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1.	Introduction


The Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe is doubtless an ambitious project. According to one of its main initiators, German foreign minister Joschka Fischer, the political intention behind the Pact is to ‘repeat a successful chapter of European integration’.� The notion ‘Second Marshall Plan’ has found its way into the vocabulary of international politics and press correspondents.


Such a broad initiative demands also a broad perspective when analysing it. Obviously, we will have to take more into account than the wording of the treaty itself or the announcements of politicians at various meetings. We will divide our questions into three main groups.


First, we will examine the theoretical aspects of the Stability Pact as a comprehensive approach to regional stability. Before we look at the Pact itself, we will recall the political scenery from which it was launched. This should help to understand the attitude of politicians of various countries towards the Pact and show us what we can except from the implementation. Subsequently, we will turn our attention to the official goals and to proposed strategies. Finally, we have to ask to what extent the Stability Pact is different from other regional initiatives and what additional benefits it can provide.


The second section will examine the implementation process of the pact, to show the working mechanism of the concept. After describing the institutional structure of the Pact, we also have to look at the concrete achievements, from which at the present date first signs are already visible. We will wind up this section with a cautious outlook onto possible future developments.


In the last part, our attention will try to judge the chances for success. This includes consideration of historical and political constraints to the implementation of the pact, as well as dealing with the particular problem of the exclusion of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.


Before starting our analysis, we must mention that we will not be able to draw a clear line between the notions of ‘stability issues’ and ‘security issues’. Although the Pact itself reserves the use of ‘security’ for military defence related matters, we have to acknowledge that stability, especially within the present comprehensive approach is not only a matter of a sustainable economic growth, but probably above all a question of an endurable prospect of security for the population of the region. This includes not only aspects of personal security, like prevention of crime or the spreading of weapons, but also the security guaranteed by stable institutions, i.e. states, capable of defending their citizens against most thinkable forms of security threats and risks.





A.	Theoretical Foundations


2.	Political Settings for the Emergence of an Initiative


The strategic situation of the spring of 1999, when the Stability Pact was born, are well known to everyone. The ‘international community’, i. e. NATO, led by the US, staged the last big conflict of the 20th century – or the first of the 21st – in the air above the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, known as the Kosovo Crisis. Although the political leaders of the states involved demonstrated unity and firm determination to prove the ‘credibility’ of the alliance, the war was received differently by the populations of the NATO countries themselves. Whereas Greece was a clear exception, where the vast majority of the people opposed the ‘humanitarian intervention’ from the very beginning on, the enthusiasm in other countries was also on the decline. One reason among others for this was certainly the inability of NATO to finish its engagement rapidly, while it became clear that the political elite lacked any kind of political strategy that would exceed a few days bombing. Meanwhile, support for the operation in one of the more important countries, Germany, threatened to drop below 50%. The smaller party of the ruling coalition, the Green Party, with origins in the pacifist movement put its leaders under pressure to end the conflict. The most exposed leader was the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Joschka Fischer.


Having this in mind, doubts can arise, whether the basic purpose of the ‘Marshall Plan’ designed to ‘bring peace and prosperity for Europe’s traditional battlefield’,� initiated by Mr. Fischer’s Ministry and seconded by several EU states, was initially on the field of domestic rather than foreign policy.� It remains to be suspected, that a politician using pathetic expressions like ‘fundamental question of war or peace’,� might not only try to impress his negotiating partners, but his potential voters. Being acting president of the EU, Germany managed to put the Pact urgently on the international agenda.� The bombardment having barely stopped, representatives of the countries of the region, as well as the G8 and other countries met in Cologne on 10th June 1999, to sign the document called ‘Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe’, which was confirmed at the Sarajevo Summit of the heads of state and government on 30th July. The then established official phraseology is visible in a statement of Viktor Orbán, Prime Minister of Hungary: ‘It seemed to me that everybody agrees that the common operation has not ceased with the end of the military conflict against Yugoslavia, but failing to achieve a South East Europe that is able to stand on its own feet would mean a failure to the entire engagement, including its military part.’ �


The speed of the career of the initiative demonstrates that it is probably more than a figure of speech, but might be connected with genuine interests of the donor states. The introduction of the pact claims that ‘the European Union and the United States have made support for the Stability Pact a priority in their Transatlantic Agenda, as well as (…)  the European Union and the Russian Federation have made the Stability Pact a priority in their political dialogue.’� In a very short period the initiative thus also became an instrument of diplomatic reconciliation of the EU with Russia, who had to be comforted for the loss of political weight she suffered from the NATO military action.


But the German Foreign Office mentions a whole string of expectations how the Stability Pact could serve the interest of the country and demands that ‘because of her distinguished interest in stability of the region, Germany, together with her partners in the EU, should commit herself to the role of the initiator of a medium and long term strategy for stabilisation of South Eastern Europe’.� And, indeed, the ‘prevention of migration for reasons of poverty, war and civil war’ is not the only mentioned urgent interest of Western Europe, but also the ‘development of market economy structures with a stable economic growth’ in order to create a market for Western goods and investments.� As Mme Calic noted in Le Monde Diplomatique: ‘Enterprises are ready for start for several weeks now. Whoever manages to gain a fortunate position in the race for reconstruction can expect millions of profit.’ �


This slight discrepancy between the official and tacit objectives should not be misunderstood as a disadvantage. On the contrary, the fact that the motivation of the donor countries is not just being the fairy godmother’s, but more deeply rooted, could prove sufficient to empower the implementation on the long run. Moreover, ‘the situation is fortunate indeed. The representatives of the states of the region are ready for co-operation. The desire for peace and prosperity has clearly been expressed by all participants, said [Special Coordinator] Hombach.’ � And there is not only agreement on the goals but the strategy drafted by Mr Fisher’s Ministry seems to convince as well: ‘The declarations around the Stability Pact justify the impression that the West begins to realize that the breeding ground for nationalism are not ancient ethnic conflicts, but poverty and chaos. After ten years of permanent crisis the Balkans need an economic vision, a stable middle class, and schools and universities to educate a new, pacified generation.’ �





3.	Goals and Strategy


According to the German Foreign Office, the underlying medium and long term policy goals are ‘to prevent the emergence of violent conflicts in the region, to create sustainable conditions for democracy, market economy and regional cooperation, and to effectively anchor the states of South East Europe in the Euro-Atlantic structures’.�


The wording of the treaty signed in Cologne includes a very broad description of security issues. The main objectives mentioned are ‘lasting peace, prosperity and stability for South Eastern Europe’ to be reached ‘through a comprehensive and coherent approach’.� However, these ideas are very fundamental, therefore clarification is needed if the document aims to be more than a solemn declaration of political principles, but wants to provide the guidelines for concrete measures and projects.


