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research on disarmament and related problems, particularly international security issues.
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1. Providing the international community with more diversified and complete data on
problems relating to international security, the armaments race, and disarmament in all
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of all peoples;
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international security at a progressively lower level of armaments, particularly nuclear
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4. Carrying out more in-depth, forward-looking, and long-term research on disarmament, so
as to provide a general insight into the problems involved, and stimulating new initiatives
for new negotiations.

The contents of UNIDIR publications are the responsibility of the authors and not of
UNIDIR. Although UNIDIR takes no position on the views and conclusions expressed by
the authors of its research reports, it does assume responsibility for determining whether they
merit publication.
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Institut des Nations Unies pour la recherche sur le désarmement

L’UNIDIR est une institution autonome dans le cadre de 1’Organisation des Nations Unies.
L’Institut a été créé en 1980 par 1’Assemblée générale aux fins d’effectuer des recherches
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de sécurité internationale.
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négociations.

L’UNIDIR ne prend pas position sur les vues et conclusions ici exprimées, qui sont
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Preface

From 6-7 September 1991, UNIDIR organized in co-operation with the Hellenic Foundation
for Defence and Foreign Policy (ELIAMEP) and the European Centre for International
Security (ECIS) an international conference on "European Security in the 1990s: Problems
of South-East Europe".

I would like to thank the various authors of this volume for their contribution. Special
thanks are also due to Brent Schindele, a UNIDIR intern from Dartmouth College, who
assisted Chantal de Jonge Oudraat, a UNIDIR Research Associate, with the editing of the
proceedings of this conference and Anita Blétry, from UNIDIR, for making the manuscript
ready for publication.

UNIDIR received a special grant from the Volkswagen Stiftung for the organization of this
conference for which we express our gratitude.

Except for the Introduction and Conclusive Remarks, the texts have been published in the
language in which they were presented (i.e. English or French). The views expressed by the
authors are their own and do not necessarily reflect those of UNIDIR.

Jayantha Dhanapala
Director

March 1992
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Préface

Du 6 au 7 septembre 1991, I’'UNIDIR a organisé, en coopération avec la Fondation pour la
Défense et la Politique Etrangére (ELIAMEP) et le Centre Européen pour la Sécurité
Internationale (CESI), une conférence internationale sur "La sécurité européenne dans les
années 90 : problémes de I’Europe du Sud-Est".

Je voudrais remercier les différents auteurs de cet ouvrage pour leur contribution. Des
remerciements particuliers sont diis & Brent Schindele, du Collége de Dartmoutih et interne
a I'UNIDIR, qui a aidé Chantal de Jonge Oudraat, attachée de recherche 4 I'UNIDIR, & mettre
au point les actes de la conférence, et & Anita Blétry, de I’'UNIDIR, pour la mise en page
finale du manuscrit.

L’UNIDIR a recu une contribution spéciale de Volkswagen Stiftung pour !’organisation
de cette conférence et pour laquelle nous exprimons notre gratitude.

Hormis I’'Introduction et les Remarques conclusives, les textes ont ét€ publiés dans la
langue dans laquelle ils ont ét€ présentés (i.e. anglais ou frangais). Les opinions exprimées
sont celles des différents auteurs et ne reflétent pas nécessairement celles de 'UNIDIR.

Jayantha Dhanapala
Directeur

Mars 1992
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Opening Address I

Jayantha Dhanapala

Your Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen,

Firstly, allow me to extend a warm welcome to all of you who have accepted UNIDIR’s
invitation to participate in this conference. I appreciate the time and effort you have
contributed to ensure that we have a useful and productive discussion on a most important
issue of great relevance to contemporary developments in international security.

Secondly, I must thank our hosts, the Hellenic Foundation for Defence and Foreign Policy,
or ELIAMEP, for their co-operation in helping UNIDIR to organize this Conference. We
began our discussions about two years ago and rapidly reached agreement on the need to
collaborate closely on the theme of this conference. Thereafter we have had excellent co-
operation through every stage of the planning process. I would like to pay sincere tribute to
Professor Veremis and his colleagues in ELIAMEP for sparing no effort in ensuring the
success of the Conference and for the warm hospitality extended to all of us. My thanks are
also due to Dr. Albrecht von Miiller of the Centre for European Security Studies in Feldafing,
Germany, for his advice and assistance and to the Volkswagen Foundation for their support.

