








Clines, “NATO Opens Broad Barrage Against Serbs as Clinton Denounces ‘Brutal
Repression’,” The New York Times, March 25, 1999, p. Al.

87. Elaine M. Grossman, “Short: U.S., NATO Lacked Clear Political Objectives
in Kosovo War,” Inside the Pentagon, May 25, 2000, p. 1. During the campaign Short
was subordinate to General Wesley Clark as Supreme Allied Commander Europe
(SACEUR) and Commander in Chief, U.S. European Command, to Clark’s air
component commander General John P. Jumper as Commander U.S. Air Force
Europe, and to General James O. Ellis, Commander, Allied Forces Southern
Europe and Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval Forces Europe.

88. President Clinton went on public record stating that “the thing that bothers
me about introducing ground troops into a hostile situation--in Kosovo and the
Balkans--is the prospect of never being able to get them out.” Interview with Dan
Rather, March 31, 1999, cited in Nardull, et al., Disjointed War, p. 23.

89. US. Department of Defense, Report to Congress: Kosovo/Operation Allied
Force After-Action Report, Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
January 31, 2000, pp. 15-16.

90. Nardulli, et al., Disjointed War, p. 3. The report elaborates: “Forced-entry
ground operations were effectively ruled out by both senior NATO political
authorities and U.S. political and senior military leaders by the summer of 1998.
With the exception of some broad estimates on what types of forced-entry land
operations might be considered and what they would require, neither NATO nor
the United States planned for land invasion from June 1998 until after Operation
ALLIED FORCE began in March 1999.” Ibid., p. 14.

91. Auerswald and Auerswald, The Kosovo Conflict, p. 732.

92. Cited from John T. Correll, “Assumptions Fall in Kosovo,” Air Force
Magazine, June, 1999, p. 4.

93. Clark, Waging Modern War, p. 121.
94. Lambeth, NATO's Air War for Kosovo, p. 22.

95. Clark, Waging Modern War, p. 183, notes that the imperative not to lose air
crews was described as the “first measure of merit” in the operation.

96. Cited from James Kitfield, “War-Making By Committee,” National Journal,
May 8, 1999, p. 4.

97. This was the kind of approach originally supported by General Short,

who called for striking the “head of snake” in Belgrade by hitting power
stations and government ministries in the first wave of stacks. See Dana Priest,

273



The Commanders” War: The Battle Inside Headquarters,” The Washington Post,
September 21, 1999.

98. Dana Priest, “Tensions Grow With Divide Over Strategy,” The Washington
Post, September 21, 1999, p. 1.

99. U.S. Army General Wesley Clark, SACEUR, NATO Briefing, March 25,
1999.

100. Lambeth, NATO’s Air War for Kosovo, p. 9.

101. Catherine Simon, “Le HCR en accusation,” Le Monde, May 18, 1999. Clark,
Waging Modern War, pp. 176-177, corroborates the absence of allied planning for
shielding civilians under the circumstances that developed after March 24.

102. William Drozdiak, “Serb Offensive was Meticulously Planned,” The
Washington Post, April 11, 1999, pp. A1, A26-27.

103. J. Bryan Hehir, “Kosovo: A War of Values and the Values of War,” in
Buckley, ed., Kosovo, p. 399.

104. See in particular Heinz Loquai, Der Kosovo-Konflikt--Wege in einem
vermeidbaren Krieg: Die Zeit von Ende November 1997 bis Mirz 1999, Baden-Baden:
Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 2000.

105. Rémy Ourdan, “Milosevic se pose en victime d'un ‘crime contre la
vérite’,” Le Monde, February 16, 2002.

106. Judah, War and Revenge, p. 250.

107. Report to Congress: Kosovo/Operation Allied Force, pp. 78-99.

108. William M. Arkin, “Civilian Deaths in the NATO Air Campaign,” Human
Rights Watch, httpy//hrw.org/hrw/reports/2000/nato. Clark, Waging Modern War, p.
297, plausibly describes Operation ALLIED FORCE as “the most precise and

error-free campaign ever conducted.”

109. See, for example, Mario Vargas Llosa, “La Guerra inttil,” El Pais, May 17,
1999, p. 4.

110. For an assessment of efforts to suppress the Yugoslav integrated air
defense system see Report to Congress: Kosovo/Operation Allied Force, pp. 64-71.

111. “Les moyens manquent toujours face aux 910,000 réfugiés du Kosovo,” Le
Monde, May 13, 1999.

274



112. Report to Congress: Kosovo/Operation Allied Force, pp. 60-63.
113. Clark, Waging Modern War, pp. 241-242.

114. John Tirpak, “Short’s View of the Air Campaign,” Air Force Magazine,
September 1999.

115. “L’OTAN a détruit 31 percent des armes Lourdes au Kosovo,” Le Monde,
May 21, 1999; Richard ]. Newman, “The Bombs that Failed in Kosovo,” U.S. News
and World Report, September 20, 1999; John Barry and Evan Thomas, “The Kosovo
Cover-Up,” Newsweek, 15 May 2000, pp. 23-27; and Nardulli, et al., Disjointed War,
pp- 48-49.

116. “Bombes contre images . . .,” Le Monde, April 25-26, 1999.

117. Auerswald and Auerswald, The Kosovo Conflict, pp. 960-961.

118. Ibid., pp. 955-956.

119. Clark, Waging Modern War, pp. 227-228.

120. Dana Priest, “ Army’s Apache Helicopter Rendered Impotent in Kosovo,”
The Washington Post, December 29, 1999, p. 1.

121. For a thorough evaluation of Task Force Hawk, see the account in
Nardulli, et al., Disjointed War, pp. 57-97.

122. Ibid., pp. 38-40.
123. Clark, Waging Modern War, p. 307.

124. Ibid., pp. 316-339, details the effort to define a ground option. The
planning variant underway from the beginning of June called for massing a force
of 175,000-200,000 soldiers in Albania and Macedonia, prepared to move into
Kosovo on September 1. This was a very ambitious target.

125. Jacques Isnard, “La Grande-Bretagne plaide de nouveau en faveur d'une
intervention terreste de 'OTAN,” Le Monde, May 19, 1999.

126. Paul C. Forage, “The Battle for Mount Pastrik: A Preliminary Study,”
The Journal of Slavic Military Studies, Vol. 14, No. 4, December 2001, pp. 57-80;
and Clark, Waging Modern War, pp. 327-328. Clark views the KLA offensive as an
opportunity that NATO forces failed to exploit due to reluctance to engage the
U.S. Apache force.

127. Nardulli, et al., Disjointed War, p. 56.

275



128. Cited from Oleg Levitan, “Inside Moscow’s Kosovo Muddle,” Survival,
Vol. 42, No. 1, Spring 2000, p. 132. See the joint statement issued by Yeltsin and
Milosevi¢ in Auerswald and Auerswald, The Kosovo Conflict, pp. 196-197.

129. Celestine Bohlan, “Russia Vows to Block the U.N. from Backing Attack on
Serbs,” The New York Times, October 7, 1998, p. A8.

130. Auerswald and Auerswald, The Kosovo Conflict, pp. 744-745; and Barton
Gellman, “U.S., Allies Launch Air Attack on Yugoslav Military Targets,” The
Washington Post, March 25, 1999, p. Al.

131. Auerswald and Auerswald, The Kosovo Conflict, p. 748.

132. In his memoir, Wesley Clark refers to this modest flotilla flamboyantly as
a “Russian battle group.” Clark, Waging Modern War, p. 212.

133. See his press statement of March 31 in Auerswald and Auerswald, The
Kosovo Conflict, p. 761.

134. Judith Matloff, “Russia’s Tough Talk Unsettles the West,” The Christian
Science Monitor, April 12, 1999, p. 1; and A. Matveyev, “Washington’s Claim to
World Leadership,” International Affairs, Vol. 45, No. 5, 1999, p. 53.

135. Primakov was dismissed as prime minister on behalf of interim
replacement Sergei Stepachin on May 12, 1999, with the Kosovo conflict still
underway. See Francois Bonnet, “En limogeant M. Primakov, M. Eltsine ouvre
une crise majeure en Russie,” Le Monde, May 13, 1999.

136. Auerswald and Auerswald, The Kosovo Conflict, pp. 863-868.

137. Sharon LaFraniere, “American, Russian Seek Kosovo Solution,” The
Washington Post, April 28,1999, p. 21.

138. According to Daalder and O’Hanlon, Winning Ugly, pp. 168-169, the
proposal to engage Ahtisaari in the effort came from Madeleine Albright. Strobe
Talbott, The Russian Hand: A Memoir of Presidential Diplomacy, New York: Random
House, 2002, p. 314, credits himself with the choice. In Talbott’s account, Sandy
Berger is reported to have described the combination of Chernomyrdin and
Ahtisaari as a “hammer and anvil” between which Milo$evi¢ could be beaten into
submission.

139. Auerswald and Auerswald, The Kosovo Conflict, p. 944.

140. Talbott, The Russian Hand, pp. 317-321.

276



141. Martin Walker, “Revealed: How Deal Was Done in Stalin’s Hideaway,”
The Guardian, June 5, 1999.

142. Auerswald and Auerswald, The Kosovo Conflict, pp. 1078-1081.
143. Ibid., pp. 1101-1106.

144. Reconfirmed a year later as “Military Technical Agreement between
the International Security Force (“KFOR”) and the Governments of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the Republic of Serbia,” June 9, 2000, in
www.stratfor.com/crisis/kosovo/specialreprosts/special84.htm.

145. Stephen T. Hosmer, The Conflict Over Kosovo: Why Milosevic Decided to
Settle When He Did, Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2001, pp. 133-134.

146. Rebecca Grant, The Kosovo Campaign: Aerospace Power Made it Work,
Arlington, VA: The Air Force Association, September 1999, offers an enthusiastic

perspective on the role of air power in the conflict.

147. The text of the indictment appears in Auerswald and Auerswald, The
Kosovo Conflict, pp. 1005-1027.

148. Text of Clinton’s Address to the Nation on Kosovo, June 9, 1999, in
www.stratfor.com/crisis/kosovo/specialreports/special86.htm.

149. Clark, Waging Modern War, p. 348.

150. Vladimir Mukhin, “Rossiiskii desant operedil natovskii kontingent,”
Nezavisimoe voennoe obozrenie, 18 June 1999.

151. Clark, Waging Modern War, p. 388.
152. Ibid., p. 394.

153. Igor” Korotchenko and Andrei Korbut, “Kompromiss mezhdu NATO i
Rossiei naiden,” Nezavisimoe voennoe obozrenie, June 25, 1999.

154. Daalder and O’Hanlon, Winning Ugly, make the strongest case to this
effect.

155. David Rohde, “Kosovo Seething,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 79, No. 3, May/
June 2000, p. 70. See also Marcus Gee, “Europe’s Whipping Boy: Kosovo Gypsies
Live in Fear of Albanian Revenge,” The Globe and Mail, March 23, 2000.

156. Michael Mandelbaum, “A Perfect Failure: NATO’s War Against
Yugoslavia,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 78, No. 5, September/October 1999.

277



157. Francis Deron, “Pékin entend obtenir des ‘compensations’ politiques
apres l'erreur de 'OTAN,” Le Monde, May 14, 1999.

158. Michael Ignatieff, Virtual War: Kosovo and Beyond, New York: Metropolitan
Books, 2000, pp. 161, 163.

159. The United States flew 60 percent of total sorties in Operation ALLIED
FORCE, but 80 percent of strike sorties, 90 percent of advanced intelligence and
reconnaissance missions, and 90 percent of electronic warfare missions. U.S. forces
fired over 80 percent of the precision guided weapons used in the conflict, and
95 percent of the cruise missiles. Anthony Cordesman, Lessons and Non-Lessons
of the Air and Missile War in Kosovo, Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and
International Studies, 1999.

160. Clark, Waging Modern War, p. 419.

278



CHAPTER 6
GREECE, TURKEY, CYPRUS
Brother Enemies.

Greece and Turkey are integral parts of Southeastern Europe and
both played active roles as regional powers during the turbulence
of the 1990s. Following the breakup of Yugoslavia, Athens strove
to maintain some degree of solidarity with the Orthodox Christian
peoples of the region including Serbia, while Ankara aligned with
Muslim communities under siege.! Both tended to view the other’s
search for influence as threatening — Balkan engagement was often
interpreted as the manifestation of a grand strategy of encirclement.>
The more extreme interpretations of this ilk were intended primarily
for public consumption, however. Rhetoric aside, Greek and Turkish
authorities took pains to keep their regional policies aligned with the
Western powers, and to avoid being dragged into confrontation.

In the best of all possible worlds, Greece and Turkey would
be pillars of stability amidst the turbulence of the Balkans and
the eastern Mediterranean. Both states enjoy privileged access to
European institutions. Levels of well-being lag behind the standards
of the most advanced European states, but in the regional context
Greece and Turkey are in leadership roles. Athens and Ankara have
powerful state traditions with strong cultural foundations, and
multiple assets that could be brought to bear to promote regional
development. These assets have to some extent been squandered
due to the inability of Greeks and Turks to move beyond a history
of enmity. For much of the post-war period Athens and Ankara
have been archrivals whose antagonism has approached the level
of preoccupation. Rather than contributing to a resolution of the
southeastern European security dilemma, Greece and Turkey have
been among its main progenitors.

Greek-Turkish rivalry is unusual in that the protagonists are very
unevenly matched. Greece is a small Balkan state with a population
of 10.5 million. Turkey has a more complex Eurasian character, with
a large and rapidly growing population of over 65 million. Greece is
a member of both NATO and the EU, and relations with institutional
Europe dominate its international agenda. Turkey is also a NATO
member, and a candidate for EU membership, but it has a long
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Asian frontier and a difficult geostrategic situation “at the center of
a crescent-shaped wedge of territory stretching from Kazakhstan to
the Gulf and Suez and finally to the North African coast, containing
the most volatile collection of states in the world.”* Greek security
policy is focused on local challenges. Turkey is an aspiring mid-level
power with prospects that match its ambitions. Ankara has assumed
significant commitments in the Caucasus and Central Asian regions
since the break up of the USSR. Relations with neighboring Iraq
and Syria are troubled, and ties to the Arab world as a whole have
been damaged by an emerging strategic link to Israel.* Greece is
reasonably stable domestically, while Turkey continues to struggle
with the rise of political Islam, a sharp economic downturn, and the
demands of its Kurdish minority.’

Greece and Turkey maintain high levels of readiness and
burdensome military expenditures. At the end of the 1990s Turkey
devoted 3.8 percent of its Gross Domestic Product to defense
spending and Greece 4.7 percent (against a NATO average of 2.2
percent), and both sides had initiated ambitious force modernization
programs. There is nonetheless little doubt that Turkey has the
wherewithal to prevail in a direct confrontation. Turkish GDP is
approximately 1.5 times that of Greece, and militarily it enjoys
something like a 4-1 ratio of superiority with 594,000 soldiers in arms
(477,000 in land forces, 63,000 in the air force, and 54,000 in marine
forces) compared to a Greek force of 168,700 (116,000 on land, 33,000
in the air, and 19,700 at sea). Greek policy toward Turkey, and the
burden of preparedness that has been associated with it, has been
dominated by the need to deter a powerful and potentially hostile
neighbor.

Unresolved tensions impact negatively upon Ankara’s foreign
policy agenda as well. Turkey’s long-standing goal of accession to
the EU has repeatedly been sacrificed to the pursuit of its rivalry with
Greece. In view of the challenges that it confronts on other fronts,
eternal bickering with Athens might well be portrayed as a luxury,
if not an extravagance. Rivalry persists all the same, irrespective of
the constant ministrations of NATO, the good will of innumerable
mediators and profferers of good offices, the objective needs of the
conflict-torn Balkan region, and the best interests of almost all those
involved.

There are at least two reasons why this is so. First, though it
is sometimes concerned as much with symbol as with substance,

280



Greek-Turkish rivalry is deeply rooted and complex. The underlying
issues that propel animosity are neither trivial nor straightforward,
and they defy facile solutions. Second, the rivalry is set in a larger
spatial and temporal context. Greek-Turkish relations are often
discussed on the basis of “ancient hatred” assumptions that
emphasize their timeless character — what Henry Kissinger has
called the “atavistic bitterness” and “primeval hatred of Greeks and
Turks.”® But the relationship is also dynamic. It has been marked by
periods of détente as well as fits of tension, and is at present very
much conditioned by circumstances specific to the post-cold war
period, including the dynamic of regional instability produced by
the Balkan crisis of the 1990s.

The dawn of a new millennium has seen movement towards
Greek-Turkish rapprochement that is a source of promise for the
entire region. But decades of rivalry and complex unresolved
issues cannot be swept off the table overnight. The Greek-Turkish
relationship remains a key to peace building in southeastern Europe
that must be carefully monitored and, to the extent possible, shaped
to encourage compromise solutions that allow both parties to
realize their potential as neighbors, partners, and forces for regional
stability.

Historical and Cultural Dimensions.

Greek national identity rests upon three pillars: the legacy of
Hellenism, the Byzantine and Orthodox Christian heritage, and the
national revival of the modern period. The classical legacy is timeless,
and in some sense universal. The Byzantine Empire was Greek in
language and in spirit, and its collapse in the face of the Ottoman
assault is almost universally regarded as an epic tragedy and the
prelude to a dark age of cultural effacement, the Turkokratia or age
of Turkish domination. Modern Greek nationalism is a product of
the 19th century national revival, waged as a bitter struggle against
Ottoman overlordship. The first Greek national state, created in
1830, only represented about one-third of the Hellenic people of
the Balkans. Thereafter, modern Greece was constructed piece by
piece, as the consequence of a long sequence of wars, diplomatic
maneuvers, and uprisings forwarding enosis, or union with the
Motherland, inspired by the Megali Idea (Great Idea) of uniting all
the Hellenic peoples of the eastern Mediterranean in a single state.
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This process was coterminous with the long decline of Ottoman
civilization. In Turkish national memory, it is linked with a gradual
loss of great power status and cultural preeminence. For the Turks,
Byronic Pan-Hellenism is considered to have been little more
than a convenient justification for great power meddling in the
affairs of the empire, an attempt that would culminate at the end
of the First World War in an effort to incorporate former Ottoman
territories into the European colonial system. The modern Turkish
Republic is regarded as the product of a successful effort to resist
dismemberment, led by Mustafa Kemal (Atattirk) and associated
with the assertion of a specifically Turkish national idea.

The tragic culmination of the Megali Idea coincided with that
assertion. The division of the Ottoman Empire envisioned by the
Versailles peacemakers included a partition of Anatolia, with the
projected creation of a Kurdish national state in the east, and a 5-year
mandate granted to a Greek expeditionary force in Smyrna (Izmir),
center of the ancient Hellenic communities of the western coastal
areas.” These plans were challenged by Kemal, who drew upon his
military connections to build up an independent armed force and
rally a Turkish national movement out of the reach of the allies in
Ankara. In 1922 the Greek expeditionary force imprudently opted to
advance on Kemal’s headquarters, pillaging Turkish communities
along its route. Decisively defeated on the Sakarya River, it was
driven back into Smyrna in disarray. The occupation of the city
degenerated into violence, including massacres of the Greek and
Armenian populations and a conflagration that destroyed much of
the old harbor area. The remnant of the Greek expeditionary force
was withdrawn by sea. Without protection, Greek communities
in Turkish held territory throughout Anatolia were subjected to
harassment and reprisals.®

The Treaty of Lausanne brought an end to the conflict in 1923
by sanctioning state sponsored ethnic cleansing — over 1.5 million
Greek and Turkish citizens were required to relocate across the
newly drawn border as part of an organized transfer of populations.
Though it is sometimes presented as a solution, the forced migrations
only exacerbated relations between communities in the long run. For
the Turks, the events of 1919-23 are commemorated as the War of
National Independence, whose outcome ensured the consolidation
of a viable Turkish national state. For the Greeks they are the
“catastrophe,” a cataclysmic defeat that brought a violent end to the
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millennial Hellenistic civilization of Asia Minor. Like other countries
whose national idea rests upon a cult of martyrdom derived from a
long and only partially realized struggle for independence, modern
Greek national identity has been culturally constructed around a
myth of resistance to a barbaric, alien, and permanently menacing
other. In the case of Turkey, national identity has been defined
against the foil of rivalry with an eternal Greek enemy, always
ready to take advantage of Turkish weakness, and simultaneously
resented and scorned.’

Outside the context of this mythic structure, of course, Greek-
Turkish relations have been subject to greater nuance. The peace of
Lausanne was followed by a phase of rapprochement under Turkish
President Kemal and Greek Prime Minister Elefthérios Venizélos,
architects of war in 1919 but now seeking to prioritize domestic
reform. The policy survived its architects, and Greek-Turkish
feuding was not a significant factor in international relations from
1930-55.1°

It was only with the rise of anti-British national agitation on the
island of Cyprus in the mid-1950s that Greek-Turkish rivalry made a
comeback. In the post-World War II period, both Greece and Turkish
had become modernizing societies subject to traumatic social change
including rapid urbanization, progress toward universal literacy,
and the rise of mass political cultures where the evocation of an
invented national tradition displayed against the foil of the despised
rival played well in public forums. On both sides, political elites
manipulated national sentiments to further their quest for power, in
the process conjuring up a strategic rivalry that would take on a life
of its own.

The Wine Dark Sea.

The core of Greek-Turkish rivalry has been the struggle for control
of Homer’s wine dark sea, the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean.
It is by any measure a vital interest for both sides. For Greece,
the sea constitutes an essential part of the nation, attaching the
Greek mainland to major islands and island groups. For Turkey,
the Aegean covers the north-south maritime artery linking the
Dardanelles to the Mediterranean coast including the port of Izmir,
and the air corridors providing access for civil aviation toward the
west. Today, the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean have assumed
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additional geostrategic significance as the western pole of an
emerging commercial axis stretching east and southward toward
the Caspian Sea and the Persian-Arabian Gulf. Marcia Christoff
Kurop argues that “the eastern Mediterranean and the Persian Gulf
form a single entity with Turkey and Egypt providing a continental
and maritime bridge between Europe and the Middle East.”" For
Margarita Mathiopoulos, the Aegean is “a geopolitical region of
vital interest” as “NATO’s corridor of stability between Europe, the
Middle East, and the former Soviet Asian territories.”'?

