike the WWII war crimes trials, this court cannot use death penalties, and cannot try suspects in absentia, which has meant that a number of major suspects have not been able to be forced to appear before the tribunal. In June 1996, for the first time, organised rape was deemed to be a crime against humanity in new indictments against 8 Bosnian Serb military and police officers (Simons 1996).

A number of trials before the Tribunal for former Yugoslavia proceeded through 1995-2003, but have been limited by a range of problems that have led to a slow progress to actual convictions.
 Only from 1998 were high-ranking officials beginning to be prosecuted effectively. An arrest was that of Dusko Sikirica by SFOR on 25 June 2000 on crimes on association with his roles as commander of the Keraterm detention camp in north-western Bosnia. Through 2000-2002 NATO forces have been more active in detaining those indited for war crimes. Most importantly, former President Milosevic, once he was deposed from office in Yugoslavia, was eventually handed over (June 2001) and put on trial before the Tribunal, whose authority he has disputed in his own defence through 2001-2004, a recent round of debate as to whether his health is being endangered by the trial process (mid-204). In July 2001 the Tribunal published charges against Stojan Zupljanin, the former head of Serbian security services (Excite News 2001). Through March 2003, General Mladic, former commander of the Bosnian Serb army, 'indicted for genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes against Bosnian Croats' had not been apprehended, though official suspected he might still be hiding in Serbia (Xinhua 2003).

However, the ethnic map of Bosnia has changed for ever. Yet the IFOR force was able to enforce most of its mandate, was willing to use robust force in self-defence, operating under NATO Rules of Engagement (NATO 1996), was willing to suppress paramilitary activities, and effectively confiscated unauthorized weapons and ensured that other heavy weapons were impounded (Schulte 1997, p25). All sides clearly understood these rules of engagement (Thomas 1996), making the IFOR force more effective. Combatant forces did accept IFOR instruction to move away from each other to allow for the creation of zones of separation, and selected areas were vacated along the line of confrontation around Sarajevo. Likewise, generally fair elections were held in Bosnia, under the guidance of the OSCE, though there were claims of some irregularities in that there was a very high voter turn out (90%), and reports and ‘lax supervision at polling stations’ (McAdams 1996). To date a peace exists in Bosnia itself, with resettlement of some Muslims in a few areas.

After 20 December 1996, a reduced NATO operation had been in place. Called SFOR (Stabilisation Force), it is about half the size of the total IFOR size, and is there 'to deter renewed hostilities and to stabilize the peace' (Schulte 1997, p26). This operation has been named Joint Guard (NATO 1996). It was the same access to NATO support and rules of engagement as IFOR (Schulte 1997, p26). SFOR's principle tasks have been summarised as the following: -
Maintaining the Zone of Separation (ZOS) and keeping it free from armed groups, ensuring heavy weapons remain in approved storage areas, and that freedom of movement exists throughout the country for SFOR and civilian agencies. SFOR will promote freedom of movement across the Inter Entity Boundary Line (IEBL) for all citizens of Bosnia-Herzegovina but cannot be expected to guarantee the movement of individuals throughout Bosnia-Herzegovina or forcibly return refugees. By successfully accomplishing these principal military tasks, SFOR will contribute to a secure environment within which civilian agencies can continue to carry out the process of economic development, reconstruction, political institutions, and an overall climate of reconciliation for Bosnia-Herzegovina and its citizens. (NATO 1996) 
The successful IFOR and effective SFOR missions also completed the redefinition of NATO and boosted the confidence of this organisation. This can be seen in a 1996 publication from this organisation, discussing the conclusions to be drawn from the SFOR operation: -

The NATO-led operation in Bosnia JOINT GUARD is taking over from NATO's first-ever ground force operation, its first-ever deployment "out of area", and its first-ever joint operation with NATO's Partnership for Peace and other non-NATO countries. It demonstrates that the Alliance has adapted its forces and policies to the requirements of the post-cold War world, while continuing to provide collective security and defense for all Allies.