UNIDIR is an autonomous institution established by the General Assembly within the
framework of the United Nations. Its task is to conduct independent research on disarmament,
international security and related subjects. We have both a responsibility to identify research
areas that have a relevance and supporting value to the ongoing political process as well as
to engage the talents of a broad multilateral group of scholars in this task. I believe we have
discharged both these responsibilities admirably with this Conference. I look forward to a
stimulating and constructive discussion.

It is undoubtedly appropriate that we should meet in a country which is commonly
regarded as the cradle of Western civilization to discuss how that rich inheritance in this
region should be secured in peace and harmony. In the centuries that have unfolded since the
glory of ancient Greece we have seen war and peace, the rapid advancement of civilization
and its temporary setbacks and the ebb and flow of national fortunes. Throughout all this
panorama of history there has been an inexorable progress of humankind through the
unparalleled exercise of creative imagination and constructive endeavour. Science and
technology have taken the human race further along the path of development in this modern
age. At the same time we are confronted by the age-old causes of human conflict that led to
the Peloponnesian War in the fifth century B.C. Their presence in a nuclear age where
weapons of mass destruction threaten the very existence of the human race and its life-
supporting ecosystem are a grim reminder of the fragility of our world and the fallibility of
man in repeating the mistakes of history.

In a subsequent age in the fourth century A.D. Vegetius wrote Qui desiderat pacem,
praeparet bellum (Let him who desires peace prepare for war). Centuries later Clausewitz
wrote that "War is nothing more than the continuation of politics by other means". The fallacy
that preparations for war through an arms race are politically necessary to achieve peace
persists at many levels - domestic, regional, and global. No conflict, however, has resulted
in a permanent peace. Indeed, many conflicts have laid the grounds for further conflict to be
renewed after varying intervals of time.
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Xiv European Security in the 1990s: Problems of South-East Europe

Today we are at a fortunate stage of history. We are at the threshold of a world situation
where, as the founders of the United Nations Charter hoped, the scourge of war can be
eliminated and where conditions of peace appear promising, enabling human development and
universal prosperity. The restructuring of global politics following the improvement of
relations between the US and USSR has resulted in the ending of the Cold War, the
revitalization of the United Nations and the efflorescence of self-determination and
democracy. The transition from bipolarity to multipolarity is not easily achieved. Change even
of the most propitious kind has to be managed. Failure to do so could result in historic
opportunities being missed. The liberation of Kuwait and the failure of the recent Soviet coup
are proof that a strong deep-seated historical process is in motion often at an incredibly
accelerated pace.

Our Conference in Rhodes is an attempt to ensure that this historical process is harnessed
for the peace and stability of South-East Europe. Regional arrangements in accordance with
the Charter exist for the pacific settlement of disputes. The CSCE process from Helsinki
through Madrid to Stockholm has established a sturdy framework for the common European
home. Political arrangements have been buttressed by realistic economic structures. While
dramatic progress has been achieved in Europe with the collapse of the antagonistic alliance
system, historical animosities that pre-date world War II threaten the new peace. These threats
are at an incipient stage. They are assisted by rekindled ethnic nationalisms that overspill the
national boundaries drawn up at Yalta.

More than a century ago, the promise of 1848, with its wave of liberal revolutions in
Europe, was quickly dissipated, aind Europe degenerated into war. Are we to allow the Annus
Mirabilis of 1989 and the 1990 Charter of Paris to be similarly nullified? Cannot Europe
through its new structures resolve the nascent conflicts within and among nations? This
Conference is a modest attempt to search for solutions. That this search should take place
among scholars of repute from the region is a justifiable cause for optimism. Some of the
participants will provide us with an extra-regional perspective, coming, as they do, from other
regions. The research community has the tools for objective analysis despite our proximity
in time and space to the volatile events and historical currents that we seek to understand and
harness for our common benefit. Already many of the papers prepared for this Conference
contain valuable proposals for security in the Balkan region.

We meet in Rhodes amidst its well-known natural beauty and memories of classical myths.
Centuries ago the history of this island was linked to the crusades. Today it is part of a new
Europe.

Today a new Colossus bestrides Europe. It is in the form of peace, disarmament and
conciliation; of a commitment to the shared values of democracy and to the principles of the
UN Charter. We are nowhere near the complex web of conflicts that led to the First World
War. Pan-European security struciures and institutions have been established. They are facing
challenges to which I have no doubt they will respond positively.