And indeed, we find a long list of political areas where the Pact wants to direct activities to. It pledges cooperation towards ‘preventing (…) tensions and crises’, ‘bringing about mature political processes, (…) grounded in the rule of law and full respect for human rights and freedoms, (…) the right to free and independent media, (…) independent judiciaries, combating corruption, deepening and strengthening of civil society’, ‘confidence building and reconciliation’, ‘preserving multinational and multiethnic diversity (…) and protecting minorities’, ‘creating vibrant markets (…) open to foreign trade and private sector investment’, ‘fostering economic cooperation in the region’, ‘promoting unimpeded contacts among citizens’, ‘combating organised crime, corruption and terrorism’, ‘preventing forced population displacement’, ‘ensuring the safe and free return of all refugees’, and finally, ‘creating the conditions, for countries of South Eastern Europe, for full integration into political, economic and security structures of their choice’.� Additionally we are told about the fundamental challenge: ‘One of the substantial tasks of the international community is to defuse the tension between the principle of self-determination and the preservation of multiethnic states, while maintaining the inviolability of the borders’.� It is obvious, that all these goals stand for a long term process, not for instant achievements. As the initiators conclude, ‘the focal point of the complementary measures of the proposed multilateral approach to stability should be the promotion of a gradual social, political and economic transformation’.�





On the one hand the broad perspective on regional security offered by the document should be welcome, especially from the political scientist’s point of view. On the other, the potential activities implied are of infinite number. At the end of the day, the commitments of the participants are towards principles rather than concrete measures. The actual effect of the pact can thus only become visible through the process of implementation. The executive bodies can play hereby a creative role, with a wide range of possible interpretations. But they will have to convince the involved donors and recipients that the selection process of projects and activities to be supported is sound with the general guidelines of the pact.


As the Pact itself does not include any concrete commitments, it remains open how the implementation is to be ensured. The basic strategy is quite simple. As Romano Prodi explained the preconditions: ‘The situation in the Balkans deserves special mention, because although the prospect of EU membership for those countries is not imminent, we must nonetheless use it to spur them towards peaceful co-existence and greater inter-regional partnership. Let me be clear. The peoples of the Balkans have to resolve their conflict themselves before they can enter the European Union. They should not think they can import it into the EU so we can resolve it for them. However, they certainly need our assistance, and I want to underline the European Commission’s special responsibility for the reconstruction effort. Our citizens expect the EU to take a moral lead, particularly in a region which is on our very doorstep. I do not want to disappoint them.’�


As already mentioned, the driving force behind the pact is not primary the cordial agreement on the principles and goals, but the prospect of concrete benefits for all participants. The interests of the initiators, that is the countries of the EU have been already described. But they are aware that, contrary to the first Marshall Plan, offering money for reconstruction alone is insufficient, due to the ‘lack of a democratic elite and market structures that were a key factor for success of the Plan in post-war Western Europe’.� So, there is a strong emphasis on the responsibility of all participants to avoid the impression that the conflicts of the region could be solved from outside, for ‘the ultimate success of the Pact will depend largely on the efforts of the States concerned to fulfil the objectives of the Pact and to develop regional cooperation through multilateral and bilateral agreements’.� To apply a gentle external pressure it has been made clear that ‘to strengthen this responsibility, positive incentives should be tied to the fulfilment of concrete conditions’.� Prospect of accession to EU and NATO is supposedly the priority motivation for long term engagement of the Balkan countries: ‘The countries of the region who seek integration into Euro-Atlantic structures (…) strongly believe that the implementation of this process will facilitate their objective.’ � If we believe the wording of the Pact, the only role of the NATO in the region is the one of an inclusive stabilising organisation, open to the countries willing to join.� But in the background, other expectations also exist. On the web-page of the German Foreign Office we can read in clear text: ‘The military potential of NATO remains indispensable for Western diplomacy in the region.’ �


This opens the last question of this section, namely to find out whether the initiative could be taken as integrative part of Western foreign policy. First, there is obviously no such thing as a common Western foreign policy, not even a common European one. As we will come through it later, the most visible endeavours on the executive level are concerned with rivalries of competence and fields where various politicians can distinguish themselves. Another question, that will be also elaborated is the seriousness of the proposal of accelerated EU accession.


For a start, the spirit of the Pact seems to have its own impact. The guidelines of the foreign policy of European Union seem to be adjusted accordingly, for nearly simultaneously with the birth of the Stability Pact, a ‘Stabilisation and Association Process’ for Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Yugoslavia, Macedonia, and Albania has been presented on 26th May 1999, that should ‘enhance, rather than replace, the existing “Regional Approach”’.� The six key target areas are development of existing economic and trade relations with and within the region, development and partial redirection of existing economic and financial assistance, increased assistance for democratisation, civil society, education and institution-building, co-operation in the area of justice and home affairs, development of political dialogue, including at regional level, and development of Stabilisation and Association Agreements.� Feasibility reports have already been launched for Macedonia and Albania.


But not everyone adopts an optimistic point of view. A. Zivkovic writes in Le Monde Diplomatique: ‘After having destroyed regional stability and ruined the base of the local economy, the European Union hypocritically conjures up an enhanced restoration of democracy, security and prosperity for the Balkan countries. (…) The only goal of the Stability Pact is to introduce market mechanisms wherever possible. One can make every bet that this type of reconstruction will strike the Balkan countries as hard as the war did. (…) The Marshall Plan serves as a Trojan horse for Western interests.’ �


4.	Participants: Everyone or No One?


One particular feature of the Pact is the great number of participants involved. It has been concluded between the states of South Eastern Europe,� neighbouring states,� the member states of the EU and the United States, Russia, Canada and Japan. Apart from individual states, also the most important international organisations,� financial institutions� and local regional initiatives� are represented. Even more actors signed the declaration of the Sarajevo meeting.� As we will note when considering the implementations, many of them are actually playing an active role in the process. An interesting point, however, is the exclusion of organisations below the state level (esp. NGOs) form the signatories, although the role of civil society is repeatedly stressed in the treaty. There is also an exception made in the case of Moldova, at present an observer member to the pact, but applying for full-right membership, hoping to gain ‘economic and political benefits’ and ‘more donations into the former Soviet republics’.� Moldova’s inclusion on the long run is generally welcomed as is of course Switzerland on the donor side, but it also opened the debate, where the boundaries of the region lie, meaning which countries should be allowed to benefit of the Pact. Special Coordinator Bodo Hombach underlined that ‘the borders there cannot just be expanded forever. Economic support to the Ukraine would be too much for the Pact, although cooperation would be good.’�


It is justified to wonder how so many actors can be integrated in one process. Is it more than ‘a hardly manageable army of co-ordinators, assistants, special envoys for Kosovo and the Balkans, donors, and recipients’,� where everyone is playing a ‘leading role’? To answer this we will first look at the roles suggested by the treaty itself. Being aware of the problem it admits that ‘work in the Stability Pact should take into account the diversity of the situation of participants’.�


The EU should ‘actively support the countries’, supposedly by financial means and help to ‘strengthen democratic and economic institutions in the region through a number of relevant programmes’. By taking a leading role, it promises to provide a ‘firm European anchorage to the region’, especially by drawing SEE countries ‘closer to the perspective of full integration (…) into its structures’. But as fulfilment of the Copenhagen criteria and the Amsterdam treaties are also mentioned, it is unclear whether this step is really an advantage for the countries concerned or just another burden in reaching a goal that is distant enough anyway. The example of the significantly more advanced countries in Central Eastern Europe shows that the EU has no real hurry with completing the accession. Moreover, disappointments already exist especially in Romania, who failed to achieve NATO integration in the first round.�


This suspicion further grow when we read, that the countries of the region, albeit ‘the main beneficiaries of the Pact’, will be judged by their ‘commitment to implement the objectives of the Pact’, when it comes to their integration into Euro-Atlantic structures.�


The OSCE, ‘as the only pan-European security organisation’, is intended to be the main supervisory body of the implementation, being an effective ‘instrument for early warning, conflict prevention, crisis management and post-conflict rehabilitation’.� The Council of Europe should guarantee through its organs and institutions respect for ‘its European norms embodied in relevant legally binding Conventions’.� After the Kosovo bombing campaign the assurance of the ‘UN’s central role in the region for peace and security and for lasting political normalisation’ sounds a bit cynically. But it seems to be necessary to include the UNHCR for refugee related problems.


It is also somewhat doubtful, whether recent NATO activities really helped ‘to contribute to stability and security in the region’. Luckily, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia has been excluded, for the might have had their own opinion regarding the alliance’s ideas about the adequate means to ‘maintain and increase consultations with the countries of the region’.� Some lip service is also paid to the role of the WEU ‘in promoting stability in the region’.�


The ambiguity is underlined through the attitude of the USA, who are said to ‘continue to play a leading role’, but until now failed to commit themselves to substantial financial assistance. Form their point of view, they have already been contributing sufficiently by paying the major part for the bombardments of Yugoslavia.� They offered $700 million as contribution, which is, compared with the costs of the war and the 5,5bn Euro pledge of the EU not a real significant sum.� This kind of reserved enthusiasm also received criticism during the funding conference in Brussels on 28th/29th March 2000.�


The Russian Federation, on the other hand, has been obviously included for cosmetic reasons, for its ‘contribution to achieving a peaceful solution of conflicts there’ is generally appreciated, but without any definition what the ‘leading and constructive role’ of Russia should consist of.�


More clarity prevails on the role of the International Financing Institutions (IFIs), namely the IMF, the World Bank, the EBRD, and the EIB, for these have to fulfil nothing more than their genuine task of financing and promoting ‘sound macro-economic and structural policies by the countries concerned’. The novelty of their inclusion might be seen in the need for a regional coordination of their activities.� As we will see, the actual contribution of these institutions is probably the most visible one. The same might hold for the OECD, praised in the treaty for ‘its well known competence in dealing with economies in transition’.� The experience of the institutions mentioned with reconstruction are well demonstrated by the example of the EIB that had already financed some of the destroyed bridges that are now about to be rebuild.�


Although the Pact presents all participants as equally important, background information reveals that the initiators consider the European Union and the OSCE as the most active players, demanding that ‘Germany should, together with France, play thereby the leading role.’


Now, we have to ask whether the Stability Pact is more than a media event with all participants happy about good public relations around the numerous meetings. What is new, compared to the recent activities of the participants and what makes it ‘a long term alternative to the mended carpet of initiatives created in recent years by the international community in reaction to Balkan Wars’, what entitles the ‘architects of the Pact [to] emphasize that it is not merely another executive agency in the range of organisations that remind of a letter soup’ ?�


The main function has already been noted, the pact should unite the efforts participants in a regional approach and ‘play a top-level political framework to coordinate and bring together all actors on the Balkans’.�


A strategic paper of the Berlin think-tank ESI� analyses the dangers demonstrated by the example of other regional initiatives,� whose ‘tradition was revived after the Bosnian War in 1996’, leading to the establishment of the Stability Pact, ‘in many ways only the latest, most spectacularly launched, and most ambitious regional initiative’.�


Regional cooperation itself is not new, for a large number of fora for debates on regional issues did already exist even before 1999. A common feature is the very small number of projects accepted and implemented. Practical achievements are in most cases minimal and the criteria by which projects are selected are unclear and non-transparent. SECI is presumably an exception, with one flagship project being the establishment of a centre in Bucharest to facilitate the exchange of information for fighting cross-border crime. Most initiatives lack a strategic vision and have no instruments for evaluation and impact assessment. Some of them are announced without any kind of follow-up mechanism. They suffer from inefficient structures. A good example is the Royaumont Process, originally invoked by a Commission report in early 1995 to help the implementation of the Dayton Agreement. After having changed this goal several times, the first Meeting took place in Athens in April 1998.


The summary of the ESI paper reminds us what the Stability Pact participants have to keep in mind: ‘Co-ordination without a clear agenda is unlikely to yield much. Co-ordinating ineffectual activities will be of little use, and co-ordination of successful activities must produce an added benefit for those involved to be meaningful.’�





B.	Implementation


The participants have already signed the Pact in Cologne. Why than a second start several weeks later in Sarajevo? The German Foreign Office explains: ‘The Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe needs a political initial ignition in the form of a high ranking opening conference. This “starting shot conference” has to mark the caesura between a reactive crisis management and the launch of a process for medium and long term stabilisation of South Eastern Europe, perceivable for public opinion. It must be obvious that this procedure has nothing in common with a 19th century style “Balkan conference” and no such thing is intended.’ �





5.	Working Structure and First Results


The permanent institutional fundaments of the Pacts are three thematic Working Tables and the Regional Table as the top level coordinating body that is also in charge of so-called Cross Table Issues. The Working Tables can establish Sub-Tables, Working Groups, and Task Forces as necessary. As a commentary by the German weekly Die Zeit noted sarcastically, Special Coordinator Hombach ‘will already be absolutely busy with not losing track of the furniture’.�


The Regional Table has stipulated that ‘the Chairs of the Working Tables shall be individuals with high professional expertise in the particular fields who will hold office for two years’. Involved countries should take care of the co-chairing on a six-month rotating basis. After the inaugural meetings in the fall of 1999, the respective countries are in charge to organise the regular meetings, at least bi-annually.�


The topic of Working Table I is Democratisation and Human Rights. It is currently chaired by Max van der Stoel (OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities and former EU Commissar for Enlargement).� Working Table II deals with Economic Reconstruction, Development and Cooperation and is chaired by Fabrizio Saccomanni (Director General for International Affairs, Central Bank of Italy).� Finally, Working Table III on Security Issues is chaired by Jan Eliasson (State Secretary, Foreign Ministry of Sweden).� 