It is tangible proof that, in addition to carrying out the core functions of defense of the Alliance, its military forces have the flexibility to be used outside the NATO area, for operations under the authority of the UN Security Council with clear political objectives and military tasks given by the North Atlantic Council. NATO's own military capabilities and its adaptability to include forces of non-NATO countries are decisive factors in the Alliance's role in implementing the military aspects of the Bosnian Peace Agreement. This operation shows that the Alliance remains vital, relevant and prepared to deal with the new, multifaceted security risks facing Europe with the end of the Cold War. 
Perhaps the lesson that can be learned from this international intervention is that although it is better to be late than never intervene at all, the tardiness and confusion in the international response made the conflict longer and more difficult than it need have been. Likewise, it should also be remembered that the foreign countries did give the Balkans massive humanitarian aid, much of it routed at first through the UNHCR, The United Nations High Commission for Refugees, involving in providing aid and logistics in Bosnia. Although some 112 NGO’s were involved in Bosnia, the UNHCR, The United Nations High Commission for Refugees, the Red Cross, and the World Health Organisation were probably the most effective and least partisan (Thomas 1996). Likewise, many European countries hosted refugees, especially Germany, which by 1994 was looking after 400,000 Yugoslavian refugees (Maull 1995-6, p108). Furthermore, although so called 'Safe Areas' like Srebrenica and Zepa fell, a greater use of air power was effective in eventually ending the sieges of Sarajevo and Gorazde (NATO 1997). Lessons have been learned from the Yugoslavian experience, though they were very expensively paid for in the lives of many Bosnians, Croats and Serbs. As of 2000-2001, though many refugees had begun to return to Bosnia, many were still living in poor conditions without adequate housing, schools or hospitals (Strategic Comments 2000).

7. Reconstruction and Uncertain Futures
This was not a little war. The recent wars in Yugoslavia have been among the most intense in 20th century history. These wars left over 250,000 dead and created 2.7 million refugees on the doorstep of Western Europe. They forced the direct intervention of NATO in the affairs of Yugoslavia in the UN management of Kosovo, and lead to a series of events that threatened the stability of nearby Macedonia through 1999-2001.

Although the main phases of war seem to be offer, the future of the Balkan republics remains far from secure. One areas where there has been some limited progress is in the future security and unity of the Federal state of Bosnia. Certainly any attempt to reverse the effects of ethnic cleansing, and move Bosnians or Serbs back into areas 'held' by the enemy, has been quite small. Likewise, the alliance between Bosnian Muslims and Bosnian Croats, which opposed the Serbs, remains relatively fragile. In the past there had been fears that Croatia and Serbia might reach some agreement to partition Bosnia (Rezun 1995, p152), but this is no longer likely. The worst tensions between Croats and Muslims have errupted over city-management in case of Mostar, where riots broke out between Muslims and Croats in February 1997 (Sucic 1997b). In March 1997 officials of Republika Srpska sign agreements with the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (i.e. Serbia proper) ‘to restore close political and economic ties’ (Sucic 1997a). This continued alignment of interests could in the long run undermine a united Bosnia. It was perhaps for this reason that the European Union was quick to offer substantial financial aid after fresh elections in Srpska, beginning with an initial of some 6 million euros in January 1998. This aid, instituted via the Stability Pact for Southeastern Europe, will be crucial for the future stability of the entire region (Liotta & Jebb 2002).

One of the important issues is the future prospect of entry of these new small states, including Slovenia (accepted for membership through 2004), while Croatia and Bosnia may have to wait longer for entry into the European Union. The EU has been asked to take an active role in developing regional economic and political strategies which could bring Bosnia closer to Europe (Schulte 1997, p39), a prospect which made strong progress through the late 1990s. At the level of trade, this is logical for the more northern communities, whose economies are already tightly involved with European trade, especially Slovenia and Croatia. Likewise, there has been some suggestion that NATO door remains open, with prospects of Albania, Croatia and Macedonia being able to join in future (see lecture 9).
Reform and reconstruction in Serbia will take even longer, with $30 billion in damage to infrastructure was done by the NATO air campaign alone (Time International 1999). Likewise, ongoing political instability, the activity of organised criminal networks, and economic reconstruction means that the entry of most Balkans states might take many years. This was highlighted by the March 2003 assassination of Serbia's then Prime Minister Zoran Djindjic, perhaps conducted in part by those opposed to the tribunal hearings against suspected war criminals in the Hague. combined with mafia corruption within Serbian Special Operations Unit (Stijkovic 2003). Generally, such an entry into full membership would be based on the continued maintenance of 'a market economy, a multi-party electoral system and full, legally codified guarantees of human rights' (Gow 1991, p305). This stabilisation program is crucial for any long-term peace in the Balkans area. It is based on several areas of development: -