Much has been achieved in terms of disarmament in Europe - the INF Treaty, CFE, and
now START. A Chemical Weapons Convention is due soon. These achievements must be
consolidated and the pace of disarmament accelerated in order to achieve security and lower
levels of armaments. This has to take place as much at sub-regional and regional levels as at
the global level. Ideology has ceased to be the dominant divisive factor in global politics. It
must not be replaced by resurgent nationalism. The need for rapid economic progress
especially in Eastern Europe and South-East Europe and the consolidation of democratic
regimes are essential prerequisites. The institutionalization of the CSCE process will result
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in the creation of reliable systems for crisis prevention and conflict resolution. Multilateral
fire brigades cannot always be assembled and paid for on an ad-hoc basis especially if the
vital national interests of major powers are not affected. Consequently, reliable mechanisms
have to be set up for use when occasions demand them. Transparency, verification and
confidence-building measures have all proven their value in achieving an end to the Cold
War. They remain useful in solving intra-European problems.

I have no doubt that we will have a good discussion as we together search for new
paradigms in the post-Cold War situation in South-East Europe. We have the right ambience
and the right conditions to do so.






Opening Address 11

Thanos Veremis

Ladies and Gentlemen,

On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Hellenic Foundation for Defense and Foreign
Policy (ELIAMEP) I would like to welcome you to Rhodes in this joint Conference on
European Security in the 1990s: Problems of South-East Europe.

A major source of current European anxiety stems from the disintegration of the Eastern
bloc and the demise of Communism. The artificial delineation between East and West and the
constraints set up by an ideology which was hostile to nationalism, have now evaporated,
reviving pre-war ethnic, religious and political conflicts. There is little that institutions of
collective security or national nuclear deterrents can do about a possible Soviet collapse with
all its implications for Europe, or civil strife in Yugoslavia. Such problems have nothing to
do with the issues between East and West that until now dominated post-war international
affairs and require the competence of organizations that deal with interstate conflicts. Of all
parts of Eastern Europe its South is surely the most volatile. The proverbial "powder keg" of
the continent could once again display its destabilising features. It is precisely in this region,
as well as elsewhere in Eastern Europe, that one can expect a growing role for a carefully-
developed and institutionalized center for conflict prevention and, hopefully, conflict
management as well as conflict resolution. In fact, as Europeans, we are being offered a rare
opportunity to perfect all the necessary mechanisms for a stable European political process
ensuring the peaceful and just settlement of disputes - whether they are inter- or intra-state
in nature. The twin principles of the inviolability of borders and the full and comprehensive
respect of the human rights of all the inhabitants of the region can indeed prevent the
appellation of "powder keg" from fitting the Balkans again.

As Western Europe moves towards political integration, its weaker components will want
to ensure the survival of their cultural identity in a federation dominated by the larger states.
The trend to recognise and secure the rights of national and cultural EC minorities in
anticipation of political unification constitutes an encouragement to Eastern Europeans striving
for the political independence of their historical ethnicities. However, the history of
nationalisms - especially in South-Eastern Europe is often chequered with totalitarian
overtones which bear little regard for principles of tolerance and democracy. They are also
associated with irredentist appetites of adjacent states and great power designs of regional
influence and indeed domination. The demarcation line between freedom and the emergence
of a new tyranny is often unclear.

In the Hellenic Foundation for Defense and Foreign Policy we are gradually defining our
profile, purposes and objectives: namely, to participate in the international community of
foreign policy and strategic studies, sustaining long-range linkages between practitioners and
scholars functioning in and outside Greece. South-Eastern Europe continues to be our major
regional focus, but we are conscious of a series of concentric and intersecting circles of study
involving Mediterranean studies, European studies (East and West), the military and economic
roles of the Great Powers (US, Japan and the Soviet Union) in our region and, last but not
least, the challenges of managing North-South relations in the future. In an era of genuine
interdependence, we should avoid marching toward the creation of a divided planet that pits
the world’s rich in the North against the world’s poor in the South.
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Message of the Foreign Minister of Greece

Andonis Samaras

Dear Participants,

This Conference, with its highly topical theme, has been organized at a time when the
Balkans are undergoing important developments, a time of hopeful prospects but also of great
dangers for the Balkan countries.

Now is the time for the experts to contribute their knowledge, cool-headedness and sense
of responsibility to the smooth development of the socio-political reality in this sensitive area
of the Balkans.