The Regional Table is chaired by Special Coordinator Bodo Hombach, former leader of the chancellor’s office to Germany’s Gerhard Schröder, who claimed ‘sending his best man for this important assignment. In fact, he had to put his colleagues from other EU-countries under significant pressure to accept Hombach, who became inconvenient for the smooth functioning of his government, after he has been accused of bribery in his earlier offices. German newspapers mocked at Hombach being deported to the Balkans. In the end, he opened his office in Brussels rather than in the turbulent region of his focus. Regarding his enthusiasm upon taking charge of his new job it has been noted that ‘destroyed phone lines, torn families, and ruined economies are not unknown to Mr. Hombach. He is a qualified electrician, graduated social worker and author of a recent book on „the future of labour”.’ � But it is of course a question frequently risen, whether he is really the most suitable manager for this job, for his previous knowledge about the Balkans was rudimentary. On the other hand, he is a talented organiser with good contacts to potential donors. Criticism against Hombach, who seems to take his task serious and has been satisfactory in executing it so far, has mainly two reasons. The first is, as pointed out above, German domestic policy. The other are rivalries among the high-ranking officials who all want to approve their image by being the most important person on the Balkans. This problem and the antipathy of the huge Brussels bureaucracy against the 28 men strong Hombach team are discussed later in the section on the political conditions for successful implementation. At least, the President of the European Commission, Romano Prodi tried to prevent the emergence of fundamentally different views on the general strategy and set up a consultation group chaired by himself, including ‘Mr. GASP’ Javier Solana, Commissioner for External Relations, Chris Patten, and Bodo Hombach, to agree on a congruent strategy between the EU and the Stability Pact.�


A High Level Steering Group (HLSG) is in charge of strategic direction of the donor co-ordination process. The Group is co-chaired by Messrs Pedro Solbes (European Commissioner for Economic and Monetary Affairs) and James D. Wolfensohn (President of the World Bank). Its membership includes the G8 and the EU Presidency Finance and Development Ministers, as well as representatives of International Financial Institutions, the Special Coordinator, and the Deputy Secretary-General of the UN.


In the following, we will try to describe the activity of the Working tables according to the results of their first two meetings. This is only a very brief summary, for a detailed account would require several volumes. It focuses on the discussed topics and does not consider measures like organizing conferences and establishing Task Forces, etc.





The Working Table on Democratisation and Human Rights held its first meeting in Geneva, the second one in Budapest. At this session, the Table agreed to avoid project-driven solutions but to concentrate on developing a cohesive, priority-driven strategy. In order to keep administrative structures to a minimum it advocated building on existing expertise and programmes by establishing ‘open-ended’ task forces that should propose a program of action. It urged for cohesive action between all Tables on crosscutting issues such as corruption, judicial reform, and human trafficking.


The issues the Table is concerned with are the following: On human rights and national minorities the CoE and the OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities proposed a systematic analysis of the views of governments and national minorities in SEE with regard to human rights and minority problems with special attention to vulnerability and displacement of Roma and Sinti populations. The ombudsman institution has been recognised as an important complement to judicial protection of human rights. The question of creation, empowerment and networking of such protection institutions has been also considered. The urgent problem of the return of refugees and displaced persons has been placed under the auspices of the UNHCR. The authorities of Bosnia-Herzegovina prepared a multi-ethnic regional project for the return of 100.000 families. The Table also dealt with the question of missing persons. Several delegations expressed interest to facilitate closer substantive cooperation and exchange of expertise among democratically oriented parliamentarians. The Royaumont process has been asked to develop an appropriate programme. On the field of good governance, the promotion of transparent, accountable and responsive governance based on human rights values and principles has been identified as a key Stability Pact objective. As for gender issues, cooperation with respective NGOs has been proposed with support of the OSCE. At the Budapest session, the questions of trafficking of women and violence against women were considered. A Media Task Force, sponsored by UK, is meant to assist independent media especially in Yugoslavia and to draft a charter for the protection of independent media, with verifiable commitments by the involved countries. A regional independent network, Public Service Broadcasting networks, community radio networks, independent printing and distribution networks, and the establishment of academic centres have been identified as priority areas. This is of course a delicate problem for even ‘more advanced’ former communist countries still were not able to settle the relationship of the state to the media, e.g. the acting Co-Chair of WT I, Hungary. Educational reforms has been envisaged within an enhanced ‘Graz Process’ with special consideration of the teaching of history throughout the region. Supported programmes should emphasise a regional focus and the European dimension, have an impact on the reform process and on civil society. Regarding Cooperation with the Democratic Forces in Yugoslavia, the representatives of Montenegro called for full integration into the activities of the Stability Pact, with special focus on education, media, and tolerance issues. Representatives of the Serbian opposition requested that the sanctions presently applied to FRY should be completely lifted. Under the auspices of Hungary the Szeged Process, a cooperation with opposition mayors in Serbia was launched. Hungarian Foreign Minister János Martonyi said that a Serbian democratic turn is indispensable for the lasting stability of the Southeast European region, and there were chances for this.�





The first meeting of the Working Table on Economic Reconstruction, Development and Cooperation took place in Bari, the second one in Skopje. Among other, the following key topics were on the agenda: On the field of integration into European structures and trade issues some current trade arrangements, potential developments, the harmonisation of legislation with EU rules and standards were discussed. To elaborate a comprehensive approach to regional development the World Bank, the EIB and the EBRD agreed to finish a report for a global framework for regional development and investment projects by the end of 1999. The EIB has been asked to develop and assess projects in the regional infrastructure sector. The EBRD volunteered to collect requests and proposals concerning private sector development. A report circulated by the EBRD moved for support to the creation of small and medium enterprises and the enhancement of cross border and intra-regional trade. The UK and the OECD were put in charge to prepare an Investment Charter with appropriate implementation and monitoring mechanisms. To enhance cooperation with the private sector a Stability Pact Business Advisory Council has been established. A report by the Danube Commission stressed the importance and urgency of clearing the Danube waterway in order to improve the economic prospects of the riparian countries.


At the second meeting six members of the Pact have signed a memorandum of understanding on trade and traffic,� thus creating the Steering Board for Trade and Traffic in South Eastern Europe to secure reducing of costs of international transport and trade and to prevent smuggling and corruption. According to the World Bank, this agreement was the first document of this kind signed under the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe.� At the same meeting, the text of an Investment Compact was approved by all members of the Working Table, aiming at laying the economic and structural policy foundations for sustained growth and development in the region. ‘It sets out commitments for policy reform which countries in the region need to implement in order to create a robust and sustainable market economy and encourage increased local and foreign direct investment.’�





The Working Table on Security Issues has established two Sub-Tables, the first on Defence and Security Affairs, the other on Justice and Home Affairs. The first meetings of the Table were held in Oslo and in Sarajevo. Participants of the meetings called for interaction between the various initiatives, addressing of gaps and giving new impulses, while respecting the role and competencies of existing organisations and initiatives. 


Discussing matters of Organised Crime and Corruption the Sub-table on Justice and Home Affairs urged SEE countries to ratify or accede to the Council of Europe’s legal instruments, in particular the ‘Convention on Laundering, Search, Seizure and Confiscation of Proceeds from Crime’ and the criminal and civil law conventions on corruption, and to join without delay European monitoring mechanisms. The EU Presidency offered training and other support for the improvement of border controls.