In the recent past stability has been in short supply. By imposing
population transfers and delineating spheres of influence, the
Lausanne treaty created a kind of equilibrium in the region. That
equilibrium began to unravel with the emergence of the Cyprus
question in the 1950s, which reposed the issue of strategic control
over maritime space. By the 1970s a long list of points of discord had
emerged that defy resolution to this day.

1. Sovereignty and the Militarization of Strategic Islands.

There are approximately 3,000 Greek islands in the Aegean Sea,
of which only about 130 are inhabited. At Lausanne in 1923 and in
the 1947 Treaty of Paris, which transferred the Dodecanese island
group from Italy to Greece, Athens agreed to keep only lightly
armed security forces on western Aegean islands and to refrain
from the construction of fortifications. The militarization of selected
islands was nonetheless begun in 1964, and by the 1970s over
25,000 Greek soldiers were stationed in the Dodecanese adjacent to
Turkey’s Mediterranean coast, on Lemnos, Samothrace, and smaller
islands near the entrance to the Dardanelles, and on certain central
Aegean islands.

Greece has argued according to the clausala rebus sic stantibus that
the Montreux Straits Convention of 1936 lifts the demilitarized status
of islands adjacent to the Dardanelles; that Turkey is not a signatory
to the 1947 Treaty of Paris and that therefore the Dodecanese can be
armed; and that, especially in the wake of the Cyprus occupation of
1974 and the creation of a 4th Aegean Army unattached to NATO
on the eastern coast of the Turkish mainland with its headquarters
in Izmir in 1975, Greece perceives a Turkish threat to which it
may legitimately react in self-defense under Article 51 of the UN
Charter. Turkey has responded that the demilitarization of eastern
Aegean islands is a condition of Greek sovereignty; that no essential
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change in circumstance has occurred; that the Paris treaty also
applies to nonsignatories; that the Montreux Convention does not
change the status of Lemnos and adjacent islands; and that there
was no prior Turkish threat motivating Greek actions--Ankara
has only undertaken countermeasures in the face of severe Greek
provocation. These issues remain unresolved, and the militarized
islands are points of constant friction.

The problem is complemented by disputes over sovereignty. The
maritime frontier between the Dodecanese group and the Turkish
coast was precisely delineated in a 1932 agreement between Italy
and Turkey, but since April 1996 Ankara has posed concerns about
“gray zones” of undetermined sovereignty further to the north,
where the terms of the 1923 Lausanne agreement are less specific, as
well as in the Sea of Crete. The Turkish demand for adjudication has
been portrayed as a maneuver to obtain leverage with an eye upon
a future comprehensive resolution of Aegean issues, but it also has a
strategic dimension."

2. Delimitation of the Continental Shelf.

The Aegean seabed became an object of contention following the
discovery of oil deposits off the island of Thasos in 1974. Bilateral
negotiations began in 1981 but were broken off at Greek initiative in
1987. Turkey responded by initiating seismic activities and drilling
in disputed areas, giving rise to a sharp crisis in the spring of that
year. Since 1987 the issue has become less acute, due in part to the
modest extent of the resources in question, but it is far from having
been resolved. Athens argues that (a) the islands facing the Turkish
mainland are a part of Greece, and Greek lands must be considered
to be an integral whole; (b) the Geneva Convention of 1958 on the
continental shelf specifies that islands possess continental shelves;
and (c) the continental shelf border between Turkey and the adjacent
Greek islands must be based on the equidistance principle measured
from the nearest Turkish coast. If applied, these premises would
give Greece effective control over nearly all the Aegean Sea, leaving
only a narrow coastal strip for Turkey.

In response, Ankara has argued that (a) islands located on
the natural prolongation of a continental land mass do not have
continental shelves of their own; (b) the 1982 Law of the Sea
Convention disallows consolidation of Aegean islands with
continental Greece by forbidding an “archipelago regime” or
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“national integrity” principle; (c) there is no rule of law or logic that
dictates an “equidistance principle” between small islands and a
large adjacent land mass, and (d) the Treaty of Lausanne mandates a
balance permitting each side to utilize the sea on an equitable basis.
A broad range of factors specific to the character of the Aegean,
including its semi-closed character, the Greek archipelago regime,
the distribution of natural resources, mutual security interests,
and lines of communication must be considered in delimiting a
continental shelf. Turkey’s ideal solution would impose a line of
division allowing it to exploit a significant part of the eastern half
of the seabed. Ankara has, however, consistently refused Greek
requests to bring the issue before the International Court of Justice.
It has preferred to seek a bilateral agreement, perhaps less due to the
merits of the legal case than of fear for the potential implications of
a court ruling for other unresolved disputes, notably its differences
with Syria and Iraq over control of the waters of the Euphrates.™

3. Territorial Waters.

At Lausanne, territorial waters in the Aegean were extended
for only three miles. In 1936, Greece unilaterally expanded its
territorial waters to six miles, and following World War Il Turkey
reciprocated. Today, with the six-mile limit as standard, Greece
possesses 48.86 percent of the Aegean and Turkey possesses 7.47
percent, leaving 48.85 percent as international waters. The 1985 Law
of the Sea Treaty, which Turkey has refused to sign, allows a 12-mile
extension of territorial waters, the extension that Turkey applies
to its Mediterranean and Black Sea coastlines. In 1995 the Greek
parliament asserted its right to enforce a 12-mile limit in the Aegean,
a gesture that Ankara promptly labeled a casus belli. Although the
Turkish response was aggressive, Greece’s original claim was clearly
provocatory. The imposition of a 12-mile limit would bring together
Greek territorial waters between the Cyclades and Dodecanese
archipelagos, giving Athens hypothetical control over a vital north-
south line of communication, as well as maritime access to the Black
Sea.

The issue is nonetheless more symbolic than real. The extent of
effective control that a 12-mile limit would bring is not necessarily all
that great. International law does not permit interdiction of peaceful
commercial traffic, or even the passage of warships, except in cases
of strong tension or open conflict. A 12-mile extension is moreover

286



opposed by almost every other power with naval interests in the
Aegean, and not least the major NATO powers. If the issue persists,
it is in some measure because of its implications for the related
problem of national airspace.

4. Airspace Control.

International law and the Chicago convention of 1944 require that
the extent of national airspace correspond to the extent of territorial
waters. Since 1931 Greece has asserted a national airspace limit of ten
miles, valid for both continental Greece and the Greek archipelago,
despite its formal adherence to six-mile territorial waters. From
1974 onward, Turkey has protested against this incongruity, and
reinforced its position by systematically conducting over-flightsin the
four-mile gray zone. These interventions are regularly challenged by
Greek aviation, leading to instances of mock combat and occasional
clashes. Disputes over airspace have given rise to other sources of
tension, including differences over air corridors in the Istanbul-
Athens flight region, international flight routing, terminal areas, and
military flight issues such as early-warning borders, command and
control areas, and flight maneuvers. The argument directly affects
flight borders for two NATO commands, the south-central NATO
headquarters in Izmir (Izmir also hosts Turkey’s 6th Allied Tactical
Air Force) and the 7th Tactical Air Force in Larisa, Greece.

5. Treatment of Minorities.

Greece and Turkey have been chronically at odds over the
treatment accorded to their respective minorities. Despite the
population transfers carried out under the terms of the Lausanne
treaty, a sizable Turkish minority remained in western Thrace (in
1923 the Muslim population of western Thrace was estimated at
130,000, out of a total regional population of 190,000) together with
a Greek population of over 100,000 in Istanbul, as well as smaller
minorities of 7,000 and 1,200, respectively, on the Turkish islands
of Bozcaada (Tenedos) and Gokceada (Imbros). Lausanne made
specific reference to these “Muslim and non-Muslim” minorities
and guaranteed them the right to maintain autonomous religious,
cultural, and educational institutions.

The Greek side is fond of pointing out that the Greek population
of Istanbul has been reduced today to under 10,000, and that only
250 Greeks remain on Gokceada and 100 on Bozcaada, while the

287



Muslim population of western Thrace has remained fairly stable at
around 120,000. Ankara retorts that a natural rate of increase would
have more than doubled the population of western Thrace were
it not for mass migration provoked by a Greek policy of denial of
identity and systematic repression. The numbers are disputed, and
the climate of hostility that infects Greek-Turkish relations allows
little space for flexibility."

Athens has reacted to international criticism of its policy in
western Thrace by offering a number of concessions including
educational incentives and limited self-government, but it refuses
to designate the minority in question as Turkish, clinging instead to
the “Muslim” designation used in the text of the Lausanne treaty.
According to Greek sources, about half of the community are of
Turkish descent, 35 percent are Bulgarian speaking Pomaks (Muslim
Slavs), and 15 percent are Muslim Roma. The concerned peoples
have a long list of grievances that includes the expropriation of land
by the Greek state, denial of citizenship to individuals returning
from trips abroad, educational discrimination, refusal of the right
of election for local religious leaders or Muftis (in 1990 Greece
suspended the election of local Muftis in favor of appointment
by the state), and electoral gerrymandering aimed at denying the
Turkish minority fair representation.® The status of the Greek
minority and Orthodox Patriarchate in Istanbul remain sore points
with Greek public opinion, and, as an ethnically Turkish region
that is territorially contiguous with Turkey proper, western Thrace
is militarily exposed and a point of potential leverage in the larger
Greek-Turkish strategic competition.

The precedent most often cited to evoke a Turkish threat to
western Thrace is that of Cyprus, where a Turkish expeditionary
force, in defiance of international opinion, has maintained control
of an ethnically Turkish enclave on an island with a majority Greek
population for over a quarter century. The Cyprus problem is
importantly affected by disputes over sovereignty in the Aegean,
but is has a distinct character and great symbolic weight. Cyprus
has become the most polarized, embittered, and intractable of all the
issues that continue to set Greeks and Turks at odds.

The Green Line.
The beautiful island of Cyprus, mythical birthplace of Aphrodite,
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has animportant location some 80 kilometers off of Turkey’s southern
Mediterranean coast and a complex history that reflects its strategic
importance. Culturally and socially, like the larger Balkan region of
which it is in fact a part, it has been subjected to waves of external
influence, including periods of Byzantine, Venetian, Hellenic, Turkic,
and British predominance. From 1571-1878 the island was part of the
Ottoman Empire, but at the Congress of Berlin in 1878 it was leased
to Britain for use as a naval basing area. Cyprus was annexed by
London in 1918 and declared a crown colony in 1925.

The population of Cyprus today is around 830,000, divided
between a Greek majority representing about 80 percent of the total
and a Turkish minority representing 18 percent. These communities
traditionally lived interspersed throughout theisland, whichincluded
numerous mixed villages. The anti-colonial movement launched
in the 1950s, however, was simultaneously a Greek nationalist
movement that sought to link the call for independence to the goal of
enosis, or attachment to Greece. Turkish Cypriot leaders responded
with a call for taksim, or partition. These divergent political agendas
quickly became the source of intercommunal friction.

In August 1955 the United Kingdom, which sought to resist
Cypriote self-determination but whose personnel on the island were
coming under attack, attempted to address the problem by convening
a conference bringing together representatives of Greece and Turkey
in London. At the conference, Britain offered an arrangement for
partial self-government under British sovereignty that was not
fully acceptable to either party. Perhaps more importantly, with
deliberations in progress a bomb exploded at the Turkish consulate
in Thessalonica (in the immediate vicinity of the house in which
Atatiirk was born). This act of terrorism was eventually discovered
to have been a Turkish provocation, responsibility for which became
one of the items in the bill of indictment brought against then Prime
Minister Adnan Menderes that would lead to his execution by
hanging in September 1961, after his government was overturned by
a military putsch. The immediate consequence was a series of anti-
Greek pogroms in Izmir and Istanbul, where over 2,000 Greeks were
killed and many more driven from the city as refugees.”” In a pattern
that would repeat itself in former Yugoslavia decades later, these
bloody proceeding polarized public opinion and contributed to a
process of ethnic mobilization that would make rational resolution
of disputes nearly impossible.
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Between 1956-60 the tone of Cypriot politics was set by the
terrorist anti-British agitation of the National Organization of
Cypriot Fighters (EOKA) led by Georgios Grivas, a retired army
colonel with extreme right-wing political affiliations. After a British
expeditionary force of over 30,000 soldiers proved insufficient
to control the violence, London moved toward an agenda for
separation. A February 1959 Zurich agreement between Greece and
Turkey defined a formula for independence that was formalized in a
Treaty of Guarantee signed in London in 1960. The treaty identified
Greece, Turkey, and the United Kingdom as guaranteeing powers
with the right to intervene, severally or unilaterally, in defense of
its provisions, and drew up basic articles for a constitutional order.
According to the terms, the U.K. would retain two military base areas
(which it still maintains), while Greece and Turkey were permitted
to garrison 950 and 650 soldiers respectively on the island. The
constitution specifically forbade attachment to another state (placing
Cyprus alongside Austria as the only countries in the world whose
sovereignty has been thus circumscribed). It also defined a power-
sharing arrangement inspired by the premises of ethnic quotas
and balancing, according to which a Greek Cypriot would serve as
president and a Turkish Cypriot as vice president, with four Greek
Cypriot and three Turkish Cypriot ministers. Thirty percent of the
seats in the House of Representatives were reserved for the Turkish
Cypriot minority, 40 percent of commissions in the National Guard,
and 30 percent of positions in the police force and civil service. The
president and vice-president were each accorded the right to veto
legislation, and separate communal municipalities were established
in the five largest Cypriot towns. These arrangements sought
to reassure the Turkish Cypriot minority by granting it limited
autonomy and disproportionate representation within key national
bodies. In August 1960 the Greek Cypriot Archbishop Makarios III
became the first president, and the Turkish Cypriot Fazil Kiigiik the
first vice-president, of an independent Republic of Cyprus.*®

The Cypriot constitution was flawed, and it quickly proved
to be nonviable in practice. Makarios launched the crisis that
undermined his country’s fragile equilibriums on November 30,
1963, after repeated deadlocks over matters of policy, by proposing
13 amendments designed to curtail many of the special advantages
accorded to the Turkish Cypriot minority. Within a matter of weeks
communal strife exploded in the capital of Nicosia, driven forward
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by the harassment of Turkish Cypriots at the hands of Greek
extremists, including efforts to ethnically cleanse whole districts by
using intimidation and coercion to force residents from their homes.
In reaction the Turkish Cypriots withdrew from all governmental
institutions and began to establish armed enclaves as nodal points
for self-defense. These events have been interpreted by some as the
product of a Greek Cypriot strategic design, known as the Akritas
Plan, intended to place the Turkish Cypriot community on the
defensive and provoke a collapse of the constitutional order.” In
1964 a UN multilateral peacekeeping force (the UN Force in Cyprus
— UNFICYP) arrived on the island to police a 180-kilometer long
“Green Line” separating Greek and Turkish Cypriot populations
driven by ethnic mobilization into protected areas and communal
redoubts. UNFICYP has remained in place to this day, at an
estimated cumulative cost of over $3 billion.?

These events were decisive. As was the intention of their
perpetrators, the atrocities committed by Greek Cypriot irregulars
shattered the foundation of trust that was required to allow national
institutions to function. The same kind of dynamic would be set
to work by the Serbs and Croats of Yugoslavia years later, with
comparable results. Reliance upon UN peacekeepers was both an
admission that the island’s problems were not resolvable in their
own terms, and (as in Croatia during 1992-95) a panacea that made
the ethnic separation provoked by violence appear to be tolerable.
The Makarios government was discredited, and outside powers were
quick to move into the emerging power vacuum. In the immediate
aftermath of the communal violence of 1963-64, a Turkish military
contingent was deployed in strategic positions on the north of the
island, occupying the Nicosia-Kyrenia highway linking the capital
to the northern coast. By 1967 Greek forces stationed on Cyprus had
been expanded to over 10,000. In these threatening circumstances,
consistent with a general pattern of post-colonial realignment in
strategically sensitive areas and motivated by concern over the
implications of the conflict for NATO, the United States stepped
forward to take over the role of the U.K. as great power sponsor and
crisis manager. In both 1964 and 1967 Turkey threatened invasion
to restore order and protect its co-nationals, but was dissuaded by
vigorous admonition from Washington.*

In 1968 intercommunal talks began, mediated by U.S. envoy
Cyrus Vance with Rauf Denktas representing the Turkish Cypriot
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community and Glavkos Clerides the Greek Cypriots. Denktas
and Clerides had grown up together in Nicosia as neighbors and
schoolmates. Once risen to prominence as the legal voices of their
respective ethnic constituencies, their personal relationship, and
rivalry, would become an important part of the Cypriot puzzle.
Negotiations arrived at a deadlock in 1971, but were resumed under
UN auspices in 1972. Despite some will to compromise, a consensual
middle ground proved to be elusive. Meanwhile, international events
added new complications. The increasing intensity of cold war
competition in the eastern Mediterranean made the U.S. distrustful
of the nonaligned orientation and left-wing supporters of the
Makarios regime — Henry Kissinger famously dubbed the Cypriot
Archbishop “the Castro of the Mediterranean.” The 1968 military
coup in Athens, which placed power in the hands of an outspokenly
anti-communist group of colonels, seemed to strengthen the Western
posture in the region, but the colonels” lack of popular legitimacy
and aggressive nationalism would soon become problems in their
own right. In 1971, for the second time in a decade, the Turkish
military seized control in Ankara. Though democratic institutions
were eventually restored, Turkish elites felt constrained to reinforce
their position by rebuilding domestic support. The government led
by the social democrat Biilent Ecevit, which acceded to power in
1973, had a strong nationalist orientation and was particularly loath
to give ground on the Cyprus question. These varied events created
a volatile context that the Cyprus dilemma constantly threatened to
set ablaze.

In November 1973 a student rebellion against the Greek junta was
shattered by an army-led massacre of demonstrators in the heart of
Athens. Simultaneously, Georgios Papadopoulos was ousted as
leader of the ruling junta and replaced by Brigadier General Dimitrios
Ioannides. Under domestic pressure, loannides turned to Grivas and
his nationalist allies in Cyprus, hoping to restore the position of the
junta through a dramatic gesture by attaching the island to Greece
through a coup de main. On July 15, 1974, Greek National Guard and
regular military contingents seized power in Cyprus, but failed in
the attempt to abduct and murder Makarios, now viewed as an
impediment to the agenda for enosis. Forewarned by allies at his
sanctuary in the isolated Troodos Monastery, the Archbishop made
a narrow escape, and was spirited away to London with British
assistance.
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In Makarios” absence the Cypriot presidency fell into the hands of
former EOKA gunman Nikos Sampson, and intercommunal violence
exploded. In reaction, and on the basis of what can be described as
a legitimate desire to protect the Turkish Cypriot minority in a
moment of extreme peril, on July 19 a Turkish expeditionary force
set sail from Mercin. Once landed on Cyprus, Turkish forces seized
a narrow stretch of the northern coast, but in the face of resistance
from Cypriot National Guard and Greek army forces, they were not
able to penetrate inland and secure control of Nicosia airport.”> On
July 22 an UN-sponsored cease-fire was imposed, and on July 24,
after the Greek armed forces refused to obey Ioannides’ desperate
order for an all-out attack on Turkey, the junta collapsed in Athens.
Power was temporarily placed in the hands of a coalition of civilian
leaders directed by Konstantinos Karamanlis. Karamanlis was
not responsible for the Greek provocation on Cyprus, and he was
anxious to reverse the course of events. But the miserable failure of
loannides” adventure had let the genie of communal mobilization
out of the bottle and opened the door to a Turkish occupation of the
northern part of the island.

Greece’s military fiasco on Cyprus was followed by a diplomatic
farce in Geneva. In a hastily organized forum on the shore of Lake
Leman, Ankara presented demands for a Cypriot federation that
would grant co-equal status to the Greek and Turkish Cypriot
communities. The disorganized Greek government was not in
a position to react effectively, and a distracted U.S. (with the
administration of President Richard M. Nixon preoccupied by the
Watergate crisis) chose not to force the issue.” After articulating
its demands, and winning time for its forces to regroup, Ankara
ordered a new offensive on Cyprus. On August 14 the Turkish
“Peace Force” broke out of its beachhead on the northern coast to
the east and west, eventually seizing control over nearly 40 percent
of the island’s territory. The advance culminated a process of ethnic
cleansing that would leave about 230,000 Cypriots (including
180,000 Greek Cypriots) uprooted. In 1975, at a Vienna conference
conducted under UN auspices, both sides agreed to a “voluntary”
separation of populations, leaving the Turkish Cypriots assembled
under Ankara’s protection in the north, and the Greek Cypriots
pressed below the Green Line in the south. The fate of the island
was mirrored within Nicosia, which was also divided by a hastily
thrown up wooden barrier into Greek and Turkish Cypriot zones.
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Cyprus had been subjected to a de facto partition that would prove
to be enduring. On February 11, 1975, a Turkish Federated State of
Cyprus, with Denktas as president, was declared into being. The
name selected seemed to hold out the promise of reassociation
with the Greek Cypriot republic in the south, but in 1983 Denktas
renamed his satrapy the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus
(TRNC) and declared full independence. To date, the Turkish
Republic is the only state in the world that has accorded the TRNC
diplomatic recognition.

Christopher Hitchens has argued that the essence of the Cyprus
tragedy from 1960 onward was “the exploitation of outside powers
of internal differences that were genuine in themselves” with the
purpose “to suborn the independence of the island.”* Hitchen’s
thesis may be disputed, but there is little doubt that in the cold war
context within which they unfolded Cypriot events were interpreted
in view of an overriding Western interest in preserving the unity
of NATO. For a time Washington sought to placate both sides,
suborning Cyprus to a Western-oriented government in Athens that
would block the emergence of an independent-minded, nonaligned,
and left-leaning regime of the sort that Makarios seemed to aspire to,
while simultaneously offering autonomy to a Turkish enclave in the
north. The U.S.-sponsored Acheson Plan of the mid-1960s moved in
this direction by proposing a division of the island between a Greek
Cypriot republic in the south oriented toward Greece, and two
Turkish Cypriot cantons defended by a Turkish military base in the
north. In 1974, however, the United States had little choice but to bow
to Ankara’s military fait accompli in the hopes that ethnic partition
might provide a new ground for stability. Between December
1975 and September 1978 the United States cut off military aid to
Ankara in protest against the occupation, but, while the gesture
had a viscerally negative impact upon U.S.-Turkish relations, it had
no discernable effect upon Turkish policy. And, as Ankara has not
failed to underline ever since, after 1974 the situation on the island
was calm. The first Turkish incursion could be justified under the
terms of the Treaty of Guarantee. The second offensive went beyond
reasonable bounds in asserting control over more than a third of
the island, but the Turkish Peace Force had done the work of the
junkyard dog by imposing what appeared to be a sustainable status
quo that did not affect strategic equilibriums in the Mediterranean.