The experts play an important role and carry great responsibility in our socicty, which
often suffers from anachronistic sensitivities and persistence in putting right historic injustices
committed decades ago. Certainly, history is respected, as are political traditions and the
memories of nations, but we should not allow the sentimentalists to jeopardize peace in the
area. Now is the right time to elaborate new systems of collaboration, based on the principles
of law and democracy, to avert crises and build democratic institutions.

The participants to this Conference must realize that the problems in the Balkans are in
many ways indigenous, the result of both their historical past and their geo-political position,
and that they must help each other to find solutions. It would be disastrous if outside factors
or countries were to appear on the scene and play a leading role, promoting isolated and
personal interests.

On the other hand, International Organisations, in particular European Organisations, may
be able to play a positive role, since these organisations act in compliance with the will of
their members.

I extend my greetings to your Conference, and I wish you every success in your
proceedings.
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Introduction

Chantal de Jonge Oudraat

At present, not a day goes by without some disconcerting news from South-East Europe. In
the post-World War II period - and, more specifically, in the Cold War period - South-East
Europe occupied a relatively marginal position. The East-West conflict crystallized around
Germany and Central Europe. South-East Europe, while involved to a certain extent, remained
largely outside the main focus of the European arms limitation negotiations, i.e. the Mutual
Balanced Force Reductions Talks and their successor, the CDE (CSCE) and CFE negotiations.

Nonetheless South-East Europe, or what in the past was more commonly known as the
Balkans, has traditionally been a source of instability and a seat of conflict in Europe. Were
not the Balkans, in the not-too-distant past, referred to in popular speech as the "powder keg"
of Europe?

The breaking down of the Berlin Wall, German unification and the collapse of the
communist state system in Eastern Europe stirred up long-dormant ethnic tensions in many
of the Eastern European countries. These tensions and the ensuing conflicts appeared to be
of a particularly destabilizing and security-threatening nature in South-Eastern Europe. The
possibility that such conflicts could seriously threaten security and stability not only in the
Balkans, but security in Europe in general, was a real one that had to be considered.
Moreover, interest in the Balkans was also stirred by its geopolitical position at the crossroads
of the Christian and Islamic worlds.

The renewed interest in the region made the two-day international conference organized
by the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) - in co-operation with
the Hellenic Foundation for Defense and Foreign Policy (ELIAMEP) and the European Centre
for International Security (ECIS) - extremely topical. The objective of the conference was
to examine the development as well as the present state of security as seen from within the
region itself, to review proposals for co-operation, and to analyze positions of the countries
concerned in the field of disarmament. More generally, the concern was also how South-
Eastern European security problems would evolve in the context of the radically new overall
European security situation, and what effects these problems would have on Europe as a
whole.

The terms "South-East Europe" and "the Balkans" have been used interchangeably
throughout the conference and throughout this publication. As pointed out by Serge Sur in his
concluding remarks, preference was initially given to the more neutral term of "South-East
Europe"”. "The Balkans" indeed seemed to be invested with "an image, evoking either a
former time of disorders and violence or the irenic prospects of co-operation on a
homogeneous and clearly delimited regional basis." However, this somewhat disparaging
connotation of the term "the Balkans" seems to be more strongly felt out outside the region
than within it, where the terms "the Balkans" and "South-East Europe" are used
indiscriminately.

At the time of the conference (6 - 7 September 1991), the initial euphoria over the collapse
of the socialist system had abated somewhat and had been replaced by anxiety over the future
of security in Europe.

The images of the distress of the Albanian people landing on the Eastern shores of Italy
and drifting through the streets of Bari in the summer of 1991 were still vivid. The advent
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of a military dictatorship in what was then still the USSR had been a real possibility. Indeed,
had not the August coup almost succeeded? And was not the spectre of other such coups a
real possibility? The situation in Yugoslavia, similarly, was far from reassuring; the question
of ethnic or national minorities, prevalent throughout the Balkans, reached its paroxysmic
pinnacle in that country. Was Europe creating in its Southern underbelly a Lebanon of its
own?

Just as the Balkans were, at one point in history, considered a potential source of war in
Europe, so was the Yugoslav situation considered to contain the seeds of fragmentation and
conflict which could spread on the winds of political discontent and economic tribulation to
the entire Balkan region and possibly throughout the whole of Europe.

Fighting began after Slovenia and Croatia proclaimed their independence on the 25th of
June 1991.! The Brioni cease-fire of 7 July 1991 - which had been negotiated with the
intervention of the European Community and in which both republics accepted to postpone
implementation of their proclamation of independence until the 7th of October 1991 - was
broken almost immediately and battles intensified, particularly in the Croatian territories of
Slavonia and Krajina, along the frontiers of Croatia and Bosnia.?