Addressing the issue of migration, the EU was asked to extend the mandate of its High Level Working Group on Asylum and Migration beyond Albania to other countries in the Region. Concerning Police and Judicial Reform the extension of CoE training facilities for judges was demanded, as well as a legislative clearing house to assist SEE countries in accessing legislative sources and expertise.


The Sub-table on Defence and Security Affairs discussed questions of arms control, confidence and security building measures, non-proliferation, demining, as well as conflict prevention and crisis management. Regional parties were urged to take up the challenge laid down by Bosnia and Herzegovina, with the announcement of a 15% reduction in military budgets and manpower. Confidence building and risk reduction measures relating to border areas, military budgets, defence doctrine, military contacts, etc. were considered together with the possibility of a regional air observation centre. Another topic was the development of effective legal, regulatory, licensing and enforcement systems in order to control arms sales and weapons exports, and to prevent illegal arms flows. An informal working group was instructed to seek ways and means of improving military contacts. There was consensus on the need for transparency of military budgets and defence spending, calling for a comparative study of military budgeting of the countries of the region. Croatia proposed to establish a regional centre for assistance in mine-clearing.


Chairman Eliasson said that a number of participants had expressed interest for an initiative by Croatia and Bulgaria regarding solving the ecological crisis on river Danube and creation of mechanisms for prevention of similar ecological and humanitarian catastrophes.�





Finally, we should mention the Anti Corruption Initiative, a ‘cross table issue’, that was adopted at the meeting of the Working Table III in Sarajevo. The Initiative is based on the four pillars of institutional mechanisms, initial assessments, monitoring and policy dialogue, and technical assistance.� It addresses the ratification and implementation of international instruments, promotion of good governance, strengthening legislation and the rule of law, transparency and integrity in business operations, and the role of an active civil society.� 


6.	Projects and Funding


From the emergence of the initiative on, the main target of criticism and warnings from the countries of the region was the fear whether sufficient will be obtainable to actually turn ‘projects into construction sites’ as Mr. Hombach repeatedly promised.� A parliamentary leader of the German Social Democrats, Gernot Erler, called ‘the sums that were mentioned in the run-up to the Sarajevo summit are a bad joke. (…) If this does not change, it demonstrates that the Stability Pact cannot be taken serious.’ � Before the start of the first Regional Funding Conference in Brussels, Slovenian Prime Minister Janez Drnovsek told the Süddeutsche Zeitung: ‘All my colleagues from the Balkan countries complain that there is too much gossip and not enough projects.’ �


Even before donations were pledged, quarrels among Western industrial companies all eager to benefit from the projects, already started. They might have been bolstered by Joschka Fischer’s claims that he had ‘no intention of creating dependent economies’, meaning that local companies should be favoured when it comes to the distribution of orders. He pointed out the justified complains from Macedonian farmers who cannot sell their crop having lost their main consumers, while the US and the EU are sending huge amounts of food to Kosovo.�


Many of the scepticism could be dissolved by the success of the Regional Funding Conference attended by 47 countries and 36 international organizations that took place on 29th-30th March 2000 in Brussels. The conference ‘produced pledges of assistance worth $2.4 billion – substantially more than expected – for short-term reconstruction projects across south-eastern Europe’.� The target of the meeting were 1.8bn, needed for a series of ‘quick start’ - mainly infrastructure - projects over the next 12 months,� designed to create jobs, improve economic conditions and attract private investment. ‘The projections included plans for construction and repair of roads, bridges, power grids and water supply networks.’ � The flagship projects were the well known Blace border crossing and a highway transport corridor including a second bridge on the Danube between Bulgaria and Romania, after the two countries were forced to settle their eight year controversy on the location.


‘The high officials of the Stability Pact attending the conference said the support for the pact was growing, both in countries in the region and the international community.’ The European Commission has promised an additional 5.5bn euros during the upcoming six years, but could not yet reach an agreement, where the money should come from. Germany promised to be chief donor with DM1.2bn.� From an annual total of DM300m for Stability Pact projects Germany want to support democracy and human rights related (WT I) projects with 125 millions.


The donors had the opportunity to support concrete projects that were carefully prepared by the Working Tables and their helpers in advance. The projects were divided into ‘Quick-start’, ‘Near term’ (2-3 years), and ‘Medium term’ plans. The realisation of the first group is about to be launched in the following 12 months, the second in a distance of two or three years. As European Commission official Catherine Day said, ‘work on the first project - a heavily congested border crossing at Blace between Macedonia and Kosovo - would start on Friday’ right after the conference.�


One point of interest is of course the selection process for projects presented to the donors’ conference. Working Table I agreed on following criteria: Projects should be regarded as possible quick-start ones with ensured partial financial support, involve more of the countries of the region, should not duplicate the existing activities but integrate different institutions working in the same field. Interdisciplinary projects concerning also the field of work of other Task Forces would be especially welcomed.


The Working Table II reached a broad consensus on the following sequence for handling multi-country and regional proposals referring to regional infrastructures and private sector development: They should be forwarded to the relevant IFI (EIB for infrastructure related proposals, EBRD for private sector development proposals) for assessment and to WT II for information. Reports of these assessments should regularly be submitted to WT II, who then would inform the High Level Steering Group. The HLSG then would review this work with a view to selecting priority initiatives for the Regional Funding Conference.


Special Coordinator Hombach and EU Commissioner Patten have promised to review the progress of the realisation every third week. ‘This is a challenge to slowness and bureaucracy’ he said.�


However, against all enthusiasm it should be not forgotten that the conference was not able to sort out one of the fundamental obstacles to a successful implementation. Albeit some support for Kosovo and for Montenegro for its pro-democratic policies, ‘Serbia itself remains largely excluded as major international donors continue to demand Yugoslav President Slobodan Milosevic bow to demands for more democracy’.� As Patten said, the ‘serious money’ would remain locked away for this time. Therefore, ‘no one was able to gloss over the fact that the Stability Pact – and its economic reconstruction package – will continue to have a hollow ring to it while Serbia remains something of a black hole in the middle of the region’.� The only thing the EU could provide was ‘humanitarian aid’. This unfortunate situation also adversely affected Kosovo and Montenegro, who ‘because of their status as part of Yugoslavia did not receive World Bank aid’.�


7.	Long Term Outlook


The overall strategy has been already described. Thus, in this section we do not want to quote declarations of participants but rather touch upon some problematic questions that are of interest for the further development of Stability Pact activities. 