Nonetheless, . . . a credible start has been made in the half year since the war ended in Kosovo and the EU, US, Russia, Canada, and Japan launched the Southeastern Europe Stability Pact to develop the region. Donor countries have at least made those pledges of hundreds of millions of dollars. And under the precept of assistance for sell-help, the three international working tables under Hombach's supervision have begun generating local initiatives in the areas of democratization and human rights; economic reconstruction, development, and cooperation; and security. He likens the work to building a foundation, "stone by stone." The international community can succeed in its mission only if it manages to build on this foundation the kind of economic growth that will bring in Western investment and other tangible benefits and thus prove that cooperating with neighbors is much more useful than killing them. (Europe 2000)

The states of the former Yugoslavia have a strong economic potential but need massive reconstruction. Historically, many parts of Yugoslavia have been relatively poor. Yet the urban populations of the region are relatively well-educated, and the country itself has a good resource base: -
Yugoslavia had a relatively large resource base with significant deposits of coal, copper, bauxite, timber, iron, chromium, lead, zinc, mercury, and asbestos. Its agriculture was rich in corn, wheat, tobacco, sugar beets, sunflowers, and livestock. Metallurgical, chemical, and textile industries, as well as machine and equipment producing, oil refining, and wood and food processing industries, were well established. With such a broad resource and industrial base, the country should have prospered. (Rezun 1995, p114).
Much of this infrastructure has been destroyed through 1999, but the potential for a stronger economy in conjunction with the EU is a real likelihood. Ironically, economic motives are probably the best reason for the new, small states of the former Yugoslavia to continue some kind of loose cooperation. By 1996 there was some sign of economic revival in Sarajevo, though only 10-25% had income-making jobs, and though the German mark (followed by the euro) was the preferred currency throughout much of Bosnia (McKinsey 1996a). As expressed by one Sarajevo social work, ‘Poverty is our number one problem’ (McKinsey 1996). It must also be remembered that during the war, black market activities were prevalent in Sarajevo, and criminal groups managed to make themselves rich during the conflict (Thomas 1996). Today, smuggling and black-market activities, especially affecting Italy, flow out of the Balkan area (Liotta & Jebb 2002). Through 2000-2003, this European Investment Bank and other EU initiatives have tried to ensure the reconstruction of Bosnia, and more recently the revitalisation of 'rump' Yugoslavia as into moves into a somewhat more democratic and pro-European phase. Bosnia has an Associational Agreement with the EU, while through 2001 Macedonia moved to become an 'associate member' with the EU, but full membership in either the EU or NATO will be a more long-term prospect (Liotta & Jebb 2002). Stabilisation and Association Agreements were also offered Albania, and held as a prospect for Serbia and Montenegro (Ifantis 2002; see below).

The war in the long run also toppled the Serbian leadership itself. The political engineering conducted by Milosevic, the horrors of the war, and the impact of earlier sanctions against Serbia fostered strong opposition to Milosevic within his own country. This opposition was expressed as early as March 1992, when major riots paralysed Belgrade and forced the intervention of Federal troops (Rezun 1995, p138). Major street parades also paralysed Belgrade during early 1997 when opposition parties and a large segment of the urban population protested against election irregularities, and used this as an excuse to air a wide range of grievances. 
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Milosevic in discussion with OSCE official concerning the future of Kosovo, 1999 

(Photo courtesy of OSCE Photo Archive)

Ironically, the sustained NATO bombing of Yugoslavia during 1999 resulted in a temporary nationalist upswing of support for Milosevic, for a time forcing even moderates to view him as the only strong man able to stand up to West, though it is true that the long term economic implications strengthened the Serbian opposition parties (Strategic Comments 1999). By late 1999, however, his popularity began to decline, in part due to his regime's support for 'corruption and cronyism', often supporting business with underworld links, and thereby excluding the wider business elite which had suffered during the Balkans conflict (Strategic Comments 1999). The condition of 'rump' Yugoslavia can be summarised: -