On the 27th of August 1991, the European Community, through the European Council,
declared:

The Community and its Member States cannot stand idly by as the bloodshed in Croatia increases day
by day. An agreement on the monitoring of the cease-fire and its maintenance should allow the
Community and its Member States to convene a peace conference and establish an arbitration procedure.

Three basic principles were to guide the conference: no unilateral change of borders by force;
respect and protection for the rights of all who live in Yugoslavia, including minorities; and
the need to take account of all legitimate concerns and aspirations.’

But how to organize a conference on the future of Yugoslavia, without the settlement of
more immediate questions such as the establishment and monitoring of an effective cease-fire?
How to organize such a conference without the consent of all parties concerned? Was not the
Conference doomed to fail right from the beginning? Had not the Chairman of the Conference
on Peace in Yugoslavia, Lord Carrington, been given an impossible task?

Moreover, a great deal of disagreement existed within the EC with respect to the Yugoslav
crisis, concerning both the issues of recognition and of intervention.

In terms of the former, it may be recalled that at the opening of the Conference on 7
September 1991 the German Foreign Minister had warned that, in the event that the

! Macedonia proclaimed its independence on 15 September 1991. A referendum, with 95% of the electorate voting in
favour of independence, was held on 8 September 1991. Bosnia-Herzegovina proclaimed its independence on 3 March 1992,
after the referendum held on 1 March 1992, which saw 99 % of the voters voting in favour of independence. Montenegro,
which also held a referendum on 1 March 1992, voted in favour of Union with Serbia.

2 On 10 July 1991, following the Brioni agreement, the European Community sent a 30 to 50-strong multinational
monitoring team to Slovenia, with the understanding that it might also be deployed at some later stage and if the need arose
in Croatia. On 2 August the EEC tried to extend the monitoring mission to Croatia. European observers were sent to the
Croatian combat area on 11 September 1991, bringing the total of EC observers to approximately 200 in January 1992.

* Cf. The European Community declarations of 3 and 19 September 1991.
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conference was unsuccessful, Germany would immediately recognize Croatia and Slovenia
as independent sovereign states.* The EC decided on 16 December 1991 that the question of
recognition would be dealt with on 15 January 1992. A number of conditions had been laid
down and it was agreed that requests for recognition would be examined by the Arbitration
Commission. The Arbitration Commission had been set up to assist the Conference on
Yugoslavia and, in particular, to look at the constitutional and legal issues posed by the
dissolution of Yugoslavia.’

With respect to the latter, it should be noted that some urged the deployment of European
buffer-zone forces, others preferred active intervention through a Western European Union
peacekeeping or peacemaking force, while still others counseled a more cautious attitude.
These last argued that only a clear political objective, in addition to an invitation by all
parties to intervene, would warrant the deployment of European forces. The repeated breaking
of the subsequent cease-fires the EC managed to negotiate was inauspicious in this respect.
Meanwhile, it was imperative that the conflict not spread to neighbouring countries.
Containment was hence the watchword, the order of the day.

Discussions in the framework of the EC, the CSCE or the WEU did not lead to any
decisive outcomes. Agreement by the European Community on limited economic sanctions,
covering the whole of Yugoslavia, was reached on 8 November 1991, but because of the
nature of the measures they did not to have any immediate effects.’®

The United Nations seized the intiative on the Yugoslav question on the 25th of September
1991. In its resolution 713 (1991) the UN Security Council expressed its support for the
European efforts and imposed a general arms embargo on Yugoslavia. The cease-fire it sought
had not 7taken effect, however, nor had the idea of sending an emergency force received any
support.

On 8 October 1991, the UN Secretary General appointed Mr. Cyrus R. Vance, former US
Secretary of State, as his Personal Envoy. Mr. Vance undertook several missions in
Yugoslavia and negotiated a cease-fire that was signed in Geneva on 23 November 1991. He
also elaborated the concept of, and a plan for, a UN peace-keeping operation in Yugoslavia.
While the cease-fire agreement did not hold and some last minute offensives were mounted,
a text was signed on 2 January 1992 in Sarajevo to actually implement the previously-signed
cease-fire agreement of 23 November 1991. The conflict had reached the point of exhaustion;
nothing further was to be gained through battle.