The 1974 resolution rested upon a combination of enosis and
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taksim that provided some advantage to all sides. Athens” defeat on
the island was humiliating, but Greece had emerged in a position to
cultivate special relations with an ethnically homogenous Republic
of Cyprus. Ankara had warded off the worst-case scenario of a
successful Greek coup, reinforced its military position, and ensured
that the Turkish Cypriot community would remain dependent upon
Turkish sponsorship. The United States avoided a direct Greek-
Turkish clash and removed the Cyprus imbroglio from its strategic
agenda. Or so it hoped. In fact nothing had been permanently
resolved, and the Cyprus question remained an open wound that
would continue to poison efforts to craft an enduring Greek-Turkish
rapprochement.

Greek-Turkish Relations after the Cold War.

The contours of the Cyprus problem changed remarkably little in
the decades following the Turkish occupation. The TRNC controlled
37 percent of the island’s territory and 18 percent of its population,
almost uniquely of Turkish and Turkish Cypriot extraction, and
was permanently occupied by approximately 35,000 soldiers of the
Turkish 3rd Army. Turkey also maintained a dominant position
within the TRNC's police force, militia, and secret services. Isolated
internationally, the TRNC was for all intents and purposes a Turkish
protectorate. To the south, across the Green Line patrolled by 1200
UNFICYP peacekeepers, lay the predominantly Greek Cypriot
Republic of Cyprus, internationally recognized as the legitimate
government of the island but with no effective authority inside the
Turkish zone. The Republic of Cyprus flourished economically while
the Turkish occupied areas stagnated — by the early 1990s average
per capita income in the Republic of Cyprus was far higher than that
of the Turkish zone, and also exceeded that of the Turkish Republic
and of Greece itself.” The record of initiatives aimed at overcoming
the impasse, pursued over the years by UN Secretary Generals,
U.S. presidents, and multilateral negotiating forums, reads like an
encyclopedia of diplomacy, but little of substance was achieved. The
Cyprus problem, like the poor, seemed destined always to be with
us.

The perception of stasis was misleading. During the cold war
decades, Greek-Turkish competition was constrained by a number
of domestic and international factors. Athens and Ankara were
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aware that they shared a common interest in helping to contain
Soviet power, and both were dependent upon association with the
Atlantic Alliance for basic security guarantees. Though forced to
cater to nationalistic self-other images rooted in popular perception
and prejudice, it was clear that a resort to force would not serve
respective national interests. Greek-Turkish rivalry played out
in the shadow of the superpowers and, like many other cold war
conflicts with implications for the East-West strategic balance, was
constrained by the exigencies of competitive bipolarity.

The end of the Cold War removed many of these constraints, and
for a moment seemed to transform a chronic but contained rivalry
into a potentially more volatile and dangerous one. The changed
configuration of power in the “arc of crisis” along the southern flank
of the Russian Federation complicated Turkey’s strategic agenda,
encouraging a more assertive foreign policy and stimulating Greek
concern. In the new geopolitics of the post-Cold War, Turkey’s
relevance as a pro-Western strategic ally in the greater Middle East
was enhanced, likewise exacerbating Greek fears. The strategic
stakes were also heightened by the eastern Mediterranean’s status as
a potential terminal for east-west pipeline routes.” Balkan instability
and international intervention raised the issue of strategic control
in the region, viewed as the focus for “a multi-regional strategic
calculus incorporating southeastern Europe, the Middle East, and
the Caucasus.”? Greece and Turkey lay at the center of this calculus,
and their bilateral relationship was inevitably affected by it.

Greek-Turkish relations during the 1990s were also affected
by tension between Turkey and Europe. Ankara concluded an EC
Accession Agreement (the Ankara Agreement) as long ago as 1963,
supplemented in 1972 by an Additional Protocol.® In 1987 it applied
in due form for full membership, and on March 6, 1995, initialed a
Customs Union agreement.” According to Ozlan Sanberk, Turkey’s
permanent representative to the EU, these gestures confirmed
Turkey’s “traditional goal which is to align itself with Europe,”
a precondition for modernization and democratization and
“strategically necessary to the defense and security of the West.”*
With the Warsaw Pact in disarray, the strategic necessity was
apparently less strongly felt by the European powers, and after 1989,
despite the pedigree of its application and generally more evolved
relationships with European institutions, Turkey was pushed to
the back of the line for EC accession formed by the emerging post-
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communist states. In its July 1997 blueprint for enlargement entitled
Agenda 2000 the European Commission eliminated Turkey from
its list of candidate members “for the foreseeable future,” and the
European Council’s Luxembourg session on December 13, 1997,
did not include Turkey in its list of candidate states.” The rejection
was partly motivated by a pragmatic awareness of developmental
and demographic imbalances — Turkey has a rapidly growing
population and its GDP per capita is only about half the EU average.
It was encouraged by a sincere concern for Ankara’s less than
adequate human rights record, and particularly the dirty war in
progress in southeastern Anatolia against Abdullah Ocalan’s Kurdish
Workers Party (PKK). But it was bitterly felt in Turkey, where the
EU decision reinforced the conviction that a line was being drawn
between a European “Christians” Club” and the lands of the East,
still perceived in Orientalist fashion as the domain of backwardness
and cultural exotica.** Greece, as a consistent opponent of Turkish
association with Europe that regularly used its veto within the EU to
block cooperation, became an obvious target for resentment.
Turkey’s differences with the EU, and consequent alienation
from the West, gave impetus to a search for alternative cultural
affiliations and diplomatic alignments. The quest was encouraged
by a protracted domestic crisis, provoked by a series of emerging
challenges to Turkey’s traditional Kemalist consensus.” Kemal’s
original vision for the Turkish Republic included rejection of
the Ottoman imperial tradition on behalf of a unitary Turkish
national state, centralized political direction under the aegis of the
progressive officer corps, strict secularism, a Listian philosophy of
economic protectionism, and a pro-Western strategic orientation.*
These sureties have not, and could not have, survived Turkey’s
confrontation with the challenges of modernization. The decision by
Kemal's ruling Republican People’s Party to surrender its monopoly
of power after World War II partially dismantled the authoritarian
foundations of the project by opening the political spectrum to a
wider range of contending forces, though the armed forces were
always on hand to crack down on egregious dissent. Turgut Ozal’s
economic reforms of the 1980s struck a further blow by exposing
the country to global market forces. The disappearance of the Soviet
Union after 1991, and with it a centuries-old common border with an
expansive Russia to the north, weakened another pillar of Kemalism
by opening new areas of concern in the Caucasus and post-Soviet
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Central Asia, and calling into question the necessity of a strictly pro-
Western international orientation. The electoral victory of Necmettin
Erbakan’s Islamic Welfare Party in December 1995, and Erbakan’s
appointment as Prime Minister in January 1996, seemed to complete
the assault by challenging the Kemalist commitment to secularism.

The “silent coup” that led to Erbakan’s resignation under military
pressure in June 1997 and the subsequent outlawing of the Islamic
Welfare Party by the Turkish Constitutional Court represented
a Kemalist reassertion of sorts.”” In August 1998 new army chief
Huseyin Kivrikoglu left no doubt as to the armed forces intentions,
denouncing the “dark forces of fundamentalism” and asserting that
“those who seek to undermine the secular state will continue to face
the Turkish armed forces as they did before.”* Repression did little
to address the underlying sources of popular affiliation with Islamic
alternatives, however, and the intrusive role of the military only
served to highlight yet again the gap between the Turkish political
model and democratic norms as understood in the West.

These developments were accompanied by a new interest in
Turkey’s Ottoman past, regarded not as a model to emulate but
rather as a neglected source of national identity and pride.” For
centuries the Ottoman Turks were the ruling elite of a great power
presiding over an autonomous geopolitical space, not supplicants
speaking from a peripheral extension of the “real” Europe. The
Kemalist assertion of a European vocation contradicted this
tradition, but was not entirely successful in replacing it. The impact
of the Balkan conflict, where the Bosnian Muslims and Kosovar
Albanians were widely viewed as victims of campaigns of genocide
that were tolerated if not surreptitiously encouraged by the West;
the outcome of the Gulf War, where Turkey was perceived to have
made important sacrifices on behalf of the allied coalition and to
have been rewarded with the creation of a Kurdish autonomous
area in northern Iraq capable of providing sanctuary for insurgents;
and the EU’s apparent hostility to Turkey’s European aspirations
all contributed to the crystallization of a sharper and less beholden
Turkish national idea. These perspectives identified an alternative to
Turkey’s European orientation in the attempt to become “a regional
center in the emerging Eurasian political reality and a bridge between
Europe and the region to its east and southeast.”*

Political and cultural friction was accompanied by enhanced
strategic competition. The eastern Mediterranean’s cold war status
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as the southern flank of the NATO-Warsaw Pact stand off was
undermined by the collapse of the Soviet Union, but the stakes in
the region were heightened rather than reduced as a result of new
strategic alignments. Ironically, the importance of the Greek-Turkish
relationship was enhanced at the same time that efforts to sustain
it became more difficult. NATO’s engagement in the Balkans as
“the sheriff in Europe’s wild southeast” further complicated the
picture by placing the legitimacy of the Alliance itself at risk.”
Athens looked on with concern as Turkey aligned itself with Israel,
established diplomatic relations and special military arrangements
with emerging post-Yugoslav states including Macedonia and
Albania, took up the cause of the Bosnian Muslims against Serbia,
and agreed to participate in Balkan peacekeeping missions. Concern
with Turkey’s superior military potential, combined with the
perception of an ambitious Turkish Balkan policy inspired by the
premises of neo-Ottomanism, created an enhanced perception of
threat that led Greece toward a military build up and a stronger
regional diplomatic posture.* These gestures were reciprocated
by Ankara, constrained by popular opinion, including potent
lobbies representing citizens of Bosnian and Albanian descent
(about 10 percent of Turkey’s population is of Balkan descent) to
react to Balkan atrocities, and convinced of the need to counter
real or imagined Greek provocations. The Aegean feud and the
Greek-Turkish relationship thus became entangled with the Balkan
conflict, relations between Turkey and the EU, energy politics in the
Caspian basin, and a number of other issues specific to the post-cold
war security environment.*!

The most intractable issue remained Cyprus. In 1992, UN
Secretary General Boutros Boutros Ghali launched a diplomatic
initiative designated as the “Set of Ideas,” intended to provide a
comprehensive formula for moving beyond the post-1974 stalemate.
These proposals, which corresponded to the spirit of the U.S.-
sponsored Nimitz Plan of the 1970s and General Secretary Javier
Perez de Cuéllar’s Proximity Talks of the 1980s, recommended the
creation of a Cypriot Republic with a single international personality
and citizenship, but with broadly autonomous federal units in the
north and south.

The Set of Ideas suggested reducing the northern zone from 38
to 28 percent of the island’s territory by returning to Greek Cypriot
control the Varosha district of Famagusta, the northern citrus
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growing area of Morphou, and 34 other villages. The autonomous
units were to receive equal powers, with safeguards to prevent
impingement by federal authorities, whose responsibilities would
be limited to foreign affairs, defense, federal juridical and policing
matters, central banking, customs and immigration, posts and
telecommunications, patents and trade marks, and health and
environmental issues. Politically, the hope was to resurrect the
principle of proportional representation, with a Greek Cypriot
president and a Turkish Cypriot vice-president and a bicameral
legislature with 50/50 percent representation in the upper house
and 70/30 percent in the lower house.

The framework was to be accompanied by a series of confidence-
building measures, including the transfer of Varosha to UN control
and its gradual opening to commerce involving both communities,
the reopening of Nicosia airport under the auspices of the UN and
the International Civil Aviation Authority with freedom of access
for both sides, and the relaxation of the Greek Cypriot embargo
on the north. The President of the Republic of Cyprus Georgios
Vassilou accepted the Set of Ideas as a “basis for discussion,” but in
the end dialogue broke down around the core issues of sovereignty
and restitution. President Denktas demanded prior recognition of
the TRNC as a condition for entering negotiations, formal equality
between the autonomous areas including a rotating presidency,
separate communal elections, strict equality of representation in all
governmental institutions, and a rule of consensus for all decisions
by the Council of Ministers. The Greek Cypriots wanted to elevate
the “Three Freedoms” of movement, residence, and property rights
to a more prominent position in the negotiations — principles
that the Turkish Cypriots argued could eventually revive inter-
communal violence. In February 1993, after edging out Vassiliou
in a hotly contested election, the new president of the Republic of
Cyprus Glavkos Clerides rejected the Set of Ideas as a basis for a
settlement.

The United States picked up the torch in the wake of the UN’s
failure, presiding over the signature of a brief document at NATO’s
Madrid summit in July 1997, in which Greece and Turkey declared
that they would respect “vital interests” in the Aegean and pledged
to resolve disputes peacefully.* The gesture kick started UN-
sponsored negotiations, which resumed, led by U.S. special envoy
to Cyprus Richard Holbrooke, in the summer of 1997 at Troutbeck,
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New York, and subsequently in Montreux, Switzerland.** These
initiatives were quickly sidetracked, this time by Turkey’s reaction
to the release of the EU’s Agenda 2000. The failure of the Set of
Ideas, and subsequent U.S. proposals, left many convinced that
international diplomacy on the Cyprus question had arrived at the
end of the road.

Already in 1990 President Vassiliou had opened a door leading in
another direction by filing a formal application to bring the Republic
of Cyprus into the EU. Accession was a legitimate aspiration in
view of the republic’s economic achievements, but it was widely
considered to be impossible without a settlement between north and
south. Vassiliou’s real intention was probably to win negotiating
leverage, and to encourage the EU to become more active in
facilitating the diplomatic process. In 1995, however, in part as a
result of Greek pressure (Athens insisted upon accession negotiations
as a precondition for supporting the EU-Turkey Customs Union), in
part as a consequence of annoyance with Turkish Cypriot diplomatic
intransigence, and in part due to a desire to discipline Ankara for its
refusal to address European concern over human rights abuses and
respect for democratic norms, the Republic of Cyprus was accepted
as a candidate for accession by the EU Council of Ministers. In
April 1998 negotiations on accession were formally opened. These
negotiations were described by the EU as a possible catalyst for a
permanent solution to the Cyprus question, but their immediate
impact seemed to push in the opposite direction. Denktas reacted
with an uncompromising refusal to represent the TRNC in the talks,
accompanied by a threat to support annexation of the north by
Turkey in the event that EU membership should become a reality.
In the course of 1998, Turkey and the TRNC proceeded to establish
a joint economic area and put into place the institutional structures
that would make annexation a possibility.

The friction provoked by the EU accession agenda was paralleled
by military tensions. In 1994 Greece and the Republic of Cyprus
announced a Unified Defense Doctrine intended to create a common
defense area bringing the island inside the Greek national defensive
umbrella. Under the terms of the agreement, Greece and the Republic
of Cyprus conducted joint military exercises and opened a naval and
air station, named “Andreas Papandreou” in honor of the recently
deceased Greek premier, on the southwest coast near the tourist
resort area of Paphos. When fully operational, the facility would
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allow Greek tactical aviation to extend its range over a significant
section of Turkey’s Mediterranean coast. As such, it was bitterly
opposed by Ankara. On June 16, 1998, in the midst of a European
summit in Cardiff, Wales with the Cyprus problem on the agenda,
four Greek F-16 warplanes and two C-130 transports visited the
base as part of a military exercise. The result was another flare up of
Greek-Turkish tension.*

In 1996, the Republic of Cyprus announced the purchase of four
systems of Russian-made S-300 (SA-10 in the NATO designation)
surface-to-air missiles, each equipped with 12 missiles with a range
of 160 kilometers.*® The purchase, if brought to fruition, would
have served several purposes. The missile systems would give a
more credible defensive capacity to the Republic of Cyprus, which
at present lacks an air force. They could also protect the Andreas
Papandreou facility. Less tangibly, deployment would to some extent
salve the frustration felt by Greek Cypriots at the lack of progress
toward regularizing the status of the island. “The missile crisis,”
wrote Niels Kadritzke, was “rooted in the fears of men and women
who feel themselves to have been abandoned by the entire world.”*
Turkey, however, condemned the move as an act of aggression
that “poses a direct threat to Turkish security,” and announced its
intention to attack the sites should deployment commence.* Taken
aback, the Clerides government offered to suspend the purchase
in exchange for the revival of a 1979 agreement, never honored on
the ground, calling for a demilitarization of the entire island. Not
surprisingly, the offer was abruptly refused. The Turkish ultimatum
made deployment a high-risk undertaking, but Clerides confronted
considerable domestic pressure in support of the purchase. In the
midst of the controversy the Cypriot Minister of Defense lannakis
Omirou publicly characterized the deployments as critical to Greek
Cypriot security, and threatened to resign should they be delayed or
cancelled. Twenty percent of the Greek Cypriot electorate backed a
“Front of Refusal” committed to the reunification of the island under
Greek hegemony and strongly supportive of deployment, and many
moderate Greek Cypriots were convinced that the demilitarization
of Cyprus would amount to the accreditation of forced partition.

Despite these pressures, in December 1998 Clerides backed
away from the commitment to deploy. The retreat was linked to the
suggestion that the Greek island of Crete could serve as an alternative
venue — a suggestion that Ankara promptly labeled as unacceptable
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as well. Turkish intransigence, accompanied by military threats,
had been sufficient to block the Greek Cypriot initiative, but at the
price of reinforced hostility and new sensitivity to the undesirable
consequences of an unfavorable military balance.

In the background of these disputes, several incidents threatened
to push Greek-Turkish relations to the point of armed confrontation.
In December 1995, a Turkish freighter ran aground on the small
rocky islet of Imia (Kardak, in Turkish), in the Dodecanese group
adjacent to the Bodrun Peninsula and the island of Kos. Greek
vessels assisted in rescuing the crew, but in the process asserted
sovereignty over the terrain. Turkey responded with counterclaims,
by implication challenging Greek sovereignty over thousands of
small Aegean islets in what would soon be designated as gray
zones.”” Blown out of all proportion by the respective national
media, and adopted on both sides as a point of national honor, the
incident came close to provoking open hostilities. Strong diplomatic
pressure, including direct telephone calls to Ankara and Athens by
U.S. President Clinton and NATO Secretary General Solana, was
required to reverse the course of events, in a scenario that could be
replayed in any number of other settings at almost any moment.”
In August 1996 border incidents provoked by an organized attempt
by Greek Cypriot demonstrators to force a symbolic breaching of
the Green Line resulted in the deaths of two demonstrators — a
warning that the status quo on the island could unexpectedly come
under assault. The end of the Cold War and attendant reductions in
East-West tension seemed to have done little to calm the waves of
the Aegean dispute.

Earthquake Diplomacy.

Given the various issues that had kept Athens and Ankara at
odds for decades, and the new strategic frictions associated with the
post-cold war period, the Greek-Turkish rapprochement that set in
from the late 1990s onward came as a surprise to many. Of course,
voices for reconciliation had never been lacking, and the exigencies
of modernization made many of the disputes around which Greek-
Turkish rivalry revolves appear increasingly irrelevant. U.S.
pressure for compromise was an important factor in encouraging
new thinking, but hardly a new one. In retrospect, the Imia-Kardak
incident may have served as a kind of catharsis by demonstrating
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how volatile and potentially destructive undiluted strategic rivalry
had become.” Most fundamentally, however, momentum toward
reconciliation was a product of independent strategic reevaluations
motivated by changing perceptions of national interest.

In Greece, the election of Constantine Simitis to replace the
recently decreased Andreas Papandreou during 1995 set the stage
for a redefinition of priorities. Papandreou’s burly populism rested
upon a typically Balkan frustrated nationalism, often expressed in
superficial anti-Americanism or anti-Turkish posturing. Simitis was
more attuned to the Western and European vocation of modern
Greece, and determined to make the sacrifices necessary to meet the
criteria for joining the EU’s unified currency zone. Eternal bickering
with Turkey left Greece exposed in the face of an inherently more
powerful neighbor, and imposed a burden of military expenditure
that the country could ill-afford. Simitis seems to have concluded
that engaging the Turks in a common European framework would
in the long-term create a more propitious context for the pursuit of
Greek national interests.

In line with these conclusions, Simitis began his tenure as prime
minister in 1996 with proposals for the creation of a joint commission
under EU auspices to ameliorate Greek-Turkish relations. Following
the Imia-Kardak crisis, Simitis struck a novel tone by publicly
thanking the United States for its successful mediation effort, rather
than resorting to the more familiar expedient of complaining about
purported pro-Turkish bias. One year later, Greece quietly backed
away from its support for the deployment of Russian S-300s in the
Republic of Cyprus. During NATO’s air war against Yugoslavia
Athens remained aligned with Ankara and loyal to alliance
obligations despite the strong anti-war sentiments of the Greek
public.”” Resistance from the populist wing of Simitis” ruling party
diluted the impact of some of these gestures in the short-term, but
fresh winds were blowing.”

Ankarareciprocated Athens’ interest in improved relations on the
basis of a comparable redefinition of national interests and priorities.
The electoral breakthrough of the Islamic-oriented Welfare Party,
which won control of the mayor’s office in six of Turkey’s largest
cities, including Istanbul and Ankara, in the municipal elections of
March 1994, became the country’s leading party in December 1995
elections with 21.4 percent of the vote, and in June 1996 entered the
national government, came as a shock to the political establishment.
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Widening economic disparities, chronic political instability, and
the unresolved armed struggle against the PKK were creating an
atmosphere of crisis that the Welfare Party was well positioned
to exploit.** Growing disrespect for the political class was also a
factor. The Welfare Party was able to enter the government June
1996 in alliance with Tansu Ciller’s True Path Party in part because
Ciller needed their support to ward off an impending corruption
investigation. In November 1996 a high ranking police commander
and member of parliament were killed in an automobile accident
together with a notorious gangster involved in drug trafficking
and arms transfers, giving rise to what would become known as
the Susurluk (Ytiksekova) affair, revealing endemic corruption
reaching to the highest levels. The gradual expulsion of Erbakan
and the Welfare Party between February and June 1997 temporarily
suppressed the phenomenon of political Islam, but did little to
restore public confidence, resolve a crisis of governance, or improve
Turkey’s democratic credentials. The most pressing issues on
Ankara’s domestic and international agendas, one might well
conclude, had increasingly little to do with the logic of an outmoded,
obsessive, and counterproductive rivalry with Greece.