The accumulated distrust in system, politicians, the state and himself is . . . overwhelming (two-thirds of the total population). The degree of frustration is much higher than during the mass demonstration in the winter of 1996-97. The reasons are not only related to the result of the war against NATO (loss of the province of Kosovo, casualties, suffering of civilians) but also the very serious economic situation and general mismanagement. The state is bankrupt, salaries are reduced by 40% and payment is five months late. A further 200 000 have become unemployed, raising the unemployment rate from 25% to 32%. NATO destroyed the civilian infrastructure of Serbia and the damage is estimated at 4.062 billion US dollars. But the indirect material costs of the war in terms of lost GNP are much higher: 25.546 billion. In comparison with 1998, GNP and GNP per capita will be 41% less. (Sekelj 2000) 

Through October-September 2000, Milosevic lost elections and then was forced from office in an impressive display of 'people power': - 

On September 24, Kostunica received about 54 percent of the vote, with Milosevic getting only about a third. Shocked by his massive defeat at the hand of the Serbian people (neither Kosovars nor Montenegrins opposed to the regime participated in the election), Milosevic first tried to declare himself the winner, then announced that he had received more votes than Kostunica, though not enough to avoid a second-round run-off, then proclaimed that Kostunica had received 10 percent more votes than he had (though just shy of the 50 percent necessary to avoid a run-off), and finally annulled the election altogether. 

This final decision by the Milosevic-controlled constitutional court proved to be too much. The people rallied in the Belgrade streets, took over the parliament and media outlets and confronted the regime and its supporters with the unpalatable choice of using violence to suppress the popular will or accepting defeat. One-by-one, Milosevic's pillars of powers crumbled, with the police, security forces, and the army deciding to join the opposition or just stand by as the drama unfolded. Within 24 hours, Milosevic accepted the people's verdict-and the constitutional court magically ruled the Kostunica had, after all, won the presidency. The revolution was complete. (Daalder 2000)

He was replaced by Vojislav Koštunica, once of the leaders of the Democratic Party, and a member of the Parliament of Serbia from 1990-1997. Kostunica has since charted a gradual path to engage the European Union, but also to avoid a nationalist overthrow of his government. Milosevic, in a very controversial process was subsequently arrested, and after intense negotiations sent to the Hague to stand trial in mid-2001 (Gec 2001). This has led to a kind of farcical 'show-trial' in which Milosevic has used his public platform to criticise the UN, NATO, and legitimacy of international intervention (though with little legal effect). In general terms, the EU has supported what it has seen as a move towards democratic accountability by Serbia, but is aware any rapid move towards total independence of Kosovo could generate another round of conflict in the region (MacGregor 2001). 

Through early 2002, the European Union took a major role in negotiating a change of identity for the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. On 14th March, Javier Solana as high representative for EU foreign policy, brokered a deal whereby the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia would end and be taken over by a new, looser constitutional arrangement known simply as 'Serbia and Montenegro' (Strategic Comments 2002). The aim has been to create a looser federal arrangement that might head off moves towards a break away of Montenegro (via a referendum), and the dangerous implications that would flow on for the status of relations between Kosovo and Serbia. Montengro's leader Mil Djukanovich did not wish to see a close union with Serbia, since Montengro has been running as a de facto independent state for some years (Strategic Comments 2002). Montengran public opinion seems divided on this issue, while many Serbs saw benefit in some kind of federative arrangement (Strategic Comments 2002). The EU has stated that they then would it proceed with the Stabilisation and Association Process (SAP) for the new entity (Strategic Comments 2002). Through March 2003 the Union parliament elected Svetozvar Marovic to be president of Serbia and Montenegro, but by June 2004 Montenegrin parliament voted to adopt new national symbols, including a new flag, anthem and national day. A future referendum may held on this, but through early 2004 ‘support for independence has since flagged. The most recent polls show 41% supporting independence, 39% against and 20% undecided’ (Economist 2004a). Pro-independence groups now fear being dragged down with Serbia. Ongoing political instability continued in Serbia after the assassination of Serbian PM Zoran Djindjic in May 2003, and indecisive parliamentary and presidential elections, leading to Vojislav Kostunica, becoming prime minister of Serbia in centre-right coalition government through March 2004 and Democratic Party leader Boris Tadic becoming Serbian president with pro-EU policies (defeating nationalist Tomislav Nikolic) in June 2004 (BBC 2004a).

Table 2: Timeline: After Milosevic (After BBC 2004a)

2000 September - Slobodan Milosevic bans international observers from monitoring elections. Opposition claims victory, Vojislav Kostunica declares himself the "people's president".

2000 October - General strike begins as Milosevic remains defiant. Constitutional court annuls election results and says Milosevic should serve out his last year in office.