* Germany resorted to this recognition on the 25th of December 1991, as Jid the European Community on the 15th of
January 1992.

* The Arbitration Commission, chaired by Robert Badinter, publicized their advice on recognition on 15 January 1992.
It supported recognition of Slovenia, Macedonia, and Croatia (under certain conditions). It stated that conditions for
recognition in Bosnia-Herzegovina were not yet established. The EC proceeded with recognition of Slovenia and Croatia,
but postponed recognition of Macedonia, under pressure from Greece, who seems to fear that an independent Macedonian
Republic might, despite a declaration to the contrary, sooner or later make territorial claims on the Greek Macedonian
province.

¢ The measures included the following: suspension of the application of, and decision to terminate, the trade and co-
operation agreement with Yugoslavia; restoration of quantative limits for textiles; removal of Yugoslavia from the list cf
benificiaries of the General System of Preferences; formal suspension of benefits under the PHARE programme. The
European Community further invited the United Nations Security Council to take steps to impose an oil embargo. Such an
embargo was, however, never instituted. The only embargo decreed by the United Nations was an arms and military
equipment embargo. Cf.: UN Security Council resolution 713 (1991) of 25 September 1991, paragraph 6. The embargo was
reinforced by UNSC resolution 724 (1991) of 14 December 1991, paragraph 5; and reaffirmed in UNSC resolution 727
(1991) of 9 January 1992, paragraph 6.

" For the references of the relevant UN Documents see the Annex.
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Faced with the obvious failure of the European efforts and the war weariness of the
protagonists, the United Nations Security Council, upon recommendation of the UN Secretary
General, finally decided on the 21st of February 1992, to send a peace-keeping force of some
14,000 men to Yugoslavia (after more than eight months of war, an estimated 600,000
displaced persons and an estimated 10,000 dead).®

The purpose of the UN peace-keeping operation is to create the conditions of peace and
security required for the negotiation of an overall settlement of the Yugoslav crisis, to be
carried out within the EC-sponsored Conference on Yugoslavia. Contrary to normal practice,
the overall command of the UN operation was entrusted to the Force Commander and not to
a civilian mission chief as initially envisioned. The reason forwarded was that it was
necessary to clearly delineate the peace-keeping role of the United Nations from the peace-
making role of the European Communities.

* %k ¥

While at the time of the Rhodes conference the failure of the European formula to solve the
Yugoslav situation had not yet come to its full consummation, its dismal prospects were
already apparent.

Yugoslavia may, in many ways, be considered a concentrate, not just of South-Eastern
European problems, but also of the relation between the region and Europe as a whole.

Many scholars have articulated the archaic nature of the minority conflicts in Yugoslavia.
Perhaps less emphasized has been the danger of complete isolation, which is probably the
greatest danger facing Yugoslavia, and beyond Yugoslavia, the Balkan region.

Indeed, contrary to the pre-World War II period, none of the great powers - and certainly
not the US or Russia currently has any direct stake in the region. Neither Yugoslavia nor
South-East Europe in general is today the "tinderbox" of Europe. The collapse of the East-
West divide prohibits such a role. The greatest threat to South-East Europe emanates from
within the region itself. It is a threat which nourishes itself with old historic and religious
divisions, a threat which drapes itself in historic determinism. In light of the recent, as well
as the not-so-recent, past of South-East Europe, the region seems to be endowed with a
prodigious storehouse in this respect. Apart from nearly half a century of communism, authors
are increasingly pointing to the religious, orthodox tradition of the region and to the fact that
neither the Renaissance, the Reformation, nor the Industrial Revolution ever really took root
in that part of Europe. Emphasis is also placed on the low level of development of the nation-
state and its civil society.’

®  See UN Security Council Resolution 743 (1992), by which it is decided to establish a United Nations Protection
Force (UNPROFOR), for an initial period of 12 months. The force was deployed to create the conditions of peace and
security required for the negotiation of an overall settlement of the Yugoslav crisis. The force consists of a total of 13,870
military and police personnel and a 519-member civilian component. Cf. The report of the Secretary General in Annex.