After the conclusion of the Dayton Peace Accord, which partially
ended Serbia’s isolation and brought an end to violent assaults
against the Muslims of Bosnia-Herzegovina, the Balkan policies
of both Athens and Ankara also became more congruent. Greece
gradually backed away from its unfortunate decision to contest the
legitimacy of the Republic of Macedonia, regularized relations with
Skopje, and resolved outstanding disputes with the unique exception
of the republic’s official name.”® Athens continued to impose the
use of the designation Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(FYROM), on the grounds that the name Macedonia was part of
the Hellenistic heritage and that its use by a foreign state implied
territorial revindications against Greece, but over time the issue has
declined in salience. As the Balkan conflict progressed. Turkey still
provided rhetorical support for Turkish and Muslim communities,
but shied away from the kind of intrusive regional role that Greece
had originally feared. The costly rivalry over Aegean issues was
also pushed to the sideline — only the most improbable worst-case
scenarios, it was increasingly recognized, could produce a realistic
Aegean threat. In Southeastern Europe both parties had common
goals — support for international efforts to promote regional stability
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and insure that Balkan conflict would not become a source of tension
in their bilateral relations. Informal contacts and encouragement
from the Greek foreign ministry helped prepare the Serbian
opposition to supplant Milosevi¢ after his defeat in September 2000
elections, a gesture that worked in the interests of the region as a
whole.”® Both Greece and Turkey expanded political, economic,
and military assistance to a number of Balkan states, increased their
level of investment in the region, and become active participants in
regional peace operations. Their relationship in the Balkan region
remained competitive, but was no longer antagonistic.

A first step toward actualizing a process of rapprochement was
taken on July 8, 1997, when Turkish Foreign Minister Ismail Cem met
with his Greek counterpart Theodoros Pangalos under the auspices
of U.S. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright during a NATO summit
in Madrid, and signed a joint declaration on fundamental principles
for the conduct of bilateral relations. The two parties agreed to
pursue good neighborly relations, respect each other’s legitimate
interests in the Aegean, and work to resolve disputes without
resorting to threats of force.”” Greece and Turkey went on to agree
in 1997 to participate in the Southeast European Defense Ministerial
process, leading to the establishment of a South-Eastern European
brigade in 1998 with a Turkish general as its first commander and a
Greek officer in charge of political-military activities. Reconciliatory
gestures undertaken beneath the watchful eye of the U.S. big brother
were nothing new, but this time the spirit of reconciliation seemed to
rest upon a stronger foundation.

Rapprochement was pushed forward by cathartic events. The
first, ironically, began with all the trappings of a major crisis. In early
October 1998 Turkey moved to drive PKK leader Ocalan from his
refuge in neighboring Syria by massing troops and equipment along
the border. With the bulk of its forces deployed against Israel in the
west, Damascus was badly exposed. Under the threat of a Turkish
incursion, it agreed to Ocalan’s immediate expulsion, and promised
to cease all further support for the PKK. After being refused asylum
by Russia, Greece, and Italy, Ocalan ended a brief international
odyssey in Nairobi, Kenya, where on February 16, 1999, Turkish
Special Forces took him into custody while under Greek escort. At
the trial in which he was condemned to death (though the sentence
was not been carried out), and from incarceration, Ocalan called upon
his followers to turn away from armed struggle, and in April 2002
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the PKK opted to reconstitute itself as the Congress for Freedom and
Democracy in Kurdistan, and pledged to abjure clandestine activity
on behalf of legal, political means.”® The outcome was a singular
success for the Turkish authorities, one that held out the overdue
promise of a more constructive engagement with modern Turkey’s
ethnic and cultural diversity.

Ankara’s belligerence in regard to Syria represented precisely
the kind of coercive use of military power that Greece had always
warned against, and Ocalan’s capture in Kenya while under Greek
protection was widely regarded as a national humiliation. Athens
role during the Ocalan affair, however, was ambiguous. Rather than
trumpet the PKK’s cause as a means to provoke the Turks, it refused
its leader asylum, and may even have been partly complicit in his
capture. Foreign Minister Pangalos, notorious for his anti-Turkish
rhetoric, was forced to resign in the wake of the affair and was
replaced by Georgios Papandreou, son of the late prime minister
but one of the most adamant proponents of dialogue with Ankara in
the Greek political spectrum. In the end, the entire episode became a
spur to communication. Shortly after Ocalan’s detention Papandreou
paid a state visit to Ankara, and in early July met his counterpart
Cem in New York, where they pledged their governments to
cooperate in the fight against terrorism. Henceforward joint work
by Papandreou and Cem would be a driving force behind enhanced
bilateral cooperation.

On July 17, 1999, a massive earthquake, measuring 7.4 on the
Richter scale and centered near the Turkish industrial port of izmit,
within commuting distance of Istanbul on the Sea of Marmara, took
nearly 20,000 lives and left 25,000 homeless. The event exposed
widespread graft in the construction industry, and relief efforts
were plagued by corruption, indifference, and political division
(some state officials, for example, refused to accept humanitarian
assistance from Islamic sources). Amid a sea of suffering, Greece’s
Special Disaster Unit stood out as one of the first and most effective
rescue teams on the scene. On September 7 a lesser quake struck the
Athens region, and the Turks did their best to reciprocate, offering
generous assistance despite their own urgent domestic needs. Long-
term assistance programs and substantial relief donations followed
emergency efforts. Unstinting solidarity, graphically depicted by the
respective national media, created an emotional climate supportive
of the rapprochement that both governments sought to foster —
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Papandreou spoke pointedly of the “new climate” of relations that
cooperation in time of need had created.”

The tragic events of August and September gave rise to a flurry
of negotiations, dubbed “earthquake diplomacy,” that considerably
improved the prospects for Greek-Turkish relations. In the 2 years
that followed the earthquake summer of 1999, Athens and Ankara
concluded a series of accords aimed at fighting organized crime
and narcotics trafficking, preventing illegal migration, promoting
tourism, protecting the environment, and enhancing cultural and
economic cooperation. Both sides announced the intention to reduce
defense spending and cut back on military procurement. In April
2001 an agreement was concluded to clear land mines placed along
the Greek-Turkish frontier at the Evros River in Thrace (bringing both
countries into compliance with the Ottawa Treaty banning the use of
anti-personnel mines and removing the inconsistency of an internal
NATO border defended by such means). Plans were made to conduct
small national military exercises in the Aegean during the summer,
and joint exercises, to be held on Greek and Turkish territory, were
scheduled under the NATO umbrella. Numerous economic accords
were concluded, including an agreement to cooperate in organizing
transit of energy resources from the Caspian basin, reinforced by
meetings between members of the business community. Between
May 2000 and May 2001 trade, cooperative business ventures, and
investment more than doubled. On the highest political level, the
Greek prime minister was able to conduct a first ever-state visit to
Ankara, and in the realm of popular diplomacy the incidence of
citizen contacts, sporting contests, and cultural interaction increased
dramatically. Perhaps most significantly, Greece agreed to lift its
opposition to Turkish accession to the EU, with Papandreou stating
unambiguously that; “Greece believes if Turkey is willing to submit
to the rigor of the process of candidacy ... then it should be accepted
into the European Union.”® Against this background, in December
1999 UN Secretary General Kofi Annan was able to launch a new
round of proximity talks on the Cyprus question.

The results of earthquake diplomacy were impressive, but
also discrete. In order to facilitate progress, Cem and Papandreou
concentrated on soft issues where common ground was clearly
identifiable. Almost none of the hard points of confrontation that
had divided Greece and Turkey for decades, whether Aegean
concerns, treatment of minorities, perceptions of strategic exposure,
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or the Cyprus conundrum, were substantively addressed. Both
countries were required to deal with potent domestic lobbies that
opposed concessions, including at least part of the powerful Turkish
military hierarchy and the national-populist wing of the Greek
political spectrum. Despite defense cut backs, and a major Turkish
economic downturn during 2001, military expenditures remained
high, and Turkey’s military procurement program was a source of
special Greek concern. Expanded military cooperation was real, but
also limited. Greece and Turkey participated successfully in NATO's
Dynamic Mix exercise conducted on Greek territory, but a follow up
exercise on Turkish territory code-named Destined Glory had to be
cut short when Greece withdrew its forces after Ankara insisted that
the Hellenic Air Force could not over fly demilitarized Greek Aegean
islands while entering Turkish air space. Earthquake diplomacy had
dramatically affected the atmospherics of Greek-Turkish relations,
but not necessarily, or at least not yet, the substance.

A Last Chance?

The major exception to improved Greek-Turkish relations
remained the Cypriote stalemate. Over several decades, the
concerned parties had learned to live with imposed division. From
a Western perspective, a diplomatic resolution was considered
desirable, but not essential so long as war was avoided and existing
equilibriums within NATO and the eastern Mediterranean were
maintained. Turkey and the TRNC consistently argued that
enforced separation had helped the respective communities defend
and preserve their identities — the situation was stable, and any
attempt to impose reintegration risked reanimating inter-communal
violence. Greece and the Greek Cypriots lamented partition,
but their vision was increasingly turned outward, toward closer
integration with Europe and prospects for economic development.
The status quo offered benefits to all concerned, one reason why the
post-1974 arrangements could endure for so long. By the late 1990s,
however, trends had been set to work that inexorably undermined
these arrangements. The status quo was becoming “unsustainable
and irrelevant to any effort towards meaningful peace-building in
Cyprus.”®

The proximity talks launched under UN auspices by Kofi Annan
in December 1999 sought to break the stalemate by developing an
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agenda for a bicommunal and bizonal federation that would maintain
a facade of unity but concede considerable autonomy to separate
Greek and Turkish zones. According the Annan’s program Cyprus
was to become a unitary state composed of two distinct federal
entities with substantial prerogatives — a solution not dissimilar to
that which the Dayton Accord proposed for Bosnia-Herzegovina.
Despite some progress in addressing details of the plan, however,
Turkish Cypriot President Denktas could not be moved from his
long-standing position that any negotiated settlement must be
preceded by acknowledgement of the TRNC's sovereignty. After
five rounds of talks, in November 2000 the Turkish Cypriot leader
announced that the TRNC was pulling out unilaterally. His statement
was issued in Ankara and with Turkish support, a discordant note
amidst the symphony of reconciliation being conducted by foreign
ministers Cem and Papandreou in the background.

Denktas’s decision to back away from the proximity talks
reflected the conviction that reunification was dangerous and
undesirable. From the Turkish Cypriot perspective, the concept of a
bizonal and bicommunal federation had always been considered to
be critically flawed. Any formula for unity that did not acknowledge
the independence of the north, and guarantee sovereignty with
limitations on movement, investment, and property restitution,
was perceived to risk returning Turkish Cypriots to the status of
an exposed minority living on the brink of a precipice. During the
proximity talks, Denktas insisted that the demand for recasting
Cyprus as a confederation of fully sovereign states and nations was
non-negotiable. There was method in the madness — intransigence
blocked progress, and time was perceived to work against prospects
for compromise. All diplomatic alternatives to partition rested
upon the attempt to resurrect a common Cypriot identity as a
foundation for reconciliation. On both sides of the island, however,
that identity was at risk.* Association with the EU would inevitably
draw Greek Cypriots closer to Greece and an enlarging Europe
— Denktas’ description of the probable outcome as “enosis through
the EU” was altogether plausible.®® Within the TRNC, the continuing
emigration of the indigenous Turkish Cypriot population, combined
with a steady influx of immigrants from Anatolia, provided an
enlarged popular base for projects to reduce the north to the status
of a Turkish province. According to Alpay Durduran, head of the
Turkish Cypriot opposition party Yeni Kibris (New Cyprus), over
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40,000 Turkish Cypriots have left the island permanently since 1974.
The 80,000 indigenous Turkish Cypriots who remain make up almost
exactly half of the TRNC’s population of 160,000 as recorded by the
1997 census.* The autochthonous population provides the political
base for opposition to Denktas and his pro-Turkish agenda. The
opposition supports the UN concept of a bicommunal and bizonal
federation as a prerequisite for association with the EU.® But it risks
becoming a minority in its own land.

Ankara’s strategic concerns were heightened by the EU’s
decision to initiate a process of accession for the Republic of Cyprus.
The EU summit in Helsinki in December 1999 included the island
as a candidate for membership and reiterated that the process
would move forward on its own merits whether or not a negotiated
solution to the division of the island had been achieved, on the sole
condition that the Greek Cypriot side not be held responsible for the
failure of negotiations. The process of accession was programmed to
begin at the end of 2002, with 2004 as a target date for admission. In
economic terms the Republic of Cyprus was an attractive candidate,
but the EU’s hand was to some extent forced by Greek threats to
block the entire enlargement process should its Cypriot ally be left
out. Turkey argued in response that the 1960 agreement on which the
independence of Cyprus was founded precludes membership in any
international organization of which both Greece and Turkey are not
members, and vigorously opposed EU candidacy. In December 1996
Turkish Prime Minister Erbakan responded to an earlier version of
the EU enlargement agenda by declaring that “the South of Cyprus
cannot join the EU without the permission of Turkey: if it does so,
the integration of the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus into
Turkey will be carried out as quickly as possible.”* During 1997 an
Association Council between Turkey and the TRNC was created as
a vehicle to facilitate such a step. Turkey’s position on the question
remained consistent despite its rapprochement with Greece. It
evoked the possibility of war in the event that accession was
affected, and left virtually no room for retreat.” Speaking before the
European Council’s Foreign Relations Committee on June 20, 2001,
Deputy Prime Minister Mesut Yilmaz reiterated that Turkey would
offer “no compromises” on the island of Cyprus, “never accept” the
consignment of Turkish Cypriots to the status of a minority, and
“never accept the EU membership of Cyprus in this condition.”*®

For EU representatives hostile to Turkish membership, Ankara’s
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militancy might have been considered a blessing in disguise. An
attempt to annex the TRNC would place Turkey’s aspirations for
accession into limbo for the foreseeable future.” Anything short of
a negotiated outcome, however, would have dire consequences for
Greek-Turkish relations, the people of Cyprus, and the Balkans as a
whole. The EU’s hope was that the accession agenda could serve as
a catalyst for a negotiated solution, but it also had the potential to
become a “time-bomb likely to wreck all chances of a settlement on
the island.””

By walking out on the negotiations at the end of 2000, Denktas
sought to sabotage prospects for compromise and to concentrate
upon confirming sovereignty under the protective arm of Ankara.
In the short-term Turkey was supportive, in part because of the
personal convictions of leaders such as Ecevit, in part because the
government’s options were constrained by nationalist opinion and
the parliamentary role of nationalist parties, and in part because the
all powerful Turkish National Security Council attached strategic
value to military access to the island as a foundation for defense
policy along the Mediterranean littoral and in southern Anatolia.”
Confronting the imminent possibility of exclusion from Europe,
however, voices in the Turkish media, business elite, and political
class were quick to call attention to the extent that “the unresolved
Cyprus problem stood in the way of Turkey’s larger strategic
interests in moving toward the West,” and argued that in an issue of
decisive national importance the Cyprus tail should not be “wagging
the Turkish dog.””* In fact the Turkish leadership was divided and of
two minds. The Cyprus issue had brought to a head a long-standing
dichotomy within elite perception, between partisans of resolute
modernization, democratization, and a European orientation, and
champions of more traditional values, a controlled society under
the tutelage of the Kemalist military establishment, and a special
geostrategic role for Turkey as Eurasian power prioritizing regional
interests and strategic association with the United States.”

Under pressure from proponents of compromise, in January
2002 Denktas agreed to attend a new round of negotiations, to
be conducted on UN controlled territory in Nicosia under the
direction of Kofi Annan’s special advisor to Cyprus Alvaro de Soto.
For Denktas and Clerides, respectively aged 78 and 83, no further
opportunity to resolve the Cyprus conundrum was likely to present
itself. Described as “the last chance for Cyprus to reach a settlement”
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by the Foreign Minister of the TRNC, Tahsin Ertugruloglu, the talks
nonetheless progressed haltingly.” Initial negotiating positions
were distressingly familiar. The Greek Cypriot government
forwarded the concept of a bi-communal federal state with a
constitution that accords the Turkish Cypriot minority substantial
institutional representation and protections, including a bicameral
legislature with the Turkish Cypriot community assigned 50 percent
representation in the upper house, and procedures for substantive
self-government for a Turkish Cypriot federal province. Security
would be guaranteed by the demilitarization of the island, including
the disbanding of the Cypriot National Guard, the withdrawal of
foreign national military contingents, and the continued presence of
a UN peacekeeping force. Turkish Cypriot counterproposals called
for the creation of a confederation of separate, sovereign, and equal
states, a lifting of the economic embargo against the north, and the
continued presence of Turkish troops as a security guarantor. These
alternatives were mutually exclusive, and without external pressure
it seemed unlikely that the new round of negotiations would
conclude any more positively than its predecessors.”

The target date for resolution of the problem was the December
12-13, 2002, EU summit in Copenhagen, where formal invitations for
a first round of EU enlargement were to be issued. With negotiations
between the Cypriote factions stalled, in part due to Denktas’s
absence from the process while undergoing open heart surgery, Kofi
Annan made a final effort to promote a settlement on November
12, 2002, issuing a 150-page document reconfirming a peace plan
aimed at reuniting the island as a sovereign country with a single
international personality and two equal “cantons” on the Swiss
model in “indissoluble partnership.” The proposal, which basically
spelled out the terms of Annan’s long-standing negotiating posture
in greater detail, included provisions for a federal government
consisting of a six-member Presidential Council with representation
proportional to the population of the two sides, a 10-month rotating
Presidency and Vice Presidency, a National Parliament with two
chambers (a 48-seat Senate divided 50-50 between Greek and Turkish
communities, and a 48-seat lower chamber with proportional
representation), and a Supreme Court with three judges from each
part of the country and three non-Cypriots.” Greek foreign minister
Papandreou was quick to praise the proposal as the prelude to an
“historic moment,” but reactions from the Cypriot factions were
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tepid.” The Greek Cypriot community expressed concern with
procedures for adjudicating property rights, and the status accorded
to immigrants from Anatolia in the north, while Denktas remained
defiant of EU-determined time lines and insistent on the core issue
of sovereignty.”

Ankara’s position, still judged to be the critical factor in
encouraging Turkish Cypriot compliance, was complicated by the
resounding victory in parliamentary elections of November 3, 2002,
with 34 percent of the popular vote and control over 363 seats in
Turkey’s 550 member parliament, of the Justice and Development
Party (AKP) led by Recep Tayyip Erdogan and Abdullah Giil. The
AKP was the latest incarnation of the phenomenon of political
Islam in contemporary Turkey. After the banning of its immediate
predecessors, the Welfare and Justice parties, which had openly
declared their Islamic orientation in defiance of constitutional
provisions imposing secularism in the political arena, the AKP
changed tactics by publicly downplaying an implied Islamic
heritage and insisting upon its strictly secular character and respect
for democratic institutions. In terms of domestic development, the
AKP’s victory offered a major opportunity — if Turkey could accept
and co-opt a party of Islamic orientation within its secular state
structure, and demonstrate “that democracy can function properly
in a Muslim environment,” it would be taking a large step toward
political stabilization at home and the refurbishing of its credentials
as a model for democratic development in the Islamic world as a
hole.” As far as the Cyprus question was concerned, in line with its
commitment to moderation, the AKP leadership took pains to assert
continuity in foreign policy questions and placed public pressure
upon Denktas to come toward the UN agenda for a negotiated
solution.®’

In the end EU remonstrance, UN diplomacy, and encouragement
from Ankara did not suffice to move the Turkish Cypriot leader
away from the rejectionist posture that he has maintained over
several decades. At Copenhagen in December 2002 the EU extended
formal invitations to ten candidates for association, including the
Republic of Cyprus, with a target date of 2004.%" Accession for the
Balkan states Romania and Bulgaria was also targeted for 2007.
No breakthrough on the Cyprus question was achieved, however.
Negotiations were continued subsequent to the deadline, but several
months later Denktas unambiguously rejected the Annan Plan in its
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current configuration.® The issue of the status of the TRNC against
the background of the Republic of Cyprus’s accession to the EU was
thus put off yet again — the EU strategy of linking reunification
and accession had apparently failed. Simultaneously, the EU
refused Ankara’s request for a firm date for opening negotiations on
Turkey’s own accession process, making due with a soft compromise
that fixed December 2004 as a possible date for the opening of
negotiations dependent on an evaluation of Turkey’s progress in
democratization, including a reduction of the military’s role in the
political process and improved human rights standards.* The New
York Times, in line with U.S. policy strongly supportive of the Turkish
accession agenda, lamented that the EU had “fumbled its chance to
make an enormous contribution toward integrating Turkey into the
West.”* The new government in Ankara sought to put the best face
on the decision, however, and reiterated its commitment to pursue
Turkey’s European vocation.

The unresolved Cyprus Question, and prospect that in 2004 the
Republic of Cyprus may join the EU without having regularized its
relations with the north, is a significant barrier to progress in Turkey’s
relations with Greece and the EU, and to stabilization in the entire
southeastern European region.*” One may argue that over time the
issue has become more of an annoyance than a problem, that Greek-
Turkish rapprochement makes the prospect of armed hostility over
Cyprus highly unlikely, that the status quo which has endured for
38 years is not inherently unacceptable, and that even the worst case
prospect of a Turkish annexation of the TRNC would not change
the situation on the ground in a dramatic way. If Ankara is serious
about blazing a trail to the EU, however, it will have no choice but
to work toward some kind of negotiated outcome. Prolongation of
the status quo, particularly in view of deeply entrenched European
skepticism, will make Turkish accession nearly impossible.®
Continued international pressure encouraging negotiations is
therefore absolutely necessary. UN Secretary General Kofi Annan
has done his best to facilitate a solution, but lacking a will to
compromise on the part of the negotiating partners the UN’s ability
to force a settlement in limited. The U.S. has consistently urged a
negotiated alternative, but has also been anxious to cultivate Turkey
as a strategic ally and may not chose to bring decisive influence to
bear if it feels that the problem can be contained at low cost. The EU
has much to offer, but in order to make use of its leverage Brussels
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will have to make the prospect of Turkish accession more substantial
than it has been willing to do to date. These are critical issues that
will continue to demand careful attention. Despite failure to resolve
the issue at the EU’s Copenhagen summit, the complex and obscure
Cypriot negotiations remain a key to the strategically vital effort
to “set Turkey firmly on a European path,” and build a stronger
foundation for association between Europe and the Balkan region
as a whole.”