2000 October - Tens of thousands of opposition supporters capture parliament building and state television service. Kostunica tells half a million supporters at Belgrade rally that Serbia has been liberated.

2000 November - Yugoslavia rejoins UN, OSCE. Kostunica tells European Parliament that his country wants to join EU "as soon as possible".

2000 December - Serbia's reformist alliance wins landslide victory against Socialist party of former President Milosevic in parliamentary election.

2001 January - Yugoslavia and Albania re-establish diplomatic relations broken off during the Kosovo crisis in 1999.

2001 April - Milosevic is arrested in the early hours after a stand-off at his home. He is taken to Belgrade's main prison and charged with misappropriation of state funds and abuse of his official position. Yugoslav prosecutors say other charges will be forthcoming.

2001 May - US President Bush says Yugoslavia must hand Milosevic over to the international war crimes tribunal in The Hague. Bush says US aid to Yugoslavia is dependent on such a move.

2001 June - Serbian PM Zoran Djindjic overrules Constitutional Court and authorizes extradition to Hague war crimes tribunal of Slobodan Milosevic. Political rift opens up between Djindjic and Yugoslav President Vojislav Kostunica, a supporter of a Belgrade trial for Milosevic, who denies advance knowledge of the extradition. Federal Prime Minister Zoran Zizic resigns in protest against the extradition of Milosevic by the Serbian authorities.

2001 August - Kostunica's Democratic Party of Serbia pulls out of Serbian government in protest over alleged corruption as the split with Djindjic deepens

2001 September - United Nations lifts arms embargo against Yugoslavia, three years after it was imposed over the treatment of ethnic Albanians in Kosovo

2001 November - Ibrahim Rugova becomes president of Kosovo following success for his moderate Democratic League in the first such election ever held in the region

2002 February - The trial of Slobodan Milosevic on charges of genocide and war crimes begins in The Hague.

2002 March - Serbian authorities issue arrest warrants for Serbian President Milan Milutinovic and three other top Milosevic aides as international financial pressure for cooperation with Hague war crimes tribunal is stepped up. One of the aides, former Interior Minister Vlajko Stojiljkovic, commits suicide.

2002 March - Yugoslav, Montenegrin and Serbian leaders sign EU mediated accord to set up new state to be called Serbia and Montenegro in place of Yugoslavia.

2002 April - Montenegrin government collapses over differences on the new union of Serbia and Montenegro.

2002 May - Federal parliament ratifies accord on ending federation, clearing the way for the drawing up of a new constitution of Serbia and Montenegro.

2002 June - All 45 deputies belonging to Yugoslav President Vojislav Kostunica's Democratic Party of Serbia walk out of Serbian parliament. The move comes in protest at decision by Serbian PM Zoran Djindjic to replace 21 of the party's members for absenteeism.

2002 October - The run-off Serbian presidential elections, in which Vojislav Kostunica wins a majority, are declared invalid because not enough people turn out to vote.

2003: Serbia's shock at Djindjic murder. Parties allied with President Djukanovic win Montenegro general election, a result seen as a vote of confidence in the deal to replace the Yugoslav federation with the new union of Serbia and Montenegro.

2002 November - Djukanovic resigns as president of Montenegro to take on the more powerful job of prime minister.

2002 December - Low turnout again invalidates elections for Serbian president. Serb parliament speaker Natasa Micic takes on job in acting capacity. Montenegrin presidential election also invalidated by low turnout.

2003 January - His term as Serbian president at an end, Milan Milutinovic surrenders to the Hague tribunal where he pleads not guilty to charges of crimes against humanity. Serbian and Montenegrin parliaments approve constitutional charter for new union of Serbia and Montengro.

2003 February - Yugoslav parliament consigns Yugoslavia to history by approving constitutional charter for new union of Serbia and Montenegro. Low turnout again invalidates Montenegrin presidential election. Parliament speaker Filip Vujanovic takes on job in acting capacity.

2003 March - Union parliament elects Svetozvar Marovic to be president of Serbia and Montenegro.

2003 May - Filip Vujanovic elected Montenegrin president in third round of voting.

2003 September - Milosevic indicted in Serbia on charges of having ordered murder and attempted murder of two key political opponents, Ivan Stambolic and Vuk Draskovic respectively, in 2000.