The European Union is very likely to remain the most influential political body shaping the future of South Eastern Europe. As it has been the case until now, it will therefore also decide on the lot of the Stability Pact. This is the more necessary, as ‘the Stability Pact has no resources of its own’, it needs a strong actor behind. Not only is the Pact lacking resources but also concrete commitments. It must be complemented by its legally binding treaty, which will consist of ‘the Stabilization and Association agreements that the EU is currently negotiating’.� The EU itself maintains that the agreements are the first step on the way to full accession. This process, however, could cover several decades and thus threatens to loose its effectiveness as a pressure instrument. The same holds for integration into North Atlantic structures. ‘While public enthusiasm for the EU remains strong in Bulgaria and Romania, backing for NATO membership was dealt a big blow during the bombing campaign. The two governments’ decision to open their countries’ air space to NATO’s aircraft was unpopular as many Bulgarians and Romanians feared it might bring the war even closer to home.’ � The forecast of many political scientist who have painted a picture of Europe of different levels of dependency might appear as the most convenient solution to the old EU that could extend its influence over markets without sharing political power with post-communist states. Declaration nowadays merely speak of a ‘move towards integration at a rate agreed with the EU’,� never about a concrete prospective for full membership. As Calic complains: ‘Brussels seem to advocate a three-class Union with the full members as political core, surrounded by the associated members of Central Eastern Europe, and behind them the Balkans as third category’.�


One still has to keep in mind, that the EU policy towards the Balkans is dictated primary by its own interests. The outcome is not necessary the best solution from the viewpoint of the countries of the region. For example, free trade agreements imposed by the EU might put them at disadvantage. Local free trade agreements might contradict EU standards and protectionist EU policies, and hinder the association process, as in the case of Central East European Countries. A positive first sign could be ‘the willingness of the EU to unilaterally open its markets to industrial products from these countries’.�


The distribution of the pledged money earned criticism, for distorting the priorities between the three columns of the Pact, overemphasising the infrastructure and economic branch where over two thirds of the money is pouring into. Reinhardt Weisshuhn of the German Green Party says that ‘infrastructure prestige projects are a waste of money without a functioning democratic framework and legal system’, reminding us the example of Bosnia, where millions trickled away in illegal channels.�


Another thing to remember is that the goals and opportunities of the Stability Pact are of limited scope. As Mr Hombach emphasized, ‘it is obvious that donations cannot create the market economy of a country or contribute to its wealth’.� The Pact can help the respective countries to carry out substantial legal reforms and create favourable conditions for private investment. Moreover, the region is not a homogenous area. A genuinely regional approach has to include Turkey, Greece, Slovenia and Hungary a well. Then it becomes obvious that ‘the countries of the region are all very different and are working to different timetables’ as Bodo Hombach points out. ‘For example, Hungary and Slovenia are very useful as stabilizers. They have invested politically and financially in the project.’ Even among the main target countries, Croatia has almost an economic potential equalling to CEECs, while the average GDP of the whole SEE 7 countries is approximately 50% of the former. Serbia (who came near the Croatian GDP before the war) and Bosnia Herzegovina have no comparably structured working economies at the present at all. Hombach, nevertheless, stays optimistic claiming ‘the fact that everyone according to his or her economic possibilities makes a contribution to the Stability Pact, is a positive thing’.�


There are, at least, some positive signs. Awareness of need for regional cooperation seems to grow. Albanian Finance Minister Anastas Angjeli was just one of many local politicians demanding ‘that Macedonia, Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania should coordinate their efforts to encourage foreign and local investment’.� After Croatia’s reluctant start of engagement in the process, ‘the death of Croatian President Franjo Tudjman and the electoral defeat of his administration have removed a key factor of instability from Bosnia. The new Western-oriented government in Zagreb is not interested in Tudjman’s dream of annexing Bosnia’s Croat-inhabited areas.’ External threats to Bosnia decreased also from the opposite direction, for ‘Serbia has been much weakened by its defeat at NATO’s hands, and its capacity for stirring up trouble in Bosnia has been greatly reduced’.� But unsolved internal security issues still remain urgent. Not only the lack of a stable administration and control over the economy belongs to this circle but also the problem of refugees: ‘A genuine stability for the region will be possible only when EU and NATO members press for the return of the 1,5 million displaced Bosniaks and the 300,000 Serbs expulsed from Croatia with the same vigilance as for the return of Albanians of Kosovo.’ �


There is still no clear-cut strategy how to solve the most fundamental question of the future shape of a multi-ethnic region. Wolfgng Petritsch warns that the EU does ‘not want new sovereign states in the region, because this is a concept of the past’. ‘The establishment of new states, as in the case of Kosovo or Montenegro, should be avoided’, for this would destroy hopes to integrate the two parts of Bosnia.�





C.	In Terms of Success


8.	Historical Constraints of Reconciliation and Stabilization


‘Since over hundred and fifty years great powers interfere in different ways with Balkan internal affairs: They change kingdoms, war and peace, better and worse days, fascism and communism. Not one solution has been turned out long lasting’ the Hungarian daily HVG quotes the Bosnian paper Oslobodjenje. The analyst claims that Western politicians are unable to understand that the Balkans are not a political but an anthropological problem.� This is part of the self-perception of residents of the region convinced of the truth of doctrines like ‘if I don’t beat him to death today, he will do it to me tomorrow’, very much connected with the idea of being permanent victims of history. The Bulgarian proverb ‘Pet’ sto god’ina pod igotom’ � has its pendants in every language of the neighbouring peoples, US historian Steve Sowards reports.�


A similar view is hold by Samuel Huntington. But the Hungarian political analyst József Juhász claims that ‘the South Slav wars are ethnic, not cultural-religious conflicts. Religion appears only during the conflict to foster collective identity. The lack of a Kosovar-Bosniak or a Slovene-Croat cooperation clearly contradicts Huntington’s theories.’ �


These ‘cultural determinist’ positions have several supporters in the Western world. But the only possible practical consequences are either ultra-radical or defeatist. As the rest of Europe, especially the neighbouring areas cannot tolerate a constantly insecure the region that is producing hundred thousands of refugees, hinders economic development and trade, and threatens to export its instability, a defeatist attitude as policy guideline is out of question. The alternative, following the anthropological argument, would be an operation of tremendous effort, where the Western countries would occupy the region, superimpose new structures and re-educate the entire population. Although some politicians, like MEP Daniel Cohn-Bendit, seem to advocate this solution, it is neither desirable, nor financially maintainable (if one thinks of the resources needed for the comparably short and limited Kosovo conflict), most presumably not even a solution at all. The question is, whether the Balkans is really a hopeless case as they are regularly portrayed.