Conclusion.

Despite their disagreements, Greece and Turkey weathered the
storms of the Balkan conflicts of the 1990s without resorting to arms.
Western observers repeatedly expressed the fear that Athens and
Ankara might be drawn into the fighting against their will or best
judgment, but in the end such concerns were overblown.® Greek-
Turkish rivalry did not abate, but during the Yugoslav crisis, it
culminated as a guerre manqueé.

Domestically, Greece has evolved toward a fully integrated
member of the European family — progress that successful hosting
of the 2004 Olympic Games could help to reinforce. A wave of
populist demagoguery and nationalist extremism such as that
stirred up by the Macedonian Question during the early 1990s
appears increasingly archaic and unlikely to recur. In Turkey, a
harsh economic downturn has substantially discredited virtually all
established political parties and created an objective need for new
direction. The AKP’s sweeping victory at the polls in November
2002 represented a political earthquake parallel to the destructive
1999 tremors that proved such a spur to rapprochement with
Greece. If the AKP can succeed in bringing the voice of Turkey’s
disinherited into the political process in a constructive way, revive
popular confidence in the institutions of governance, and sustain
its commitment to secularism and moderation, Turkey’s long-term
national interests will be well served.

At the dawn of the new millennium, Athens and Ankara launched
into a process of rapprochement with the potential to produce
considerable mutual benefit. If the dynamic of reconciliation can be
sustained, both of the parties and the entire southeastern European
sub-region will be winners. Expanding economic interaction will
help to revive regional markets, Turkey’s European aspirations
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will be forwarded at a realistic pace, the benefits of association
with NATO and the EU will become more broadly accessible,
democratization will be given new impetus, the Islamist factor, in
regional politics and in Turkish domestic affairs, will be channeled
in positive directions, and potential flash points and sources of
conflict eliminated. Despite the progress of recent years, however,
the corner has not yet been turned. Turkey continues to struggle
with economic crisis and political instability, the national-populist
faction of the Greek political spectrum is still a force to be reckoned
with, strategic rivalry in the Aegean remains alive, and the Cyprus
dilemma, if it is not managed intelligently, has the potential to upset
quite a number of apple carts.

The Greek-Turkish relationship is an integral part of the Balkan
security dilemma. As in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo, Western
involvement will be a critical factor in determining whether the
relationship continues toevolveina positive direction. Unfortunately,
that involvement cannot be taken for granted. NATO has been a
sturdy deterrent to Greek-Turkish conflict in the past. Whether it
will be able to accomplish that role in the future remains to be seen.
The United States, when it has put its shoulder to the grindstone, has
succeeded in managing regional conflict, but continued success will
only be achieved at the price of sustained engagement. Institutional
Europe remains a pole of attraction, but it must make the prospect of
accession realistic if the promise of a Europe “whole and at peace”
is to be extended to its troubled southeastern marches. There is
still much at stake, and complacency is inappropriate. Athens and
Ankara did not allow themselves to be drawn into the Balkan wars
of the 1990s, but the Balkan subregion could yet be caught up in the
Greek-Turkish imbroglio. In the contemporary Europe, as the Soviet
diplomat Maxim Litvinov asserted during the crisis of the 1930s,
peace remains indivisible.
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CHAPTER 7
THE BALKANS BETWEEN WAR AND PEACE
The War of Yugoslav Succession.

The Kosovo conflict was the latest in a series of four wars
occasioned by the purposeful destruction of the Yugoslav federation.
Though waged sequentially and in different geographical areas
(Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbia) they are best
regarded as a single, protracted conflict with a consistent logic — the
reallocation of territory and populations among the fragments of
former Yugoslavia. Collusive bargaining among the leaders of
Slovenia, Croatia, and Serbia, abetted by international support for
the secessionist intentions of the western republics, set the stage
for the deconstruction of the federation, but not all issues could be
regulated peacefully. The drdle de guerre in Slovenia gave way to less
tractable conflicts in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, Belgrade’s
attempt to seize control of a greater Serbia was checked, parties
driven onto the defensive in the first phase of the fighting won time
to rally their forces, ethnic mobilization created new patterns of
confrontation, and open-ended warfare was the result.

The war of Yugoslav succession had a destructive impact
throughout the region, but burdens were not distributed evenly.
The Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, who had combined to form the first
Yugoslavia, emerged from the mayhem with independent states and
reasonable prospects. The Slovenes broke away at low cost, and have
been successful in consolidating a new regime and affiliating with
institutional Europe.’ Croatia’s “thousand-year dream” of statehood
was also secured, though the cost was considerably higher. The
Serb revolt in Krajina and Slavonia was defeated, but the Croatian
economy, ravaged by years of warfare and corrupt governance, has
yet to recover. Though Serbia achieved independence, its aspiration
to create a greater Serbia where “all Serbs would live in one state”
was beaten back across the board. The expulsion of Serb minorities
from the Krajina, Slavonia, and Kosovo, the surrender of hopes to
absorb the Republika Srpska, the rise of a secessionist movement
in Montenegro, the ruin occasioned by alliance bombing, and an
enduring stigma of responsibility all bear witness to the extent of
Belgrade’s defeat. The smaller and more ethnically mixed republics,
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whose stability was most dependent upon the Yugoslav context,
also paid a heavy toll. Bosnia-Herzegovina emerged from the
Dayton process as a ward of the international community, plagued
by swelling criminality, declining living standards, and poisoned
intercommunal relations. Kosovo has been irretrievably polarized,
and is likely to remain a de facto international protectorate for the
foreseeable future. The Republic of Macedonia is a fragile polity with
clouded prospects, challenged to integrate a disaffected Albanian
population that could yet provide the spark for a new Balkan war.
Outside the borders of former Yugoslavia, neighboring states such as
Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, Greece, Turkey, and Albania have also
suffered as aresult of the cumulative effect of international embargos,
the collapse of regional markets, and the varied debilitating effects
of protracted warfare.? Greek-Turkish relations have weathered the
storms of the 1990s, but the rapprochement underway is still at risk
against a background of continuing regional disorder. None of the
Yugoslav successor states, with the partial exception of Slovenia,
have achieved levels of well being, or prospects of integration with
a greater Europe, comparable to those once enjoyed by the despised
Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia.

It is difficult to draw a definitive assessment of the war of
Yugoslav succession, because it is not yet clear that it has come to
an end. The peace accords in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo are
precarious. The Albanian Question in the southern Balkans remains
unresolved, and the region contains numerous other potential flash
points where tensions could erupt at any moment. New security
problems have spun off from a decade of warfare, including a
proliferation of weak states with impoverished populations and
corrupt governments, prone to exploitation by international criminal
networks as staging areas for various trafficking operations. Most
of all, no convincing framework for reassembling a viable regional
order has been put in place. International engagement in the Balkan
wars of the 1990s was tentative, reactive, and often short-sighted.
Lack of commitment to seeing the job through has been exposed
by chronic squabbling over responsibility, and more recently by
calls for U.S. military disengagement. Without a larger vision for
recasting regional order, and a sustained commitment on the part
of the international community, the Balkans” progress from war to
peace will remain reversible.
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After Kosovo.

NATO’s intervention in Kosovo imposed a kind of order upon
the contested province, but did little to address the dilemmas of
identity and development out of which the conflict between Serbs
and Albanians had sprung. There was nonetheless a sense in
which the Kosovo conflict could be regarded as a turning point.
Yugoslavia’s military defeat brought an end to a phase of Serbian
national assertion that had been a basic source of regional instability.
With Serbia neutralized, and the major conflicts of the past decade
contained by the presence of international peacekeepers, prospects
for enduring peace were considerably improved. The successor
states of former Yugoslavia, after years of debilitating warfare, were
increasingly constrained to abandon ethnic politics and visions of
territorial aggrandizement, accept the necessity of good-neighborly
relations, and face up to the demands of domestic reform. Solutions
to regional dilemmas that looked beyond the construct of warfare
have become realistic in a way that was not the case in the past. The
Balkan region has not yet been tamed, but in the years since the
Kosovo conflict it has witnessed a number of positive developments
that hold out hope for a less tumultuous future.

1. NATO Comes to Kosovo.

The responsibility for administering Kosovo under UN
Resolution No. 1244, which temporarily suspended Yugoslav
authority in the province, was placed in the hands of a UN Mission
in Kosovo (UNMIK) originally led by Special Representative of
the UN Secretary General Bernard Kouchner, and a NATO-led
Kosovo Force (KFOR) commanded by the German General Klaus
Reinhardt charged with a peace support mission. KFOR quickly
evolved into an extraordinarily complex command with over
40,000 troops representing 39 participating nations deployed in
Kosovo, Macedonia, Albanian, and Greece. It was tasked with
deterring further aggression on the part of Serbia, guaranteeing the
personal security of the local population, demilitarizing the KLA,
collaborating with UNMIK in an integrated peace building effort,
and providing humanitarian assistance within the limits imposed by
other responsibilities.’ These are imposing tasks, and since its initial
deployment KFOR has sustained relatively consistent force levels of
around 38,000.4
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As was the case with IFOR in Bosnia-Herzegovina, in the purely
military domain essential tasks were accomplished with alacrity.’
In the short-term, Serbian retaliation against KFOR was not really
a threat, and after the fall of the MiloSevi¢ regime in October 2000
the likelihood of any such action in defiance of NATO was virtually
nonexistent. The integrity of the province was adequately insured
by the deterrent effect of KFOR'’s simple presence. Cooperation with
UNMIK was organized effectively, though interactions with the
hundreds of nongovernmental relief organizations that were soon
active in the province was predictably challenging. Humanitarian
efforts, including assistance to refugee returns, reconstruction of
infrastructure, and mine clearance, proceeded efficiently and were
much appreciated. Despite its best efforts, however, KFOR was not
able to prevent a new wave of intimidation, revenge killing, and
ethnic cleansing targeting what remained of Kosovo’s Serb and
other minorities.® By the winter of 1999-2000, much of the remaining
Serb community had withdrawn into the divided city of Mitrovica
and adjacent territories north of the Ibar River, which became a focal
point for ethnic tension, including occasional rioting.” The KLA
was partially disarmed and formally disbanded, but the Kosovo
Protection Corps, led by former J]NA and KLA commander Agim
Ceku, has provided a degree of organizational continuity. Ceku is
on record stating that the Kosovar Albanians continue to maintain
an underground military organization capable of acting when
circumstances demand.® His organization has been implicated in
cooperation with criminal networks that have made Kosovo a major
transit point for drug trafficking.’

After the formal disbanding of the KLA, the radical wing of the
Kosovar Albanian movement divided into two rival formations--the
Democratic Party of Kosovo led by Hashim Thaci, and the Alliance
for the Future of Kosovo led by former KLA general Ramush
Haradinaj. Armed with the prestige of victory, the KLA offshoots
looked forward with confidence to Kosovo's first independent local
elections on October 27,2000. They did not count on the disillusioning
effect of widespread corruption, racketeering, and inefficient local
administration, as well, perhaps, on a backlash occasioned by the
traumas of the war. Ibrahim Rugova’s LDK, judged to be virtually
defunct after Rugova’s meetings with MiloSevi¢ in Belgrade during
the first phase of the allied bombing campaign, swept to victory with
58 percent of the vote, compared to 27 percent for the Democratic
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Party and 8 percent for the Alliance.” Parliamentary elections in
November 2001 affirmed this distribution of support, and on March
4, 2002, 114 days after the elections and following considerable
factional strife, Kosovo’s parliament confirmed a new government
on the basis of a statute defining shared responsibilities with
UNMIK (which was empowered to prorogue the parliament in case
of disagreements)."’ Rugova was appointed President and Bajram
Rexhepi from the Democratic Party Prime Minister. A ten-member
cabinet was structured to reflect a power sharing arrangement, with
four seats for the LDK, two each for Thagi’s Democratic Party and
Haradinaj's Alliance, and one each for minority formations, the Serb
coalition Povratak (Return) and a Muslim party."

Once again, the civilian side of international administration in
Kosovo has proven to be more problematic than the military side.
The challenges of reconstruction, democratization, and development
are inherently more difficult than those of peacekeeping.® Moreover,
UNMIK administers Kosovo on the basis of a studied ambiguity —
the presumption that the province is still part of something called
Yugoslavia, or Serbia-Montenegro, awaiting a decision as to final
status. Under present circumstances, this ambiguity can be sustained
only so long as KFOR remains on call. The large majority of Kosovo
Albanians (who must approve any decision on final status) support
independence. Enthusiasm for attachment to a greater Albania
is muted —the Republic of Albania is too troubled and politically
distinct to be an attractive partner.'* The idea of a greater Kosovo
incorporating contiguous parts of Macedonia, Montenegro, and
southern Serbia inhabited by Albanian majorities is doubtless more
attractive, but can probably only be achieved at the cost of another
war. Federative association with Serbia and Montenegro, including
broad autonomy for Kosovo and perhaps some border adjustments
to bring Serb majority areas in the north into Serbia proper, would
be a win-win solution that the current leadership in Belgrade
might be willing to accept, but is not likely to find favor in Pristina.
Incompatible goals make compromise solutions unattainable and
virtually condemn UNMIK to continue sustaining the ambiguous
status quo.”

2. NATO Stays in Bosnia.
The role of SFOR and the High Commissioner in Bosnia-
Herzegovina is equally troubled. After five years of international
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supervision, there has of course been some progress in promoting
reconstruction and reconciliation. External actors such as Serbia and
Croatia no longer encourage confrontation. New political, juridical,
and police authorities have been established, freedom of movement
guaranteed, and some infrastructure repaired. The role of nationalist
extremists in the political process has been constrained though not
eliminated, the Bosnian Muslims have spurned the siren song of
Islamic extremism, and pressure for partition arrangements has been
dampened.’ In view of such progress, SFOR has been able to draw
down force levels, from approximately 60,000 in December 1995, to
32,000 in December 1996, to 22,000 in October 1999, and to 18,000 in
the spring of 2002, with further reductions possible.

The question nonetheless must be posed whether international
oversight can ever be terminated unless enduring problems,
including the consolidation of national institutions, securing of public
order, mine clearance, refugee return, and the capture of indicted
war criminals, are more effectively addressed.” Ethnically based
political parties remain influential within all three communities.
The local economy has never recovered from the strains of war,
and is burdened by high unemployment, endemic corruption, and
an accumulated debt of over $3.2 billion. The International Crisis
Group estimates that in every year since 1996 over 50,000 citizens
have emigrated from Bosnia-Herzegovina, the majority youthful
and well educated. Progress towards reconciliation between
Bosnia’s ethnic communities has been halting, and the prospect
of a renewal of ethnic strife in the absence of an international
peacekeeping force cannot be discounted.’® The intrusive role of the
High Commissioner, supported by the coercive potential of SFOR
and the tutelage of an army of NGOs, has helped to smooth over
some of the flaws in the Dayton process, but not allowed sufficient
autonomy for the Bosnians to begin to manage their own affairs and
to build the foundation of a self-sustaining peace."

The case of the Republika Srpska is particularly revealing in
this regard. In September 1996 Karadzi¢ was forced to surrender
the presidency to his wartime ally, Biljana Plavsi¢. Despite her
abysmal record as a tribune of Serb nationalism, Plavsi¢ was
won over to cooperation with the West in opposition to the
unrepentantly nationalist Momc¢ilo Krajisnik, shifting the capital
from the nationalist redoubt of Pale to Banja Luka and agreeing to
work cooperatively with Bosnian national institutions. The Bosnian
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elections of November 1997, which gave a narrow victory to a
coalition of parties opposed to the SDS organized by Plavsi¢ and
allowed the moderate Milorad Dodik to form a new government in
the Republika Srpska, seemed like a triumph for SFOR and the High
Commissioner. In September 1998 elections, however, Plavsi¢ was
roundly beaten for the presidency by the radical nationalist Nikola
Poplasen, a self-styled Chetnik who enjoyed parading during the
war with an unkempt beard and a knife in his belt. After several
months of confrontation, in May 1999 High Commissioner Carlos
Westendorp simply dismissed Poplasen despite the fact that he
had come to office through an uncontested democratic election.
Such harsh measures, criticized by some as the work of “a kind of
protectorate that refuses to say its name,” may be legitimate in view
of the destructive nature of the political forces in question, but the
need for administrative arbitrariness on the part of the occupying
authorities to hold the line against extremism inevitably posed the
question of what might happen in their absence.”

Without the reassurance provided by international peacekeepers,
the eruption of local violence or republic-level conflict sparked by
ethnic rivalry is well within the range of possibility. Precipitous
or disorderly disengagement by the U.S. or the international
community would therefore be a high-risk undertaking. Partition
as an alternative to the Dayton bargain has always had its
champions, but has never been supported by U.S. policy — partition
arrangements would perhaps look too much like capitulation to be
considered politically acceptable.” For the time being, it appears
that the status quo can be sustained, and halting progress toward
what might eventually become a self-sustaining peace maintained,
only at the cost of an open-ended engagement by NATO or EU led
peacekeepers.?

3. The KLA Comes to Presevo.

Despite the slow pace of progress, there are realistic prospects
for an eventual disengagement of the international community
from Bosnia-Herzegovina. The same cannot be said for Kosovo,
where even the most optimistic assessments acknowledge that a
robust peacekeeping force remains essential to preserving stability.
KFOR helps to contain communal tension within Kosovo itself, but
it is perhaps even more important as a mechanism for deterring the
Albanian nationalist agenda, driven by a militant core of the former
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KLA that has sought to use the province as a sanctuary for exporting
insurrection.

In the spring of 2000, the Albanian uprising that the KLA had
launched inside Kosovo in 1997 spread into southern Serbia’s PreSevo
valley. The valley overlaps with the five kilometer-wide buffer area,
or Ground Safety Zone, set up by KFOR after its occupation of
Kosovo where Yugoslav Army and police forces were not allowed
to penetrate. The region’s population of over 70,000 is almost
entirely Albanian, and the area is sometimes referred to as western
Kosovo in Albanian nationalist discourse. The Presevo valley is an
important line of north-south communication including the main
road attaching Belgrade to Skopije. It also plays a significant role as a
smuggling route. From January 2000 a shadowy so-called Liberation
Army of Presevo, Bujanovac, and Medvedja (LAPBM), sustained by
militants based across the border with Kosovo in the area controlled
by the U.S.-led Multinational Brigade East, launched a campaign of
intimidation against Serb police and local authorities in the PreSevo
valley. The policy of assassination, as in Kosovo in previous years,
seems to have been aimed at provoking reprisals and encouraging
international intervention as a foundation for establishing de facto
Albanian control.

Whatever residual sympathy for the plight of the Kosovar
Albanians might have been in play, Western chancelleries had
no interest in further fragmentation in the southern Balkans.
Fortuitously, the fall of MiloSevi¢ in the autumn of 2000 provided
an opportunity to address the problem without expanding KFOR’s
mandate, by negotiating with the new regime in Belgrade to permit
Serbian police and security forces, under careful observation,
to reenter the area. With Yugoslav forces carrying the bulk of
responsibility, from the end of 2000 onward the Albanian insurgency
in the PreSevo valley was brought under control, culminating with a
negotiated ceasefire on March 13, 2001. The irony of NATO appealing
for Serbian assistance to reduce a KLA-led insurrection within little
more than a year of the allied bombing campaign was striking, but
not unfathomable. The change of regime in Belgrade had altered the
dynamics of power in the region. During the Kosovo conflict, it was
the capacity of MiloSevi¢’s Belgrade to export disruption that lay
at the center of Western concerns. In Presevo, the potential role of
a post-MiloSevi¢ Serbia as a factor for stability was brought to the
fore.”
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The battle for the PreSevo valley was not sustained, but incidents
in the area continue, and the demonstration of an unbroken will
to fight on the part of a radical fringe of the former KLA is not
encouraging. While UNMIK struggles to put Kosovo back on its
feet, the unresolved Albanian national question constantly threatens
to reverse whatever halting progress has been made.*

4. War Comes to Macedonia.

Instability in Kosovo inevitably affected the fragile relationship
between Slavs and Albanians in neighboring Macedonia. Lacking a
recent or reliable census, it is only possible to speculate concerning
the precise balance of populations—the 1994 census placed the
Albanian minority at about 23 percent of the population and the
Slavic majority at 66 percent—442,000 Albanians against 1.3 million
Slavs plus numerous other smaller minority communities including
Turks, Serbs, Roma, and Vlachs. According to some Albanian
estimates, however, the Albanian community now constitutes
over 40 percent of the population, with a rate of increase that will
make it a majority within a generation. In either case, Macedonian
Albanians constitute a large and growing community, concentrated
in northern and western districts, but also present in large numbers
in major cities including Skopje, where about one-third of the 600,000
residents are Albanian.

Macedonia was the only Yugoslav republic to move toward
independence without bloodshed. Its declaration of independence
on September 8, 1991, came as a result of negotiations with Belgrade
and was followed, on March 26, 1992, by a peaceful withdrawal of
all Yugoslav armed forces based in the province. On January 8, 1992,
the Titoist and Yugoslav loyalist Kiro Gligorov was elected president
of the new Republic of Macedonia, an independent state for the first
time in its long and troubled, though often illustrious, history.