% See, for instance, the thesis of Krzystof Pomian, historian, philosopher and Director of research at the Paris-based
CNRS. See his book L'Europe et ses nations, Paris, Gallimard, and his interview in the French newspaper Liberation, 10
January 1992, pp.23-24. See also the interview with the French geographer Michel Foucher in Le Monde of 7 May 1991.
According to these theses, Europe is divided into two zones - not into Western Europe on the one hand and Central and
Eastern Europe on the other - but into Western and Central Europe on the one hand and Eastern Europe on the other. This
division, from a religious point of view, corresponds to the zones dominated respectively by the Latin Roman Catholic
Church and the Greek Orthodox Church. The line runs from the White Sea in the North, down to the Adriatic. Tt leaves the
greater part of Finland, the Baltic Republics, a small part of Belarus, Poland, the Czech and Slovak Federal Republic,
Hungary, Transylvania (in Rumania), Slovenia and Croatia to the West.



Introduction 5

Is any unity or cohesiveness possible in this region, where, after all, two States were
members of the Warsaw Pact, where one State was party to the non-aligned movement, where
two States are members of NATO, and where one State is unclassifiable in any of those
existing or defunct political groupings? The common bond between members of the region -

while real, and noticeable to researchers and academics of the region - is too negatively
charged.

To a certain extent one could say that the Balkans do not really constitute a region, but
merely a grouping of bilateral concerns. Indeed, the region seems to be defined through
bilateral points of contention. All six countries of the region have at least one, if not more,
dispute (or at least cause for discord) with each one of their neighbours. There is no real
positive communality among the countries of the region. From this standpoint it might be
argued that the power of South-East European countries is more accidental and residual in
nature than original - i.e., the elements of power lie outside the region. Here again Yugoslavia
is a poignant illustration. The Second World War and the subsequent partition of Europe into
East and West enabled Marshal Tito to federate and keep together the different constituent
republics of Yugoslavia. One of the conditions for its viability, however, was that it would
not align itself with either of the two blocs. Yugoslavia as a trait d’ union was viable option.
Did not the situation in Yugoslavia became slowly but steadily intractable after Tito’s death
and after the subsequent steady alignment with the Soviet bloc? Similarly, did not the Balkans
implode after their function as trait d’union between East and West was no longer warranted?
In this light the parallel developments in Yugoslavia and the USSR are indeed striking, as
events in both countries mirrored each other.

* Kk Kk

The reports and papers presented at the Conference have been organized around four main
topics, corresponding to the four main sessions of the Conference. Part I deals with the
evolution of the South-East European Security context, Part II with the present state of
security in the South-East European countries, Part III with the South-East European countries
and the negotiations and agreements on disarmament and arms limitation, and Part IV with
proposals for co-operation between the South-East European countries in the field of security.
Concluding remarks were presented by Serge Sur, the Deputy Director of UNIDIR.

The discussion of the first session, which dealt with the evolution of the South-East
European security context, was introduced with the presentation of three reports. One report,
by Miodrag Mihajlovic, former Minister Plenipotentiary of the Yugoslav Federal Secretariat
for Foreign Affairs, addressed internal changes in South-East European Countries; one report,
by Ambassador Traian Chebeleu of the Rumanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, dealt with the
attitude of the USA and the USSR towards the region; and one report, presented by Franz-
Lothar Altmann, Deputy Director of the Siid-Ost Institute in Miinchen, Germany, examined
the impact of existing European institutions on the region presented.

The discussions were naturally heavily influenced by the Yugoslav situation. Here, as in
reality, heated debates ensued. The mosaic of ethnic or national minorities making claims to
specific parts of territory, either within one of the existing, pre-World War II States, or over
the territory of several of those States, is in this respect very reminiscent of the post-and even
pre-Versailles period. The different reports presented at the conference and published in this
volume clearly emphasize this point i.e. the territorial character of the minority conflicts.



6 European Security in the 1990s: Problems of South-East Europe

With respect to the attitude of the US and the USSR (Russia) towards the region, it was
observed that the decline in interest by both the USSR (Russia) and the United States
represented both an opportunity and a misfortune for the region an opportunity because no
longer would issues external to the region define relations among States within the region,
and a misfortune because it underscored the marginal and possibly isolated position of the
region, not just on a global level but even on an European level.

The decline of interest in the region by the United States, however, is only partial. Indeed,
the present American focus on the Persian Gulf and the Middle East indicates the importance
of its security relationship with at least one of the Balkan countries - namely, Turkey. It was
also emphasized that the decline of Russian interest in the region was only temporary, dictated
by the terrible economic situation of the country; sooner or later Russia would again regain
its natural interests in the region. The latter may partly explain the quasi-plebiscite by which
an organization like NATO was hailed, particularly among the former Warsaw Pact members.
NATO’s success is, of course, also to be attributed to the failure of the purely European
institutions to deal effectively with the Yugoslav situation. The CSCE, in particular, has in
this respect shown its limitations and demonstrated the necessity of outlining a new political
agenda for this pan-European institution.