Marie-Janine Calic notices in Le Monde Diplomatique that the Balkans still stand for ‘another Europe’ that, in Western terms, should be ‘Europeanized’, that is, included in a uniform modernisation process where differences, if any, can occur only regarding the speed of development. She questions the adequacy of this view, which might be regarded the antipode of the sceptical view: ‘Keeping the historical, political and economic situation in mind, it is doubtful that the South East would look alike the Centre of the continent soon.’  The task therefore is, to find out how Western instruments and structures could work in the specific Balkan framework. ‘The “Marshall Plan” for South Eastern Europe will meet different conditions’ as did its historic model. Post-war Germany ‘had lost in spite of many years of bombardment only 30 percent of her industrial capacity’. Due to existing advantageous economic structures ‘reconstruction aid merely supported and enhanced an economic recovery that would have applied anyway’. This is by no means the situation we can find on the Balkans today, Calic warns.�


The explanation of the German Foreign Office shows that Western diplomats are aware of the difficulties: ‘It will be not easy to gather all states of the region around the same table. The reasons are a deeply rooted mutual mistrust and the unjustified fear to become objects of European regulatory policy.’ � It is not sure if the mentioned fear is really unjustified. The analysis goes on specifying the potential sources of conflict common to the entire Balkans as ‘unresolved territorial and minority questions, economic backwardness, high grade of macro-economic deformation (…), deficits on the field of democracy and civil society, low preparedness to use peaceful mechanisms of conflict solution (…), and underdeveloped structures of regional cooperation’.�


However, it is fallacy to think that these are historical constants. Even if one includes the First World War, there have been only three military crises that emerged in the region in the 20th century, all of them being triggered off by major international changes and supra-regional instability. On the other hand, there is a tradition of integration and federation projects within the region. In the 19th century, we could mention the Danube Confederation plan of the Hungarian revolutionary Lajos Kossuth. As for the 20th century, ‘Josip Broz Tito and Georgi Dimitrov agreed on 1 August 1947 on the creation of a mutual assistance and customs union pact’, with Dimitrov envisaging a federation of all Balkan states, including Hungary and Greece. The plans ‘failed because of Soviet and British opposition – the self-organisation of the region would have weakened the hegemonic influence of the great powers’.�


9.	Need for Political Will and Adequate Resources


As the pictures of the Kosovo refugees and NATO bombers are replaced by other top news, the public interest in the Balkans is decreasing inevitably. With a cynical attitude, one could be happy that at least some Western soldiers remained in Kosovo and riots like in Mitrovica from time to time remind the rest of Europe that some problems still remain unsolved. There is a clear danger that having lost their interest, the population of Western countries might be reluctant to support increased financial support. Slovene Prime Minister Drnovsek warns that the Stability Pact ‘was born as the bombs were falling over Kosovo. It was a compensation for the misery of the refugees and the destruction. But enthusiasm is on decline, politicians have other priorities.’�


The Balkan states have been made hopes that the Pact would accelerate accession to the EU and NATO. Bodo Hombach pointed out ‘there is a “spiral of hope” on the Balkans at the moment. But if promises are broken, it could turn very rapidly into a “spiral of disappointment”.’� But regarding the position of the EU and the US, ‘their desire for stability might be already met when the region stays tolerably calm and produces not too many refugees.’ � Clear evidence underlining this came from overseas: ‘Speaking in Sofia on 28 January, [U.S. Special Ambassador Richard] Shifter said that US „taxpayers are not prepared to support a [new] Marshall Plan,“’ The only demand of the American side remains that ‘the countries in this region make themselves attractive for foreign investors’, convinced that financing the process is above all EU responsibility.� Latter has at least some economic interest to support the Balkans, for ‘in that case crisis prevention is also a prevention of expenses’, says the German Foreign Office.


Perceptions of the conflict potential vary with the respective viewpoint. A medium term period of factual stability might gradually decrease the awareness of possible sources of conflict. Even now, the EU is rapid with proposals but its opportunities are limited – e.g. by the activity of the mighty agrarian lobby – when it comes to allocation of resources for help. German MPs criticised France for meeting the Pact with a ‘vote of inconfidence’, for its offer of mere 20m euros, while Germany had pledged 600m.� ‘EC President Romano Prodi suffered a bitter defeat at the Lisbon Summit (…) His proposal, to provide 5.5bn euros until 2006 has been rejected by the heads of state and government. Plans of Budgetary Commissioner Michaele Schreyer to redistribute money from the agrarian budget in favour of Balkan aid failed as well. Member states refuse any change to the Agenda 2000.’ � There is an affinity to symbolic gestures but there is ‘still no readiness for a substantial reduction of import limitation against products from the region’.� Meanwhile even proposals remain cautious without concrete commitments: ‘The figure of 5.5 billion Euros is a political reference figure since the instability in the region makes it impossible to establish an exact amount.’ �


This, of course is everything but a sound strategy. ‘Whoever gets drunk with his readiness to help must prove not running out of breath immediately. The billions from Brussels were produced by the Kosovo shock. This is still not a proof that conflict prevention has become firm part of international politics.’ �


To reveal it in a more fortunate light and to convince sceptics, the Balkan reconstruction programme has often been compared with the Marshall Plan, the price of which ‘would be less than the costs of indefinite military occupation or the losses that would occur in future wars’.� The war against Serbia amounted between 10bn and 20bn euros, not including the costs for reconstruction.� An optimistic voice says, ‘the price of the proposed Balkan assistance program will be large but affordable. The costs of reconstructing Kosovo and repairing war damage in the region have been estimated at $30 billion or more. (…) By comparison, from 1948 through 1951 the United States spent $90 billion in current dollars on the Marshall Plan.’ � But there are of course different calculations, depending on the individual targets and the in- or exclusion of already existing programmes and resources, so that at the end of the day ‘estimates of the total cost of rebuilding the Balkans, including aid to Albania and Macedonia, vary widely from $20bn to $100bn (£62.5bn).’ � Vice president of the EIB, Wolfgang Roth was even talking about $350bn.�


Even without the problem of the source of financial aid, there are difficulties with a smooth flow of it. One reason is the rivalry between the huge and powerful Brussels administration represented by Chris Patten, the EU-Governments and their speaker, Javier Solana, and the 28 men strong team of Special Coordinator Hombach. As a senior official of the EU complained, ‘each Balkan-expert tries to distinguish himself at the expenses of the others creating an unholy chaos’.�


One example of this intern fighting is a report from Solana, criticising the present EU strategy. The report, not surprisingly, ‘could strengthen calls from some states, notably the UK, to give Mr Solana and Chris Patten a strengthened role in co-ordinating Balkan aid efforts.’� The authors claim that the United Nations mission in Kosovo and the Stability Pact are occluding the efforts of the EU itself. It remains therefore open, whether Hombach will manage to ‘stop the notorious fighting between egoist international institutions and donor countries, where reconciliation seems to be even more problematic as among the Balkan states’. A general problem is the lack of an actual common foreign policy of the EU members, ‘which the Pact is bound to pretend’.�


10.	The Question of Yugoslavia


It remains doubtful weather the ‘international community’ can avoid the same mistake – supposed it was a mistake then – that lead to the Kosovo war. The fundamental underlying assumptions have not changed yet. The idea is to fight Milosevic through the means of isolation and embargo. As experience has shown this strategy is unworkable, for under pressure he is even more eager to stick to power, especially since he had to face indictment for war crimes, which destroyed his chance of a smooth exit. The negative effects are felt mostly by the population and the economies of the neighbouring countries. A quick glance at strategic maps of the area reveals the geopolitical importance of Serbia for travel, infrastructure and trade links. The Pan-European Transport Corridor No. X is the preferred road and railway connection from Austria, Slovenia, Croatia, and Hungary through Belgrade to Skopje, Albania and the Aegean Sea, respectively Sofia and Istanbul.� The only parallel highway through Arad, Craiova and Sofia (No. IV) is in a poor stage and only being about to be upgraded. But due to lack of essential maintenance work, even before the bombing, not more than 30% of the roads in the FRY were in a satisfactory condition.� The example of the Danube clearing dispute shows that Milosevic is ready to adopt a blockade strategy thereby punishing the NATO allies Bulgaria and Romania who economically heavily depend on the Danube trade route (Corridor VII) which is also their link to Western Europe.� Apart from transport, Serbia is also an important junction in the South East European electricity and especially in the Natural Gas pipeline network.� The European Investment Bank’s assessment highlights the importance of the rehabilitation of the mentioned infrastructure links for the economic development of the region.