The smooth transition to independence was deceptive. Macedonia
was an impoverished, ethnically complex, and unstable state with
difficult relations with most of its neighbors. Bulgaria became the
first state to recognize Macedonian sovereignty, but it refused to
acknowledge the existence of a distinct Macedonian identity or
language —for a century and more Bulgarian nationalism has been
constructed around the assertion that Slavic Macedonians are in fact
Bulgarians cut off from their homeland by the foibles of history.”
Recognition from the UN followed in April 1993, and from the
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U.S. on 9 February 1994, but in deference to Greek protests, under
the provisional title the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(FYROM). Skopje had been granted a right of self-determination,
but not the right to choose its own name! Athens argued that the
name Macedonia was part of the Hellenic heritage that could not be
usurped by outsiders, and suggested that its use implied territorial
demands against Greece’s own Macedonian region. It further
protested against the use of the Star of Vergina (a symbol associated
with Alexander the Great) on the new Macedonian flag, the
appearance of an image of the White Tower of Thessalonica on some
Macedonian banknotes, and phrases in the Macedonian constitution
implying a right to represent the interests of Macedonians resident
outside the republic. On February 16, 1994, immediately following
U.S. recognition, Greece initiated an economic embargo against its
neighbor, closing the Greek consulate at Skopje, sealing the border,
and preventing access to the port of Thessalonica. The notion that
Macedonia was in some meaningful sense a threat to Greece was
ludicrous, but the issue was whipped to fever pitch by demagogic
politicians courting nationalist opinion, culminating with a huge
anti-Skopje demonstration of over a million people in Thessalonica
on March 31, 1994. In the spring of 1994 Serbia also mobilized
troops along its border with Macedonia, sections of which are
imprecisely delineated and contested.” In was against precisely
this kind of threat that a small UNPROFOR contingent (renamed
the UN Preventive Deployment or UNPREDEP in March 1995) was
authorized to deploy in Macedonia in December 1992. Peacekeeping
forces provided some reassurance to Skopje, but the 1,156 American
and Scandinavian soldiers in place in the spring of 1994 were hardly
an adequate deterrent.”

External pressure reinforced domestic instability. After
independence, Skopje made a sincere but only partly successful
effort to integrate the Albanian minority into a true multinational
state. Albanian parties were brought into parliament and governing
coalitions, but the Albanian minority remained subject to economic
discrimination, and was underrepresented in the armed forces, police,
and civil service. Although relations between Slavic and Albanian
Macedonians were not traditionally embittered in the manner of
relations between Serbs and Kosovar Albanians, interethnic tensions
were a fact of life.”® The Albanian Party for Democratic Prosperity
(PDP) was constrained to become more demanding as popular
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agitation for change expanded, embracing demands for the creation
of an Albanian language university in Tetovo, broader integration
into national institutions, and a redrafting of the preamble to the
Macedonian constitution that would give Albanians equal status as
a constituent nationality. On October 3, 1995, Gligorov’s motorcade
was attacked by a car bomb while passing before the Hotel Bristol in
the heart of Skopje. The chauffer was killed and the president, age
79, suffered serious wounds including the loss of an eye. Subsequent
evidence has implicated the Serbian secret services in the attack, but
at the time of the event it was speculated to be an act of Albanian
terrorism.” Administrative elections in the autumn of 1996 saw large
gains for the more extreme Albanian national parties in Tetovo and
Gostivar, and by 1997 Macedonian Albanians were being drawn
into the same web of intrigue that was bringing the KLA to life in
Kosovo.

Meeting in Pristina on July 22, 2000, representatives of the
Albanian national movement made no secret of how they saw their
struggle evolving. The program approved by the conference asserted
that “a part of the nation still remains under the yoke of the oppressor
in Serbia, Macedonia, and Montenegro . . . the Albanian peoples of
Kosovo must orient themselves toward independence and form a
state that will include all of the occupied territories where Albanians
are in a majority.”* After the autumn 2000 elections, with space for
political work inside Kosovo constrained by the shifting popular
mood and the heavy hands of KFOR and UNMIK, KLA leaders
seem to have opted to look across the border. Once again Western
observers were caught by surprise, and international mediators
forced to run to catch up with a cycle of violence.® In the last
months of 2000 several attacks against Macedonian policemen were
reclaimed by an organization styling itself the National Liberation
Army (NLA), rendered in Albanian with the same acronym (UCK)
used to designate the KLA.* Described by Duncan Perry as “an
offshoot of the Kosovo Liberation Army” composed of several
thousand “hardened warriors who learned their trade fighting Serbs
in Kosovo,” the NLA represented a Macedonian variant of the same
Albanian nationalist movement that had already surfaced in Kosovo
and the Presevo valley.*

In January 2001 a small group of NLA militants assaulted a
police station in the village of TanuSevci, located near the border
with Kosovo, adjacent to the Presevo valley, and about 20 miles
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north of Skopje. The action may not have been intended as the
beginning of a military campaign — Tanu$evci was a refuge on KLA
smuggling routes, and the original violence could have been aimed
at protecting traffickers from police interference.** On February 25,
however, after national attention had been drawn to the site, up to
250 NLA fighters dressed in black seized control of the village. The
Macedonian authorities cordoned off the town but did not venture
to retake it. Soon fighting had expanded throughout the entire area.*
In March the NLA upped the ante by launching an attack against
Tetovo, Macedonia’s second largest city with 170,000 residents, 75
percent of them Albanian (according to the census of 1994). The
guerrillas, operating out of the imposing Sar Planina mountain
range, moved into the surrounding hills, raised the Albanian flag on
the Kale (an ancient Ottoman fortress on the outskirts of the city), and
brought the city center under mortar fire. On March 26 Macedonian
forces stormed the Albanian positions, only to find that their enemy
had fled — or rather melted away into the hills without a trace.®® A
familiar pattern seemed to be emerging, with fighting escalating,
thousands of refuges fleeing the war zones, government forces
reliant upon heavy weapons and firepower incapable of pinning
down and destroyed a more agile opponent, and the international
community anguished over a situation with the potential to shatter
regional stability.

Under siege, Skopje immediately closed its 140-kilometer border
with Kosovo, and Foreign Minister Srjan Kerim flew to Brussels and
called upon NATO to intensify border patrols. Officials criticized
NATO for its inability to contain the NLA, and bridled under
instructions to reign in their military response, but lacked confidence
in the capacity of the small and poorly prepared Macedonian armed
forces to master the problem without external assistance.” Reliable
light infantry forces capable of taking positions by assault were
sorely lacking. As an alternative, Skopje relied on air power, heavy
weaponry, and rocket fire to attack occupied areas, affecting massive
damage and often driving local residents into the arms of the NLA
without achieving militarily significant effects. In April fighting
spread to the northeastern town of Kumanovo, where water mains
serving the civilian population were severed, and in June NLA
fighters occupied the Albanian village of Ari¢inovo, ten kilometers
from Skopje and adjacent to the country’s only international airport
and oil refinery. During May a government of national unity was
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pulled together in the capital, combining two Macedonian Slavic
parties and two Albanian parties (the Social Democratic Alliance
of Macedonia, IMRO-DPMNU, the PDP, and Arben Xhaferi's
Democratic Party of Albanians), but it was weak and anything
but united. The Albanian parties represented in the government
supported national unity, but condemned disproportionate use of
force against the insurrection and pushed a program for expanded
Albanian rights that clashed with the priorities of the government.
The NLA, represented by its self-styled leader and former KLA
activist Ali Ahmeti, claimed to oppose secession and limited its
demands to a series of reforms—changes in the preamble of the
constitution recognizing Albanians as a “co-founding” ethnicity,
designation of Albanian as an official language, sponsorship for the
University of Tetovo, administrative autonomy in Albanian majority
areas, and proportional representation in public administration.’®
The moderation of the agenda did not slow down the momentum of
armed struggle. By June the Macedonian regime appeared to be on
the verge of collapse.

Under these circumstances, the international community
mobilized, belatedly but effectively, to head off the worst. During
May, despite pledges to avoid all contacts with “terrorists,” OSCE
representative Robert Frowick coordinated a series of meetings
between Macedonia’s Albanian parties and the NLA in Kosovo with
the goal of defining an arrangement that the Albanian community
as a whole could accept*® Subsequently, the EU’s new high
representative for foreign and security policy, Javiar Solana, laid
the groundwork for a diplomatic option during a series of shuttle
missions. In June KFOR soldiers were brought into the theater to
escort some 350 NLA fighters away from their threatening forward
position at Ari¢inovo. Macedonian authorities were outraged, and
rioting erupted in the capital protesting NATO's purported role as
the NLA’s protector, but Skopje had no real independent option.*’
During June and July former French Defense Minister Francois
Leotard on behalf of the EU, Ambassador James Pardew on behalf
of the United States, and special envoy Peter Feith on behalf of
NATO hammered out the terms of a diplomatic settlement that was
signed by the four parties constituting Macedonia’s national unity
government at the lake resort of Ohrid on August 13.*

The Ohrid Framework Agreement, like the Dayton Accord, gave
something to all sides, but made no one happy. The NLA agreed
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to observe an armistice, surrender its weapons to international
authorities, and disband as a forum for armed struggle. The
voluntary handover of light arms subsequently organized by NATO
as Operation ESSENTIAL HARVEST resulted in the collection of
a grand total of 3,875 weapons—from an arsenal of hundreds of
thousands believed to remain in stashes under the control of NLA
militants. In exchange, the Macedonian authorities agreed to begin
a process of institutional reform that would come toward the goal of
greater autonomy for the Albanian minority by granting it the status
of a constituent nation, introducing bilingualism, and forwarding
proportional representation. Implementing these pledges in the face
of domestic opposition did not promise to be easy, and it may be
presumed that even if realized they will not correspond to the larger,
long-term aspirations of the Albanian national movement.*

The Ohrid Agreement was imposed by international mediators
and sustained by an international military presence. On September
26 an OSCE Monitoring Mission involving 125 monitors was
chartered to observe compliance, to be accompanied by a German-
led NATO protection force, with only 1,000 troops too small to
intimidate, but sufficient to signal resolve, designated as Operation
AMBER FOX.* Plans called for an EU force to succeed the NATO
deployment, autonomous but drawing on NATO assets and
attached to the NATO chain of command, a commitment described
by French President Jacques Chirac as the “first reasonable but
ambitious step toward a European defense policy.”* Though its
architects might prefer to ignore it, Ohrid transformed Macedonia
into yet another Balkan protectorate —this time a protectorate lite.*
The agreement has been praised as a new framework for Balkan
conflict management — preemptive engagement by the international
community, a viable compromise that offers positive incentives
for all parties, and discrete monitoring that leaves the essential
responsibility for post-conflict peace building in the hands of local
actors. In its wake, Macedonia has had some success in attracting
sorely needed international financial assistance.*

The fruits of the Ohrid Agreement arrived 1 year after its
conclusion, when national elections brought a new ruling coalition
to power. In these elections, Ljub¢o Georgievski's IMRO, with its
rhetorically nationalist orientation, was roundly defeated by the
left-center Social Democratic League behind Branko Crvenkovski.
Perhaps more surprisingly, the Albanian Democratic Party and its
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leader Arben Xhaferi, committed to an incongruous alliance with
IMRO in the outgoing government, was bested by the new Albanian
Democratic Union for Integration, led by none other than former
NLA leader Ahmeti. The extent of the victories was impressive.
In Macedonia’s 120 seat parliament, the Social Democratic League
was projected to control an absolute majority of 62 seats against 34
for IMRO, and Ahmeti’s Democratic Union 17 seats against only 5
for the Democratic Party.” Though the Social Democrats were in a
position to govern independently, the exigencies of implementing
the Ohrid reforms made it imperative that they secure an agreement
with a representative of the Albanian minority.

The outcome offers a precious opportunity to further an agenda
for reconciliation. While accusations of corruption and collusion with
the Slavic parties undermined Xhaferi, as the leader of Macedonia’s
Albanian insurrection Ahmeti accumulated tremendous popular
support. In the year following the uprising, he has become an
outspoken proponent of compromise solutions keyed to reform,
which the Slavic majority would be well-advised to accept. On
the other hand, suspicion within the Slavic community of the kind
of Albanian militancy that the “terrorist” Ahmeti is perceived to
have sponsored is deeply-rooted. Crvenkovski’s success is in part
a function of popular disillusionment with corrupt governance
and clientelism—real problems that will, however, be extremely
difficult to address. And Macedonian remains a fragile state with a
poorly functioning economy and high unemployment. The NLA has
been replaced by another shadowy guerrilla organization dubbed
the Albanian National Army (Armata Kombetare Shqiptare) with an
agenda for continuing armed struggle.*® Disaffection among the
Slavic majority, provoked by economic hardship but manifested
as national intolerance, is likewise a wild card that will have to be
carefully monitored. The elections leave the country at the very
beginning of what will inevitably be a long and untidy process of
economic recovery, state building, and ethnic reconciliation. If this
process is to be brought to fruition it will “require, for the foreseeable
future, a visible Western presence and generous support.”*

5. Tudjman in Hell.

Croatia’s reconquest of the Krajina during 1995 and subsequent
absorption of eastern Slavonia was a triumph for Franjo Tudjman’s
narrow vision of Croatian state rights. Following these events,
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the “father of the nation” toured the country in a so-called peace
train trumpeting Croatian virtue to popular acclaim, and his HDZ
was reconfirmed in power in national elections. In June 1997
Tudjman himself easily won a third term as president. The victories
culminated a phase of national mobilization, but also set the stage for
change. By bringing the affront of occupation to an end, driving out
the Serb population of the Krajina, and concluding the “Homeland
War” (Domovinski rat) that had hitherto dominated the politics
of independent Croatia, the events of 1995 allowed the Croatian
electorate to devote more attention to real and present domestic
difficulties.

Despite official triumphalism, all was not well. The quasi-
authoritarian rule of Tudjman’s HDZ had been accompanied by
declining living standards, high unemployment lingering close to 25
percent, and insider privatization that placed the bulk of Croatia’s
economic assets in the hands of “a criminal elite sacking national
resources.”” Tudjman was used by the Western powers as an ally of
convenience in the struggle with MiloSevi¢’s Serbia, but never really
respected, and his country had few reliable allies. Despite a virtual
state monopoly of the mass media, and repressive policies toward
political dissent, a more effective opposition was sure to emerge as
the strictures of national mobilization declined.

Tudjman died of cancer on December 10, 1999, after more than a
month in a coma, in the midst of a parliamentary election campaign.
The seriousness of his condition had not been revealed, and news
of his passing, sprung upon a population and political elite ill-
prepared to receive it, necessitated early presidential elections and
opened the door to regime change. On January 3, 2000, a six-party
reformist coalition cruised to victory, winning 95 of 151 seats in the
lower house of the Croatian parliament against only 46 for the HDZ
and bringing Ivica Racan of the Social Democratic Party (heir to
the Yugoslav League of Communists of Croatia) to office as Prime
Minister.® One month later, Tudjman’s former foreign minister
Mate Grani¢ carried only 22 percent of the vote in the first round of
voting in the presidential contest. The 7 February runoff produced
a new surprise when Stipe Mesi¢, representing the small Croatian
Peoples” Party but familiar to the electorate due to his role as chair
of the Federal Presidency during the agony of Yugoslavia at the
beginning of the 1990s, prevailed over the favored Dragisa Budisa.
The new leadership wasted no time in attacking the Tudjman
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legacy, arresting some of the more notoriously corrupt state officials,
asserting a willingness to cooperate with the work of the ICTY,
washing its hands of efforts to attach Herceg-Bosna to Croatia, and
pledging sweeping administrative and economic reforms.

The voters” repudiation of Tudjman and the HDZ was a
significant event that made possible a turn away from the archaic
nationalism of the past decade toward more forward looking efforts
to reattach Croatia to natural markets in the southeastern European
subregion and realign with contemporary European standards of
democracy and human rights. But the challenge of reform was made
considerably more difficult by the legacy of war. Zagreb joined
NATO'’s Partnership for Peace in May 2000, but it was clear that
membership in the Alliance would be a long-term goal at best. The
EU praised the new Croatia’s potential as a leader in the post-conflict
Balkans, but put off Croatian prospects for association. Economic
performance continued to stagnate absent structural reforms that
were sure to carry a high social price, and foreign aid and assistance
remained modest. Friction within the ruling coalition slowed down
the reform agenda, and popular dissatisfaction with lack of progress
in improving living standards grew.*> The HDZ has made modest
gains in recent elections, and remains a factor in national politics,
with an agenda that could set Croatia’s realignment toward Europe
reeling backward.”

A political cartoon appearing in the Croatian feuilleton Feral
Tribune after MiloSevi¢’s incarceration in The Hague shows a
relaxed Franjo Tudjman sitting in Hell, pointing a mocking finger at
his Serbian counterpart under lock and key, proclaiming the World
War II slogan, bolje grob nego rob (better death than slavery). Though
it is unlikely that Tudjman would ever have been dragged before
an international tribunal, he was at least as complicit in the violent
breakup of Yugoslavia and responsible for the degradation of his
homeland as was Milo$evi¢. Discrediting the primitive nationalism
of the HDZ and placing Croatia back on its feet economically are
important prerequisites for reestablishing a stable regional order.
Aiding in that task should be a priority for the West.

6. The Serbian Revolution.

The best news to emerge from the Balkans in the wake of
the Kosovo conflict was unquestionably the fall of the Miloevi¢
regime. Perhaps deceived by conventional wisdom suggesting
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that his popular support had been strengthened by intransigence
during the air campaign, Milosevi¢ himself made the decision to
force through a constitutional amendment allowing him to stand in
popular elections for the post of president of Yugoslavia, which had
previously been appointed by parliament, in the autumn of 2000.
The gesture was unnecessary —MiloSevi¢’s term of office as Serbian
president was scheduled to expire in July 2001, and some kind of
arrangement allowing him to perpetuate power would eventually
have been required, but there was no imminent pressure to act. In
the presidential contest, to general astonishment, in a five-man race
held on September 24, Milosevi¢ was defeated in the first round as
opposition leader Vojislav Kostunica, representing a Democratic
Opposition coalition, captured slightly more than 50 percent of the
vote.

What followed was high drama. Back to the wall, MiloSevié¢
refused to recognize the validity of the result. After some hesitation,
the pro-regime Federal Elections Commission ruled that Kostunica
had not crossed the 50 percent bar, and mandated a runoff election
on October 8. The Democratic Opposition refused this ploy,
declined to participate in a run off, and called for popular defiance.
It succeeded in mobilizing a movement of contestation engaging a
broad cross section of Serbian society, and culminating in a general
strike. The high point of the mobilization arrived on October 5, with
a nation-wide march on Belgrade that united hundreds of thousands
of citizens in columns that swept aside police roadblocks and
eventually stormed the federal parliament building.”* On October
6 MiloSevi¢ threw in the towel. Besieged in his residence in the
elite Belgrade suburb of Dedinje, he formally accepted the results
of the elections and recognized Kostunica as the democratically
elected president of Yugoslavia. After 13 years of exercising power,
the Serbian strongman who had masterminded the dissolution
of Yugoslavia, presided over its war of succession, and emerged
apparently unscathed from the NATO bombing campaign, had been
swept away by crowds in the streets.

The reasons for Milosevi¢’s defeat are not difficult to identify.
His electoral base had always been relatively narrow, built upon
the support of pensioners in search of security, rural and southern
Serbia, and economically troubled small and medium sized towns.
Already in 1996 the Zajedno (Unity) coalition led by Zoran Djindji¢
and Vuk Draskovi¢ succeeded in winning an impressive victory in
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local elections, securing majorities in 14 of Serbia’s largest cities and
towns. Milosevic¢ refused to acknowledge the results, and 88 days
of uninterrupted street demonstrations followed, concluding with
the surrender of the authorities and validation of election outcomes,
including recognition of Djindji¢ as elected mayor of Belgrade.”™ The
Zajedno coalition could not stand the strains of victory, and by 1997
it had disbanded amidst partisan quarreling. MiloSevi¢’s political
weakness had been demonstrated nonetheless, and the sense of
exposure may have encouraged him to maintain a hard-line stance
during the Kosovo crisis. Serbia’s defeat in Kosovo, coming on top
of years of corrupt governance, economic decline, and international
isolation, was the final straw. During his years in power MiloSevi¢
had repeatedly mobilized the forces of order to defend himself against
popular ire. At the decisive moment on October 5, there was no one
left to fight for him — the army, led by General Nebojsa Pavkovic¢, and
the police forces, opted to defer to the mobilized populace. Serbia’s
revolution was disciplined, democratic, and essentially bloodless, an
unambiguous manifestation of popular will.*® In this it resembled
many of the central European anti-communist uprisings of 1989, of
which it is sometimes said to represent the culmination.”

The Serbian revolution concluded with parliamentary elections
on December 23, 2000, where the Democratic Opposition of Serbia,
now an 18-party coalition united behind Djindji¢ as its candidate
for prime minister, carried two-thirds of the popular vote. With a
democratic foundation in place, Serbia confronted the massive task
of constructing what Kostunica called “a state without rivers of
blood for borders, a good, efficient, democratic, European state, one
that is free inside and free abroad, that is independent, with a normal
economy, industry, banking system, social and health care, and
media.”*® The task was not made easier by chronic political division.
Djindji¢ as Prime Minister of Serbia and Kostunica as President of
Yugoslavia, the two most important leaders in the new regime, were
contrasting personalities whose agendas did not coincide. Dealing
with the Milosevic¢ legacy quickly proved to be both a challenging
and a dangerous occupation. The assassination of Djindji¢ on March
12, 2003, apparently at the hands of organized criminal figures
integrated into the MiloSevi¢ government the prime minister was
seeking to neutralize, made the dangers clear, and provided a tragic
example of the instability that continues to haunt Serbia’s future.”

Serbia lies at the heart of the Balkans, and possesses a powerful
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state tradition and considerable economic assets. Its revival will be
essential to any effort to restore regional stability. Not surprisingly,
the Western powers embraced the Serbian revolution and moved
expeditiously to bring an end to the quasi-isolation imposed upon
the MiloSevic regime. In short order Yugoslavia was able to eliminate
the sanctions maintained by the United States and EU, restore
membership in the UN and the OSCE, and join the Stability Pact
for Southeastern Europe, the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, the International Monetary Fund, and the Council of
Europe.