2003 November - Third attempt to fill the vacant post of Serbian president fails because of low election turnout.

2003 December - Inconclusive Serbian parliamentary elections mark start of prolonged coalition talks between parties.

2004 March - Former Yugoslav president, Vojislav Kostunica, becomes prime minister of Serbia in centre-right coalition government which relies on support of Socialist Party. Worst clashes between Serbs and ethnic Albanians in Kosovo since 1999 after deadly violence erupts in divided town of Mitrovica. Nato announces troop reinforcements.

2004 May - Prominent journalist and critic of Montenegrin government, Dusko Jovanovic, shot dead. His paper, Dan, is seen as a mouthpiece for the republic's anti-independence opposition, and had made allegations of corruption in the Montenegrin leadership.

2004 June - Democratic Party leader Boris Tadic elected Serbian president, defeating nationalist Tomislav Nikolic in run-off. Mr Tadic pledges to steer Serbia towards the EU. Montenegrin parliament votes to adopt new flag, anthem and national day.

The union agreement between Serbia and Montenegro has been worded for avoid direct implications for Kosovo - even though after three years the two states have the legal option for a looser union arrangement, this does not lead to independence for Kosovo, ruled under UNSC Resolution 1244 (Strategic Comments 2002). At present, though there are hopes for talks soon, the process of determining Kosovo's final status seems delayed. Instead, 'By launching "practical" discussions on border controls, state property, infrastructure, and refugees, both sides might appear to make compromises, while Serbia's pain over "losing Kosovo" might be compensated by practical economic and social gains' (Bugajski 2003).

Through mid 2003, the EU began the process for closer association with these states: -

EU External Relations Commissioner Chris Patten has written to the Prime Ministers of Serbia, Zoran Zivkovic, and Montenegro, Milo Djukanovic, to inform them that he has decided to instruct his services to begin work on a "feasibility study" to look at whether the EU should open talks towards a Stabilisation and Association Agreement (SAA) with the country. The study will be launched once the three parliaments concerned (the Serbian, Montenegrin, and Union) have formally adopted an Internal Market and Trade Action Plan prepared by the two republics, designed to ensure that the EU can deal with a single economic space. (European Report 2003)

This view was affirmed by through June 2003, with EU High Representative for Foreign and Security Policy, Javier Solana, 'pleased' with talks held with Serbia and Montenegro Union representative, President Svetozar Marovic (Xinhua 2003b). Positive relations among these states, and with Kosovo, are held to be a key building block in regional stability. This was further asserted in a major dialogue between the EU and Balkan states, announced at the June 2003 Thessaloniki meeting, and preparing the ground for future deepening integration with the EU (see European Commission 2003). There were some delays in this process through May 2004, with the ‘door open’, but some EU concerns were expressed over Montenegro and Serbia before a visit by Chris Patten, EU External Relations commission: -

The Commission said the focus of the trip to Serbia and Montenegro would be on the need "to forge a clear pro-European consensus among democratic political leaders to jump-start reforms and thus make progress towards the EU". Mr Patten said ahead of the trip that: "Serbia and Montenegro has to decide what it wants. Does it want a closer relationship with Europe, and therefore to make the reforms that are essential to reach that goal, or does it want to take the risk of wasting more time, and slipping behind its neighbours? The accession of our ten new Member States has shown that Europe's doors are open and that the EU keeps its promises. It also shows that success comes from real political will that cannot be supplied by Brussels - it has to be home-grown." (European Report 2004).

The international community, after serious delays, showed that it was willing to intervene in humanitarian crises in Croatia, Bosnia, Kosovo and Macedonia. The cost, however, it terms of civilian life and sustained management has been high, and indicates the complex task in creating stable coalitions of interest on the borders of Europe. Through 1999-2004, the European Union has played a stronger role in both Kosovo and Macedonia (especially through a strong role in peace-keeping, see lecture 9) to reduce the level of conflict there. Creating a stable, long-term peace for the Balkans area, however, has yet to be completed. Peace in this region is crucial for the further expansion of the EU, as a test of the EU's foreign policy (the CFSP), and one area where its military capability has needed to be deployed to maintain a stable wider Europe. This means not just the military aspects of intervention, but the more complex task of governance and reconstruction, including policing (e.g. against organisated crime, with a new EU Police Mission, EUPM, taking on these roles in Bosnia through 2004, Alic 2004), the reconstruction of viable judiciaries and legal systems, as well as rebuilding damaged economies.
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