At a meeting of the prime ministers of the countries bordering Yugoslavia, the participants had agreed that the sanctions against Yugoslavia were badly affecting everyone in the region, with the poor local economies having to pay for the embargo. (…) Bulgarian Prime Minister Kostov raised the question of lifting the sanctions against Yugoslavia for being mistargeted and victimizing ordinary Serbs. He said that ‘the Stability Pact has ground to a halt because no project makes sense without Yugoslavia, because the Danube is blocked and investors don’t want to come before there is stability’. His colleagues agreed that the sanctions affect adversely all countries and asked the West for compensations. Albania and Macedonia ‘are the countries most exposed to the negative impact of Belgrade’s pariah status and to the threat of further turbulence within the FRY’.� Romanian Prime Minister Mugur Isarescu pointed out that ‘Romania has the largest Danubian fleet. In practice all shipping companies (…) sustain enormous losses.’ Nevertheless, the prevailing opinion was that the sanctions are ‘an important political instrument which has its price and is necessary’.�


Other experts also admit that recent Western policies are ambivalent. As Carl Bildt stressed, ‘we are, mildly speaking, handicapped by the regime in Belgrade. We can neither make peace without Belgrade, nor can we talk about the different issues of the region as whole without taking in Serbia.’ � Hanns Schumacher, deputy to EU Special Envoy in Sarajevo, Carlos Westendorp, also criticized the Western strategy applied in the case of Bosnia-Herzegovina. Consequently, the German daily, die tageszeitung, demands, ‘the exclusion of Serbia from the reconstruction programme and the Stability Pact (…) is a wrong, contra-productive strategy Only the full integration of the population of Serbia into international programmes (…) offers the chance to undermine the power of the present regime.’ � Thomas Brock argues in the same paper that Tudjman’s Croatia was not much more democratic than Milosevic’s Serbia. Nevertheless, it was never fully excluded from European structures. ‘The overwhelming victory of the democratic opposition shows that more can be achieved by interchange than by exclusion and isolation.’ �


The greatest problem for the policy of the EU is its weakness for symbolic policy and pseudo-moralist commitments. It is difficult for this policy to convey the sophisticated interdependence of the region, but it is much easier and essential for self-justification to uphold a hard line against Milosevic. The fears of Ivan Krastev, political scientist from Sofia, that the international community may abuse the reconstruction plan as an instrument against Milosevic, appear justified.� David Cortright attacks Clinton’s doctrine of ‘no aid will go to Serbia while Slobodan Milosevic remains in office’ as a ‘short-sighted and vindictive strategy that could impede rather than encourage the democratic transition in Serbia’. He warns that ‘denying aid and refusing to rebuild bridges only isolates Western-oriented political forces and strengthens the hand of arch-nationalists’.� If Western politicians took their proposals seriously, not to combat the Serbian people, they should interpret ‘humanitarian aid’ in a very broad sense, that would allow at least the reconstruction of the Yugoslavian infrastructure. The danger is that they will be reluctant to agree on anything that could be viewed as compensation, but Belgrade, on the other hand would refuse to accept any kind of credits to rebuild the destroyed objects. It might be an encouraging sign that not all Western governments agree with US approach. ‘The German Federal Government has demanded the reconstruction of the destroyed bridge on the Danube in the City of Novi Sad.’ � But until now, there is no evidence that supporters of an inclusive strategy would prevail against the hard-liners.


Meanwhile, the Serbian government can enjoy its triumph over the opposition whose Western allies are not able to produce any kind of visible help. At the same time, Moscow has delivered natural gas during the entire winter and China proposed a credit of $300 million, as Predrag Simic summarizes. The only images of reconstruction are presented by the state television programme and these are of course reports on projects financed by the Yugoslav government.�





11.	Conclusion


‘Whenever Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer starts to chant the song of the disregarded successes of his office, the first verse always consists of the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe. Indeed, international experts agree that Fischer’s project of a comprehensive plan for the entire Balkans is an absolute necessity for the crisis region. It would have been a necessity already ten years ago.’ �


Another author puts the tacit implications of this view even more concrete: ‘Had the Stability Pact been created ten years earlier, it could have prevented the catastrophe with a great certainty.’ � The Western part of Europe had a very difficult lesson to draw through its involvement (and non-involvement) on the Balkans. With the sanctioning of the Stability Pact they, at least, pretend to have understood the moral of it. And Ukrainian politician Olodymyr Yel’chenko asserts that even now, ‘the importance of the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe can not be overestimated’.�


As Mme Calic states, there is nothing wrong with the underlying idea of gradual integration. But she makes clear that alternatives do exist, demanding the process to ‘begin with a stronger regional integration through creation of a regional markets and free trade areas. Only from this foundation can customs union and single market with the EU make a sense.’ � The ESI institute demands the Pact to focus on institution building of a limited number of key institutions across the area solicit developments plans from regional governments to reform these institutions, ensure that sufficient expertise from EU countries is available to assist in implementation. They especially draw attention to the problem of concentrating human and financial resources.�


Not much remains to add to what have been said. We tried to deliver a thorough description of the idea, the mechanism and the protagonists of the Pact. It is clearly too early for a profound assessment. As far as it can be judged from its present state, it is not doomed from the beginning. It has a theoretically convincing strategy to offer, but it remains to be seen whether the proposals will be fulfilled. The first donor conference can be viewed as a success not only because the amount of pledges it produced, but also because its preparation had demonstrated that a sound co-operation is possible, not only theoretically but also practically. Furthermore, the projects that were presented made up altogether an acceptable selection that is sound with the strategy envisaged by the founding document. The only point, where the participants involved could not deliver a reasonable strategy that they are ready to follow is the case of Yugoslavia. On this point, the omissions cannot be criticised heavily enough. We can agree with the analysts of ESI, who locate the challenges for the participants and organizers as ‘clear vision or priorities’, ‘implementation mechanisms’, ‘resources’, ‘visibility’ and ‘homogeneity’.�


We want to finish with a quote from Bulgarian President Petar Stojanov: ‘This region has produced too much history in the past years. It is time to start producing goods.’ �
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