Belgrade was also able to come to an agreement concerning a
new framework for relations with Montenegro. From assuming
power in November 1997 onward Montenegrin president Milo
Djukanovi¢ had pushed relentlessly for a referendum that would
allow Montenegro to proclaim itself an independent state. In the
aftermath of the Kosovo conflict, when support for Montenegro
appeared to be a convenient way to keep the pressure on Milosevic,
Western chancelleries tended to stand in Djukanovié¢’s corner, though
the agenda for separation was never unambiguously embraced. On
November 2,1999, Podgorica went so far as to introduce the Deutsche
Mark as the official currency of Montenegro, creating the foundations
of a state within a state. Secession would no doubt have worked in
the interests of Djukanovi¢ and his entourage, suspect of reaping
huge profits from the criminal trafficking for which Montenegro
had become notorious.® The advantages of independence were less
obvious to Montenegro’s 650,000 impoverished citizens, and despite
Podgorica’s best efforts securing a clear majority for independence
in a fairly conducted national referendum never seems to have been
within reach. In national elections of April 22, 2001, touted as a
referendum on independence, Djukanovi¢’s Victory for Montenegro
coalition carried 42 percent of the vote and 35 seats in the national
parliament, but was nearly overtaken by a Together for Yugoslavia
opposition bloc that won 41 percent of the vote and 33 seats. On
March 14, 2002, urged on by EU mediator Javier Solana, Kostunica
and Djukanovi¢ met in Belgrade and agreed to disband the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia and create a new union provisionally entitled
Serbia-Montenegro." The issue of Montenegrin separatism was
not definitively laid to rest—the arrangement included provisions
for reviewing the status of the union after 3 years, including the
possibility of a referendum on continued association.®> Djukanovié¢

344



continues to assert that a majority of Montenegrins support
independence, and invoke the possibility of “civil strife on a scale
that could destabilize both Montenegro and its neighbors” should
their desires be left unfulfilled indefinitely.® But the destabilizing
gesture of unilateral secession has at least been headed off, allowing
the government in Belgrade to concentrate its energies on domestic
reform.*

Despite the priority attached to consolidating the Kostunica
leadership, following the fall of Milosevi¢ Belgrade was immediately
bombarded with demands on the part of the ICTY and the
international community to surrender indicted war criminals, the
most important of whom was now the deposed leader himself.
These demands quickly became politically destabilizing. On April 1,
2001, after a daylong standoff at the Milosevi¢ residence, the former
president was taken into custody by Yugoslav authorities. On June
28, 2001 (Vidovdan!), he was extradited to The Hague, and on June
29 became the first head of state ever to be arraigned before an
international tribunal. Though supportive of cooperation with The
Hague tribunal in general terms, Kostunica opposed the extradition
as unconstitutional, and argued that only a domestic trial would
allow Serbs to come to terms with the crimes of the past decade.
Djindji¢ overrode his principled opposition on pragmatic grounds,
yielding to a U.S. ultimatum asserting that if Milosevi¢ was not
surrendered immediately contributions to the Internal Aid Donors’
Conference scheduled for June 29 would not be forthcoming.®® The
Milosevi¢ trial opened in February 2002 to a good deal of fanfare,
with the former tyrant unrepentantly denouncing the tribunal as a
legal travesty and exercise in victors’ justice.®

For a time, MiloSevi¢’s perorations before the tribunal were the
talk of Serbia. His condemnations of the ICTY as illegal and inspired
by an anti-Serbian bias were widely shared and had considerable
resonance. In the end, however, the game became stale. Out of
power, MiloSevi¢ had lost the aura of omnipotence that had made
him so potent as a ruler. He was not a convincing representative
of the Serbian national idea, which he had, in fact, repeatedly
betrayed. The phase of national mobilization was now over, and the
preoccupations of the Serbian people had moved on to managing
the consequences of a decade of war and isolation. The Milogevi¢
trial in The Hague was of interest for what it revealed about the
evolution of international law, but in some ways irrelevant to the

345



course of Serbia’s long march back to international respectability.
Insistent demands from The Hague to surrender suspects and
accept war guilt nonetheless had the potential to disrupt the fragile
governing coalition, and there was unquestionably an element of
truth in Kostunica’s argument that only a domestic process, perhaps
modeled upon South Africa’s Truth and Justice Commission, could
make a meaningful contribution to national reconciliation.

7. Europe and the Balkans.

On June 10, 1999, at the initiative of the European Union, more
than 40 partner countries and nongovernmental organizations
meeting in Cologne, Germany approved a founding document
for the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe.®” The project was
launched as a cooperative initiative under the general direction of
Special Coordinator Bodo Hombach at Sarajevo on July 30, 1999.
The idea for the Pact dated to 1998, but was lent impetus by the
Kosovo conflict, which reinforced awareness of Europe’s ineffective
diplomacy in the region. The Stability Pact’s founding document
pledged support for all the countries of Southeastern Europe “in
their efforts to foster peace, democracy, respect for human rights
and economic prosperity in order to achieve stability in the whole
region,” and held out the promise of eventual integration with Euro-
Atlantic institutions.®® It was widely hailed as a belated effort to
move away from reactive crisis response toward a comprehensive,
long-term conflict prevention strategy capable of grappling with
underlying sources of instability.

The Stability Pact is a framework agreement among partners
committed to developing a common strategy for stability and growth,
and a multilateral initiative in which governments, international
organizations, financial institutions, and nongovernmental
organizations pool their resources in a common cause. It works under
the direction of the Special Coordinator and a small staff based in
Brussels, through a Regional Table sub-divided into three Working
Tables devoted to Democratization and Human Rights (Table 1),
Economic Reconstruction (Table II), and Security Issues (Table III).
During the 3 years of its existence the Regional Table has pursued a
wide range of useful initiatives, but its most basic responsibility has
been to promote economic recovery, operating on the basis of the
recommendations of the World Bank’s March 2000 strategy paper
The Road to Stability and Prosperity in South Eastern Europe.®® The
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program seeks to combine short-term efforts to address the lingering
effects of war through humanitarian relief and reconstruction
programs, with a long-term commitment to transformation including
democratization, sustainable development, and nation building. It
also aspires to set standards—donor contributions are conditioned
by demands for structural reform on the part of recipient countries.

The Stability Pact is still a work in progress, but it is not too
soon to conclude that its contributions to economic recovery have
been disappointing. The amount of assistance generated by the Pact
has simply been too small to roll back the development gap that
increasingly divides the southeastern European subregion from
neighboring areas in Central and Western Europe. Foreign direct
investment and development assistance to the Balkan states through
the entire decade of the 1990 only reached about one-half the per
capita level that was provided to the more prosperous Visegrad
countries of Central Europe. Since the creation of the Stability Pact,
the scale of assistance has not dramatically changed.

Though non-European powers, including the United States,
Canada, and Japan, have been associated with the Stability Pact
since its inauguration, the EU has provided the bulk of funding
for the initiative, which can be perceived as a part of a larger effort
to address the Balkan regional dilemma by bringing Southeastern
Europe in from the cold under the tutelage of the traditional
European powers. The “Europeanization” of the Balkans, including
“extending the cross-border monetary, trade, and investment
arrangements that already operate within the EU across Europe’s
southeastern periphery,” is often posed as a logical solution for
a peripheral region that is nonetheless an integral part of Europe
geographically and culturally.” In the United States, redefining the
Balkan dilemma as a “European problem” sometimes becomes a
prelude for arguments urging disengagement, but from a regional
perspective there is no choice to be made.”” The contemporary
Balkans has already been subordinated to European and Euro-
Atlantic direction. The only question that remains is how effective
that direction will be in helping the region to emerge from its
current degraded situation. Unfortunately, evolving U.S. priorities,
the nature of the European integration process, and the international
community’s track record during a decade and more of Balkan
conflict, warn against exaggerated expectations.

Following the collapse of European communist regimes in 1989,
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the EC was quick to offer the new democratic states of Central and
Eastern Europe associated status, but cautious about opening its
doors to new members. In December 1991, the first Association or
Europe Agreements with post-communist states sought to promote
commercial exchange and “political dialogue,” but these agreements
did not constitute a commitment to membership. The Copenhagen
session of the European Council in June 1993 made eastern
enlargement a practical possibility, but also conditioned eligibility
upon the ability of an associated country “to assume the obligations
of membership by satisfying the economic and political conditions
required.””? The conditions in question were stringent, and certainly
well beyond the capacity of the states of Southeastern Europe. The
European Commission sought to coordinate economic assistance to
Central and Eastern Europe by launching the European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) and Operation PHARE
in November and December 1989. It also embraced the cause of
democratization through projects in support of parliamentary reform,
human rights monitoring, the development of an independent media,
and the promotion of democratic trade unionism.” The majority of
these programs were directed toward the Visegrad countries and
the former Soviet Union rather than the Balkan states, however.
It was not until 1997-98 that the European Council developed a
project for Accession Partnerships, and the project disadvantaged
the southeastern European area from the start. The attempt to draw
up lists of “ins and pre-ins” among accession candidates upon which
the EU’s Agenda 2000 was based excluded the Balkan region almost
entirely.” By 2000 it had been discarded in favor of an approach
basing eligibility upon bilateral discussions and individual merit.
The Copenhagen summit of November 2002 confirmed accession
for Slovenia and the Republic of Cyprus in 2004, tentatively looked
forward to the possibility of accession for Romania and Bulgaria in
2007, and agreed to open accession talks with Turkey in December
2004 pending progress in a process of reform. The EU had belatedly
extended its enlargement process to include the Balkans, but the core
of the region constituted by the majority of Yugoslav successor states
remained without prospects for accession in the near future.

There was some logic to the EU’s reluctance. The chaos
engendered by open-ended warfare and generally poor economic
performance virtually precluded the majority of Balkan states from
eligibility. The alternative to accession was positive association, but
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here, too, institutionalized Europe was slow to react to the special
needs of a region in turmoil. After the failure of EC mediation in the
first stage of the Yugoslav crisis, Europe ceased to play a dynamic
role in regional conflict management, and, up to the 1995 Dayton
Accord, it failed to produce any kind of uniform Balkan policy at
all. In February 1996, chagrined by its effacement at Dayton, the
EU’s General Affairs Council initiated a Regional Approach in the
Balkans, intended to supplement OSCE efforts under the Dayton
Accord by offering financial and economic assistance and trade
and cooperation agreements. It would await the watershed of the
Kosovo crisis, however, before a more consistent approach took
form. The Vienna European Council of December 1998 set the stage
by calling for a common European strategy in the region, a call that
would eventually be realized with the inauguration of the Stability
Pact and its associated Stabilization and Association Process (SAP).

The SAP program was focused upon the negotiation of
Stabilization and Association Agreements designed to grant
contractual relations to the Balkan states heretofore left out of the
European process altogether (Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia,
Macedonia, and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia as of 1999).
Modeled on the Association (Europe) Agreements of the 1990s “but
with a greater emphasis on regional cooperation, democratization,
the development of civil society, and institution building,” the
Stabilization and Association Agreements and Process have become
important levers of influence in European attempts to shape the
Balkan regional environment.”” Relations between the EU and
individual Balkan states have remained considerably diverse
nonetheless, and chronic instability continues to discourage deeper
engagement and frustrate recovery. European priorities have also
evolved, away from the humanitarian focus characteristic of the
war years culminating with the Kosovo conflict, toward heightened
concern for émigré flows and criminal trafficking —issues that are
likely to dictate increased closure rather than inclusion. Conditioned,
asymmetric association such as defined by the SAP program is a
perfectly valid approach to integrating Balkan states into a larger
European process that they are not yet ready to join as full partners,
but it is not likely to bring the region the kind of benefits that are
urgently needed if new bouts of instability are to be headed off.
Europeanization is a valid and inevitable aspiration for the region,
but it will not be a panacea for its many problems.
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A variety of regionally based initiatives also seek to encourage
closer coordination between the Balkan states themselves. Among
these initiatives are the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) whose
11 members include Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, Romania, and Turkey,
the Central European Initiative (CEI) with 16 members including
Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Macedonia,
Romania, and Slovenia; the South East European Cooperative Initiative
(SECI) bringing together Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria,
Croatia, Greece, Hungary, Moldova, Romania, Slovenia, and Turkey;
and the South East Europe Co-operation Process (SEECP) including
Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, the Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia, Greece, Macedonia, Romania, and Turkey, with
Croatia as an observer.” These are clearly beneficial undertakings,
complementary in nature, often coordinated with the work of the
Stability Pact, and paralleled by a wide range of dynamic bilateral
relationships. They are, however, condemned to work with severely
limited resources.”” Regional cooperation is also emerging in the
military sector. In 1999, eight Balkan countries combined to establish
a Multinational Peace Force South Eastern Europe which has evolved
into a brigade sized force of 4,000 soldiers capable of participating in
OSCE-mandated, NATO-led conflict prevention and peace support
operations.”? These various cooperative initiatives are mutually
reinforcing and an important—indeed essential —complement to
international efforts to build regional stability.

8. NATO and the Balkans.

NATO was created as a balancing alliance in response to the
threat of a Soviet invasion of Western Europe. From its origins,
however, the Alliance’s commitment to collective defense was
attached to the goal of building a security system within which the
democracies of postwar Europe could learn to interact peacefully
among themselves.” In the 1950s, Karl Deutsch spoke of the Alliance
as a security community where war as a means of resolving disputes
between states was becoming unthinkable.*® And the benefits of
security community did not lie in the military realm alone--the
hard security guarantees provided by the Alliance encouraged a
broader process of political, social, and economic integration that
generated considerable collective benefits.® NATO has always had a
dual character, as a defensive military alliance, but also as a political
forum institutionalizing dialogue and cooperation.
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The Alliance’s post-cold war evolution has accentuated its
character as a political agent. By redefining its mission and
opening its doors to new members NATO has aspired, in the
words of former Secretary General Javier Solana, to create “a new
Alliance, far removed in purpose and structure from its Cold War
ancestor,” inspired by the premise of “cooperative security” and
capable of serving as the centerpiece of an emerging European
and Eurasian collective security regime.®> From 1991 forward the
Alliance has reduced and reconfigured its nuclear and conventional
forces, transformed decisionmaking procedures to achieve greater
transparency and balance, created the Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council and Partnership for Peace (PfP) process as means to engage
the post-communist states of central and eastern Europe, actively
pursued a process of enlargement, recast its security concept to
encourage mutual security and out of area peace support missions,
and institutionalized special relationships with the Russian
Federation and Ukraine. Its self-proclaimed goal is no longer simply
to deter aggression, but rather to help construct “a just and lasting
peaceful order in Europe.”®

Engagement in the Balkans has been an important test of
these ambitious new commitments. The test has been successfully
withstood, but not without problems. During the first years of the
Balkan conflict, the NATO powers expressed a broad consensus
in opposition to large-scale military involvement.® As the
conflict expanded, it became more difficult to defend a policy of
nonintervention — Europe’s premier security forum could not stand
aside indefinitely while a major European region was consumed by
war withouteventually sacrificingall credibility. Military engagement
in the Bosnian conflict was belated but effective. Intervention in
Kosovo was precipitous, and resulted in a war that probably did
not need to be fought, but did create a context for bringing at least
a trace of stability to the disputed province. In Macedonia the
Alliance’s role was more discrete, but no less essential. In addition
to these ongoing peace support missions, and potentially more
important in the long-term, the PfP and its Membership Action Plan
have been enthusiastically embraced by a number of Balkan states,
and Slovenia, Romania, and Bulgaria (together with Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, and Slovakia in Central Europe) have been awarded full
membership in the second round of enlargement. The Alliance also
remains the single most important peace broker in the continuing
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rivalry between Greece and Turkey. Together with the EU, NATO
has become a major point of orientation for the reform-oriented
regimes of the new Southeastern Europe and an irreplaceable source
of stability for the region as a whole.®

At the April 1999 Washington Summit, NATO launched a South
East Europe Initiative (SEEI). The intention was to build on existing
forms of cooperation and extend them to countries not yet engaged
in the PfP process (Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, and Yugoslavia
during 1999), with the goal of promoting regional cooperation
and long-term security and stability. In October 2000 a South East
Europe Security Cooperation Steering Group was created to develop
regional approaches to key security issues, and in May 2001, at the
initiative of Romania, the SEEI presided over the drafting of a South
East Europe Common Assessment Paper on Regional Security Challenges
and Opportunities (SEECAP) agreed to by all southeastern European
Foreign Ministers.® The SEECAP is an action-oriented document
that identifies security challenges in the political, military, economic,
social, and environmental realms and specifies cooperative
mechanisms for addressing them. Under the aegis of SEEI, and on
the basis the SEECAP recommendations, NATO has developed
a demanding work agenda encouraging military modernization
and security cooperation among regional partners. The Alliance’s
engagement in this process is a hopeful sign—but as yet no more
than that. Peace building in the Balkans is a long-term project that
will require a serious commitment on the part of all NATO allies,
including the United States, for some time to come. Whether that
commitment will be forthcoming, with the result that the benefits
of a Deutschian security community will eventually be extended
to all of the new democracies of Central, Eastern, and Southeastern
Europe, remains to be seen.

Ll I R R N S

The Balkan region has arrived at the end of a decade-long cycle of
violence. Though observers have become conditioned to expect the
worst, recent years have seen a number of promising developments.
The ouster of Milosevi¢, and the political defeat of the HDZ, has made
it possible to consign the war of Yugoslav succession to the past. All
of the states of the region have democratically elected governments
anxious to move forward by focusing on economic growth, regional
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cooperation, and closer relations with an enlarging Europe. The
detritus of war, in the form of shattered infrastructure, ruined lives,
and the poisoned spirits of alienated communities, nonetheless
remains in place. Some of these problems are being addressed by
NATO-led peace support missions in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo,
and Macedonia. Progress toward Greek-Turkish rapprochement,
also actively promoted in the NATO context, holds out great promise
for the entire region. The international community has sustained a
substantial commitment to peace building in the Balkans, and a host
of international and regionally based initiatives are underway to
promote development and understanding.”

Promising trends do not mean that the region has turned the
corner. Progress toward democratic consolidation has been real,
but it is reversible. The foundations for a self-sustaining peace in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo, and Macedonia have not yet been
established. Poor economic performance, rampant criminality, and
social disillusionment encouraging migration are serious dilemmas
for the region as a whole. Changed priorities after the September
11, 2001, terrorist attacks against the United States have lowered
the profile of the Balkan region in international affairs, and called
international commitments that are vital to stability into question. If
such trends are not reversed, and they will only be reversed as the
result of renewed determination and purposeful action, a variant of
the Eastern Question could be called back into life, with Southeastern
Europe, excluded from the European mainstream, once again
representing a chronic source of friction and violence.

Humanitarian Intervention and the Law of War.

The Balkan wars of the 1990s challenged the capacity of
international law and institutions to address the problem of violence
in the international system, in regard both to interstate conflict and
cases of humanitarian abuse perpetrated by domestic authorities.
The intensive media coverage extended to Balkan conflicts,
the involvement of the international community in the conflict
management effort, the high visibility of humanitarian violations,
and the new field for activism apparently opened up by the end of
cold war bipolarity combined to make the conflict a particularly
fertile ground for efforts to expand the modern war convention.®
The extent to which those efforts do or do not succeed will represent
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an important part of the legacy of the wars of Yugoslav succession.

Attempts to broaden the capacity of international instances
to punish violations of legal or humanitarian norms rest upon a
universalistic presumption—that in an increasingly interdependent
international system common values must come to take precedence
over the egoistic concerns of individual units. The goal is sometimes
described as a shift from a “Westphalian” order, based upon the
autonomy of nation-states in an anarchic system without effective
supranational authority, toward an international society where at
least some of the elements of domestic order pertain to the conduct
of inter-state relations as well. International reactions to the wars of
Yugoslav succession embodied this argument in at least three ways.
First, Western interventions were justified in the name of a doctrine
of humanitarian intervention asserting that, in cases of massive
crimes against humanity, international instances and responsible
national actors are obliged to respond, if need be, in defiance of the
presumption of sovereignty.* Second, armed intervention and peace
enforcement strategies were sanctioned as a legitimate use of force
under the rubric of humanitarian war.® Third, the law of war was
broadened to encompass a growing body of international humanitarian
law that demands more intrusive monitoring of national behavior,
including the convocation of tribunals to prosecute violators.”

In the wake of the bloodletting in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the
relevance of a doctrine of humanitarian intervention was widely
asserted. NATO’s war in Kosovo was formally justified as a
humanitarian war, where the intervening powers were presumed
to resort to arms, not in respect of national interest, but in response
to intolerable ethical violations. The ICTY has been in existence for
nearly a decade and is mandated to impose legal accountability for
humanitarian abuses. The Hague is now the site of history’s first
international prison, and home to the first head of state ever placed
on trial by an international tribunal on criminal charges. Inspired and
influenced by these initiatives, a permanent International Criminal
Court (ICC) has been ratified by the UN, to take up its functions in
The Hague during 2003.”

These are meaningful initiatives, but whether they will add
up to a substantial extension of the international war convention
remains unclear. Many of the states that were the most adamant
champions of a doctrine of humanitarian intervention in the specific
circumstances of the Yugoslav conflict have since cooled to the
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idea. War is not a humanitarian institution — the resort to arms may
occasionally be just, or justifiable, but it is seldom humane. The ICTY
is a contested institution, and the ICC lacks the support of many of
the world’s most significant national actors, including China, the
Russian Federation, and the United States. As the Yugoslav wars of
the 1990s fade into the past, the emotional reactions that galvanized
opinion will begin to pale as well. Many of the conceptual and legal
innovations that were applied during the Yugoslav conflict remain
insufficiently institutionalized, and few rest upon a substantial
international consensus.

NATO intervention during the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina was
not formally sanctioned on the basis of a doctrine of humanitarian
intervention. The use of force against the Serb faction (and occasional
threats of a resort to force against the Croat and Muslim factions)
came in response to violations of UN guidelines, and at UN request.
In the Kosovo conflict, however, NATO intervention was not based
upon any kind of convincing mandate from the UN or other relevant
instance. Rather, a right to resort to force was asserted unilaterally by
NATO Secretary General Javier Solana in a letter to the North Atlantic
Council dated October 9, 1998, on the basis of an interpretation of UN
Security Council Resolution No. 1999, which defined the situation in
Kosovo as “a danger for peace and security in the region” and cited
the imminent danger of “a humanitarian disaster.” The circumstance
of humanitarian necessity, according to Solana, provided NATO
with “a legitimate basis for threatening the use of force, and, if
necessary, a resort to force.”” At the beginning of the bombing
campaign, the notion would be elevated by British Prime Minister
Tony Blair into an ethnical imperative to “act to save thousands of
innocent men, women and children from humanitarian catastrophe,”
grandiloquently described as a “new internationalism where the
brutal repression of whole ethnic groups would not be tolerated.”**
Blair’s new internationalism implied a significant revision of classic
just war theory, which demands right authority as a prerequisite for
a resort to coercion. In cases of urgent humanitarian necessity, it was
suggested, legal premises defining right authority, at least as they
have been understood by the modern, or Westphalian tradition of
International Law, could be overridden and responsible nations or
international organizations self-empowered to fight in a just cause.
As Blair put it in a speech before the Economic Club of Chicago on
April 22,1999, a “doctrine of international community” had “shifted
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the balance between human rights and state sovereignty.”® For the
neo-Kantian Jiirgen Habermas, the war in Kosovo had encouraged
“aleap away from classical international law understood as a law of
states toward the cosmopolitan law of a society of world citizens.”*

The doctrine of humanitarian intervention is compelling, but
will not be convincing until several basic issues are resolved. The
tirst is the issue of institutionalization. Ad hoc operations, such as that
undertaken by NATO in Kosovo, do not rest upon a sound legal
foundation. Article 2 paragraph 4 of the UN Charter forbids recourse
to force by states with only two exceptions: (1) Self-Defense as
referenced in Article 51 of the Charter (the same premise is mentioned
in Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty); and (2) Collective Security
measures under the auspices of the Security Council as defined in
Chapter VII. NATO demonstrated its sensitivity to the issue during
the Kosovo conflict by tying its actions to earlier UN Resolutions,
but by any measure the campaign’s legality was suspect.” In order
to make a doctrine of humanitarian intervention more credible,
international institutions and the collective security regime presided
over by the UN will have to be considerably strengthened.” The UN
Charter should ideally be rewritten to sanction such interventions,
and consistent procedures for identifying violations developed.
Likewise, in the spirit of consistent institutionalization, it would be
best if some kind of formally constituted intervention force, such as
that recommended by former UN Secretary General Boutros Boutros-
Ghalli in his 1992 Agenda for Peace, could be placed at the disposition
of the UN as an instrument of enforcement.” Such procedures would
represent significant steps away from the Westphalian premise of
state sovereignty toward more robust world governance. For that
very reason, they are unlikely to be undertaken.

The issue of standards represents another dilemma. When do
humanitarian violations create a situation of urgent necessity
sufficient to justify a resort to arms? During the Balkan conflicts of the
1990s, decisions to intervene were often accompanied by a conscious
exaggeration of the extent of abuses in order shape elite opinion and
win public support. The use of the accusation of genocide has been
particularly notable in this regard. Serbia’s repression of the Kosovar
Albanians was initiated on the basis of accusations of genocide in
progress against the province’s Serb minority.'” During the run
up to the outbreak of war in the spring of 1991 all three of Bosnia-
Herzegovina’s communal factions raised the charge of genocide
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against their rivals.'™ Croatian commentators accused Serb forces
of perpetrating genocide during their 1991 campaigns in Croatia.'®
During the Bosnian conflict the Muslim community was repeatedly
described as the victim of genocide.'® In the winter of 1998-1999,
when the victims of the fighting in progress in Kosovo numbered in
the thousands, the charge was leveled against the Serbian authorities
once again. As a result of the mass expulsion (but not necessarily
systematic mass killing) of Kosovar Albanians during the war, it has
found its way into the indictment against MiloSevi¢ drawn up by
the ICTY." Unavoidably tied to the unprecedented crimes of the
World War II holocaust, the term genocide provides a “high yield
source of hatred,” and is therefore, along with other charges directed
against putative opponents, liable to abuse as an “indecent tool of
propaganda.”*®

Determining when humanitarian abuses become liable to sanction
will often demand an essentially subjective judgment based upon
imperfect knowledge. In an age of instantaneous information, where
public perception often is conditioned decisively by sensational
media images and reporting, the risk that excessive emotionalism
built upon compelling language may misconstrue events, and
therefore create an irresistible momentum to “do something” before
chains of causality are clear, is very real. Armed conflicts do not
always produce unambiguous distinctions between victims and
victimizers. Systematic monitoring by impartial observers and lucid
adjudication of evidence are the only means to move beyond such
uncertainty. At present, international instances are far from having
the means, or the requisite moral authority, to accomplish such tasks
reliably.

A doctrine of humanitarian intervention must also come to terms
with the issue of commitment. Nations have traditionally crafted
international policy on the basis of a discourse of interest. Though
humanitarian concerns are not entirely foreign to this discourse,
they are seldom at its essence. When interests are not deemed to be
vital, a commitment of lives and treasure can seldom be sustained.
During the war of Yugoslav succession, the uncertain commitment
of the Western powers was repeatedly demonstrated. The West
pursued a containment policy for 3 long years while over 200,000
Yugoslavs were cut down in wars and massacres. In Kosovo, NATO
was willing to go to war on behalf of the Kosovar Albanians, but
not to risk mass casualties.'® The administration of George W. Bush
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came to office in January 2001 to a chorus of calls from influential
supporters urging U.S. disengagement on the grounds that vital
national interests were not at stake. The Balkan case makes clear that
humanitarian motivation by itself will seldom provide the kind of
sustained commitment that effective intervention demands.

The case for humanitarian intervention presumes that
organized violence can be mobilized as an instrument of justice
in complex regional contingencies within the confines of the test
of proportionality. The very character of modern war calls this
presumption into doubt.

Wesley Clark’s account of Operation ALLIED FORCE is
imbued with the conviction of fighting in a just cause, but his
analysis leaves no doubt that in order to prevail in armed conflict
belligerents must respect the laws of warfare and pursue victory
uncompromisingly. In limited wars intended to provide “regional
stability and humanitarian assistance,” where there is arguably a
substitute for victory, the result will often have more in common
with imperial policing actions than classic armed conflict between
peer competitors.!” The difficulty of mobilizing and sustaining
public support pushes inexorably toward a reliance upon air power
in order to reduce or eliminate casualties among one’s own forces,
while maximizing damage to enemy infrastructure. In Kosovo,
according to Michael Ignatieff, “the political leaders of NATO talked
the language of ultimate commitment and practiced the warfare of
minimum risk.”'® Reluctance to contemplate a ground incursion
even in the face of truly massive humanitarian abuses, reliance upon
medium altitude bombing with its unavoidable complement of
collateral damage, attempts to assassinate the opposing leadership
from the air, and attacks upon “dual use” infrastructure intended at
least in part, in the spirit of Giulio Douhet, to break the enemy’s will,
were a consequence of that choice.!” The structure of modern war, as
defined by Clark, strains at the limits of the test of proportionality.'*
Moreover, according to Ignatieff, a zero casualties imperative
imposed upon commanders by civilian authority “transforms the
expectations that govern the morality of war.”** The honor of the
combatant—the ethical context that distinguishes warfare from
crime —has always rested upon the assumption of reciprocal risk
in service of a cause. If that contract is broken, Ignatieff insists, war
becomes little more than a kind of chastisement.'

The capacity to wage war with minimum risk makes the
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decision to resort to force easier to make. If not carefully monitored,
such capacity may lead to precipitous and unconsidered actions,
discourage the pursuit of diplomatic alternatives, and undermine
the just war criterion of last resort. On the eve of Croatia’s Operation
STORM in the summer of 1995, confident of U.S. support, Tudjman
used international negotiations as a pretext to buy time for last minute
preparations. The Rambouillet negotiations have been portrayed as
little more than a ploy intended to justify a resort to force. Such
circumstances will recur should the presumption of a right to
humanitarian intervention become imbedded in the operational
code of the great powers. War without the risk of consequences
likewise makes the temptation to use humanitarian pretexts harder
to resist. The obvious danger is the transformation of an agenda
based upon an assertion of universal human rights into a disguised
form of hegemonism—Hedley Bull, for example, has noted the
continuity between the theme of humanitarian intervention and the
missionary and colonial traditions.'® “The concept of humanitarian
war,” writes Danilo Zolo, “restores to states an indiscriminate ius
ad bellum, voids the “pacifistic’ functions of international law, and
discredits the cosmopolitan ideal of the universal citizen.”'** If these
critiques are credited, the more widespread acknowledgement of a
thesis of humanitarian war can be interpreted as a step backward for
the international war convention.

The ICTY, created in May 1993 by the UN Security Council on the
basis of Chapter I of the UN Charter, with a mandate retrospective to
1991, is the most ambitious dimension of efforts to use the Yugoslav
wars as a context for expanding the oversight of the international
community in regard to war and conflict. The wars in Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Kosovo were the first armed conflicts in history
fought in the presence of an international tribunal judged competent
to judge crimes committed.

The effort to move judicial means toward the center of the
war convention is a 20th century innovation. In the early modern
centuries, the European traditions of pacifism and international law
(Erasmus, Grotius, Crucé, the Duc de Sully, the Abbé Saint-Pierre,
Penn, Vattel, Rousseau, Kant) emphasized interstate relations and
political organization as the foundations of lasting peace.”> The
Versailles peacemakers’ attempt to put the Kaiser, together with
other German leaders (the surrender of 90 individuals was requested)
on trial before an international tribunal with judges representing
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the United Kingdom, the United States, France, Italy, and Japan,
was unprecedented. But Holland refused the Kaiser’s extradition,
Germany declined to surrender anyone, and in the end little came of
the project. A more significant precedent was established at the end
of the Second World War. The London Accord of August 6, 1945,
created the Nuremberg Tribunal on behalf of the victorious nations
of the war, and 1 year later an International Military Tribunal for
the Far East was created in Tokyo. The Tokyo tribunal conducted
two years of hearings before 11 judges designated by U.S. General
Douglas MacArthur. All 28 of the accused that were placed before the
court were convicted, and seven executed. The Nuremberg process
began on November 25, 1945, with 22 accused placed before U.S,,
British, French, and Soviet judges. One year later it concluded with
three not guilty verdicts, condemnations to prison terms of varied
lengths, and ten death sentences that were carried out immediately.

Though it is often described as a continuation of the Nuremberg
tradition, the ICTY rests upon a different set of premises. The
Nuremberg Tribunal’s charter specifically cited the “sovereign
legislative power of the countries to which the German Reich
unconditionally surrendered” as the basis for its authority. The
ICTY is not a military tribunal, and Article 16 of its statute calls for
action completely independent of any government.'® A priority
for the authorities at Nuremberg, noted in the opening address of
Justice Robert H. Jackson citing “the privilege of opening the first
trial in history for crimes against the peace of the world,” though
they also took account of war crimes (jus in bello) and crimes against
humanity, was legal responsibility for instigating war (crimes
against peace in the tradition of jus ad bellum)."'” The Hague Tribunal
has focused almost exclusively upon crimes against humanity, and
represents a conscious assault against state sovereignty on behalf of
universal norms —though it should be noted that unlike the ICTY,
the ICC includes the Nuremberg criterion of crimes against peace
in its statute. Nuremberg and Tokyo did not establish ongoing
traditions—after the processes were concluded the idea of an
international criminal tribunal lay dormant until the 1990s.

The ICTY’s legitimacy has been challenged on legal grounds
(notably by Slobodan Milosevi¢ in the deposition at the outset of
his trial)."® Does the Security Council have the authority to appoint
a court under Chapter VII of the Charter, and to remove juridical
authority from sovereign states? These decisions, after lengthy
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review, were made by the ICTY itself, on its own behalf and in
its own favor, in the Miroslav Tadi¢ case.””” The decisions may be
contested, but they are substantial.

The issue of the Tribunal’s autonomy is perhaps more troubling.
The absence of any multilateral accord as a basis for the Tribunal
(as opposed to the ICC) makes it a sort of subsidiary of the
Security Council, which cannot be considered either impartial or
universal. The same may be said of the Procurator General, who
is directly appointed by the Security Council. Although Article 29
of the Tribunal’s Statute obligates all state members of the UN to
collaborate with its work, the real circle of collaborators has been
quite narrow. Article 32 of the Statute specifies that revenues must
derive from the UN’s general operating funds, but already in 1993 a
special fund for the ICTY was established on the basis of voluntary
contributions. The Tribunal is in practice financially dependent upon
a small number of Western powers led by the United States.

The Tribunal’s procedures have also exposed it to the charges of
bias and selective prosecution. Justice has been neither swift, sure,
or equitable. Coercive detainment of indicted defendants was not
initiated until the summer of 1997, and has proceeded irregularly
and with numerous glitches. On July 10, 1997, British commandos
in Prijedor approached Simo Drljaca, a local police chief whose
area of responsibility during 1992 included the Omarska, Keraterm,
and Trnopolje prison camps, in mock Red Cross vehicles, a blatant
violation of Red Cross neutrality. Drljac¢a was killed in the resultant
shoot out. On August 25, 1999, Momir Tali¢, former commander in
chief of the armed forces of the Republika Srpska, was arrested on
the basis of a secret warrant after he was baited to travel to Vienna
as an invited guest of the OSCE. Irregular procedures such as these,
inconsistency in enforcement of warrants, inability to bring in most
wanted suspects including Karadzi¢ and Mladi¢, and difficulties
of prosecution lacking broad-based corroborative testimony, have
cast considerable discredit upon the ICTY. In the nine years that it
has been in existence, at a cost of over $400 million, 67 defendants
have appeared before the court, 31 of whom have been tried. Eleven
defendants are currently on trial, and approximately 30 indictees are
still at large. The majority of indictees have been Serbs. The number
of Croat and Bosnian Muslims on the list is considerably smaller,
and only at the end of February 2003 were four Kosovar Albanians,
all former members of the KLA, and the ABH Commander in
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Srebrenica, Nasim Oric’, accused of perpetuating atrocities against
Serb villages in Bosnia, made subject to indictment.” At its current
pace, the work of the Tribunal is likely to stretch over the better
part of the next decade, at escalating cost, and with only the tip of
the iceberg of abuses subjected to scrutiny. This is too slow, partial,
and contested a result to represent a standard of justice, contribute
meaningfully to reconciliation, or provide effective admonition to
other world leaders contemplating aggression.'

There are clearly a large number of guilty parties in the dock
at The Hague, who merit exemplary punishment. The premise
of legal accountability in regards to the law of war is in principle
admirable—if such accountability could be enforced reliably and
fairly the international war convention would make a significant
step forward. This will perhaps be the challenge confronting the
ICC. The experience of the ICTY calls attention to how difficult the
challenge is likely to be.

War in the Balkans: A Balance Sheet.

The wars of the 1990s were post-Yugoslav conflicts, born of
the failure of the long cherished but now discredited South Slav
idea. They were fought between communities with a history of
antagonism, but also between peoples with a lingua franca, common
history, and shared experience as fellow citizens. All were marked
by the particular ruthlessness of civil war. None, with the possible
exception of the Slovenian case, have been definitively resolved.
Despite its many flaws, the Yugoslav federation offered a positive
context for resolving the challenge of cultural diversity by sustaining
a common space within which ethnic communities could coexist
with reasonable guarantees of equity and balance. After a decade
of warfare, no positive alternative has appeared to take its place.
The chimera of the ethnically pure national state, still pursued by
champions of partition arrangements in Bosnia, Kosovo, Macedonia,
and elsewhere, cannot be the foundation for a sustainable political
order in a culturally complex area such as former Yugoslavia. This
is so even in the wake of the substantial social engineering affected
by policies of ethnic cleansing over the last decade. If the process of
anarchic fragmentation that has destroyed former Yugoslavia is ever
to be reversed, some formula for reconciliation and re-association
will have to be found.
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The collapse of Yugoslavia has given rise to a complex mix of
fragile new states and quasi-state entities. Slovenia, Croatia, and
Serbia-Montenegro, the original founders of the Yugoslav federation,
have considerable national potential. Ljubljana is well positioned to
complete its association with institutional Europe. Belgrade and
Zagreb, although they confront difficult economic circumstances
that if unchecked could reanimate defensive nationalism, have the
resources to follow the same path. Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo,
and Macedonia are international protectorates in all but name,
and will likely remain so for some time. An independent Kosovo,
or Montenegro, would have virtually no prospect for balanced
development apart from reliance upon international assistance
and criminal trafficking. Neighboring Albania is a virtual failed
state, heavily dependent upon the support of the international
community. In the contemporary Balkans the challenges of state and
nation building are an integral part of post-conflict peace building
that cannot be avoided.

The war of Yugoslav succession was also a Balkan war, waged
over issues of identity and turf that have always been pronounced
in a region marked by civilizational fault lines, weak states, and
frustrated nationalism. The end of the cold war system, including
the demise of the Yugoslav federation, the collapse of communist
regimes in Albania, Romania, and Bulgaria, and the disappearance
of the Soviet Union, shattered geopolitical equilibriums in all of
Southeastern Europe. The wars of the 1990s reestablished regional
balance in some cases, but generated new sources of conflict in others.
The Macedonian and Albanian questions in the southern Balkans, in
particular, are likely to remain sources of chronic instability. Other
unresolved issues of identity and allegiance, including the fate of
multistate nations such as the Serbs, Magyars, and Roma, could also
become sources of tension. Recasting regional order has always been
a prerequisite for effective conflict management. It is a challenge
with which major regional actors, and the international community,
are just beginning to come to grips.

The Yugoslav conflict posed world order concerns as well. It
was one of the most protracted and destructive armed conflicts
of the 1990s, and was in many ways a typical example of modern
medium intensity warfare provoked by regional instability. Viewed
as a case study, the Yugoslav model includes the disintegration of a
failed state under the weight of economic dysfunction, a breakdown
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of domestic order exacerbated by ethnic tension and communal
rivalry, armed conflict propelled by locally organized militias and
paramilitary forces, war waged purposively against defenseless
civilians with the aim of provoking terror and mass flight, the
discrete involvement of major powers as sponsors for regional allies,
and the frustrated attempts of the international community, often
driven by sensational media coverage, to come to terms with the
problem in an environment where vital interests and compelling
motives were seldom in play.”* The Balkan wars were post-cold
war conflicts where the hand of the superpowers was not present
to impose moderation— the fate of Yugoslavia bears witness to the
potential for loss of control engendered by the end of bipolarity. It
also poses the question of how medium intensity regional conflict
will be managed in the future; by whom, with what means, and on
behalf of what ends.

In this regard, three lessons emerge from an evaluation of
international engagement in the Balkan conflict. First, there can be
no such thing as partial or limited intervention. If the international
community is unwilling, or unable, to stand aside and let regional
conflicts run their course, it must be prepared to engage for the long
haul. Interventions bring responsibility, place the reputations of the
intervening parties at stake, and entail complex obligations to friends
and allies that cannot be shirked, or frivolously abandoned, without
cost. Second, in cases of incipient armed conflict where political means
have been exhausted, decisive, preemptive military intervention
followed by a serious commitment to peace operations should be
the preferred option. Making such determinations, of course, is more
easily said than done, but it is a mark of the kind of statecraft that
should characterize international leadership. In retrospect it seems
clear that unambiguous international admonitions backed by a
credible threat of force could have blocked Slovenian and Croatian
secession in 1991 and throttled the Serb project at its origins. At the
time, however, the international community was not united, the
consequences of inattention were not clear, and the path of least
resistance —an ultimately futile containment policy —was preferred.
Finally, peace operations in complex regional contingencies should if
at all possible be multilateral, and ideally sanctioned under the aegis
of the UN working through responsible regional organizations. The
special military capabilities of the U.S. armed forces will make them
a preferred, or in some cases essential component of many such
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contingencies. This imposes the responsibility of choosing areas for
intervention carefully—on the basis of a hard-minded evaluation
of national interest as well as humanitarian concerns. The United
States should seek to avoid unilateral initiatives—its interests
will be best served by coordination with allies and reliance upon
established multilateral security forums such as NATO. The sacrifice
of autonomy that such reliance entails will be tempered by the fact
that few regional contingencies will pose imminent threats to vital
national interests, and more than compensated by the wider range
of perspectives brought to bear in decisionmaking and the force
multiplier effect of coalition operations.

Changes in the international security environment following
the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington of September 11,
2001, have impacted upon the Balkan region in contradictory ways.
For America, the preoccupations with the former Yugoslavia evident
during the 1990s have virtually disappeared. Well before September
11 spokespersons associated with the administration of President
George W. Bush had articulated a desire to reduce or eliminate the
U.S. military presence in the region, and though opinion within
the administration remains divided, an agenda for disengagement
is still on the table. The new responsibilities associated with the
U.S.-led global War on Terrorism makes the burden of protracted
peacekeeping responsibilities ever more difficult to bear. U.S. allies
already provide 85 percent of the peacekeepers on the ground in
Bosnia, Kosovo, and Macedonia, and that percentage is likely to
rise along with the role of Europe as the leading force behind the
conflict management effort. At the same time, the ramifications of
the War on Terrorism have increased the strategic salience of the
corridor linking the eastern Mediterranean, Black Sea, Caucasus,
Caspian Sea, and Central Asia. As a partial result Romania and
Bulgaria have been accepted a future NATO members, incentive to
achieve some kind of compromise solution to the Cyprus problem
has been increased, and the already considerable strategic weight
of the centrally located Turkish Republic has grown even greater.
The recent arrest of al-Qaeda operatives in Bosnia-Herzegovina,
and discovery that Bosnia continues to serve as a transit point for
international terror organizations, has called attention to the capacity
of the region to generate new sources of instability.'” When Bulgaria
and Romania join NATO, the Euro-Atlantic community will have
an even stronger motivation to ensure that the region does not once

365



again become a theater of war. Under these circumstances, and
given the heavy stake that the United States has accumulated after
a decade of engagement, the national interest will best be served by
a continued commitment to stand shoulder to shoulder with our
allies in order to see current peace support operations through to a
successful conclusion.'

After years of nearly unabated violence, the peoples of
Southeastern Europe confront the monumental task of constructing
peace. Military engagement remains an important part of that effort.
In Bosnia, Kosovo, and Macedonia, some kind of international
constabulary is essential to deter conflict and ensure the kind of safe
and secure environment needed in order for peace building efforts
to go forward. But there are no military solutions to the region’s
most pressing problems —these must be addressed in the political,
economic, and cultural domains. What has been most sorely lacking,
and what the international community can still help to provide,
is the vision of a destination or end state—a regional framework
capable of promoting development, encouraging reconciliation, and
sustaining peace. The Stability Pact program, an expanding EU role,
and the new dynamic of regional cooperation are helpful steps in this
direction —but solutions will not burst upon the scene overnight. The
gradual phasing out of international supervision, promotion of soft
border regimes, flexible patterns of association within multinational
polities such as Serbia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Macedonia that
avoid harsh partition schemes, positive association with European
institutions and the European idea, and expanded regional
cooperation—all initiatives that international instances and local
actors are aggressively forwarding —will need be part of the mix.
If these goals can be identified, embraced, and effectively pursued,
the likelihood that it will eventually be necessary to analyze a fifth
Balkan war will be reduced.
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