The economic plight of the region was stressed time and time again. The huge differences
in economic development even between countries within the region as well as between the
Western and even Central European countries cannot but create tensions and frustrations. The
primacy of economic factors in defining the security context in South-East Europe again gives
credence, with an ironic twist of historical nemesis, to one of Marx’s basic precepts.

The second and third sessions addressed, in addition to the evident global changes in
military postures and doctrines, the different and less-known sub-regional aspects of the
security equation in the Balkan region as well. In both sessions non-military aspects of
security, particularly those related to the development of democracy, human rights and the
environment, were emphasized. Three reports were presented in the second session, dealing
with the current state of security. George Katsirdakis of the Defence Planning and Policy
Division of NATO presented a report on military postures and military doctrines of the states
in the region; General Stoyan Andreev, National Security Adviser of the Bulgarian President,
examined the case of Bulgaria, particularly its position with respect to military alliances; and
Nikos Protonotarios, Defence Economist at the International Institute for Strategic Studies
in London, UK, presented a-report on the threat perceptions of the South-East European
countries. In the third session, which dealt with the more traditional extra-regional
disarmament agenda and with South-East European positions concerning that agenda, reports
were presented by Ali Karaosmanoglu, Professor at the Bilkent University in Ankarra, who
examined the conventional weapon issues and, in particular, the CSCE and CFE Negotiations;
Abdi Baleta, member of the Albanian Democratic Party, and member of Parliament who
examined the nuclear issue; and Ambassador Evgheni Alexandrov of the Bulgarian Foreign
Ministry, who examined the issue of chemical weapons.

With respect to the more specific military security issues, primary importance was placed
on the need for increased transparency, especially since both the nature and perception of
threats are considered to be increasingly and almost exclusively intraregional.

The traditional arms limitation and disarmament agenda was considered a lower priority.
Whether this is because of objective factors related to this region’s peculiar security equation,
or whether it is also an illustration of a more general global trend, remains to be seen. In
terms of the latter hypothesis, there does seem to be a developing trend whereby interest in
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specific and singular disarmament and arms limitation agreements tends to give way to
interest in more general arms limitation and armament restriction régimes. This observation
holds true not only for the nuclear field but also for the biological and chemical weapons
domain. Indeed, the control regimes in these fields increasingly comprise not only universal,
multilateral, formal treaties, but also regional, bilateral as well as more informal agreements
or sets of standards. The weapons issue is increasingly being seen in a more general
international security context, in which crisis prevention and crisis management are of more
immediate importance, and which calls upon either UN Charter Chapter VII situations - i.e.
actions with respect to threats to the peace, breaches of the peace and acts of aggression, or
on Chapter VIII situations i.e. situations involving intervention of regional organisations or
of regional arrangements.

In the final session, intraregional forms of co-operation were discussed. Duygu Sezer,
Professor at the Bilkent University in Ankarra, presented a report on regional co-operation,
and Theodore Couloumbis, General Secretary of ELIAMEP and Professor at the Athens
University, presented a report on bilateral co-operation. Lastly Corneliu Viad, Chief Foreign
Editor of the Rumanian newspaper Romania Libera, presented a report on confidence, security
and stability measures.

It was pointed out that the States of the region have always actively advocated regional
co-operation schemes, even at the height of the Cold War. However, none of these
intraregional efforts has ever been very successful, possibly because there has never been a
real communality of interests. Perhaps these measures had primarily bilateral objectives and
were aimed at keeping territorial claims of the different national minorities in check. It was
stressed that intraregional relations needed to be strengthened and that beneficial results of
intraregional Confidence-Building Measures could be gained. At the same time, it was also
emphasized that primary importance had to be given to integrating the region into the wider
European sphere specifically the Economic Community, for its economic potential, and
NATO, for its security potential. The relatively little faith harboured in the CSCE mechanism
is understandable in light of the general sentiment that the end of the Cold War could
possibly mark the end of the CSCE process as well. At very least, the post Cold War situation
poses serious challenges to the CSCE. For the CSCE to be a meaningful mechanism, a new
set of objectives will have to be defined.

This question as well as the fledgling attempts of European institutions to deal with the
Yugoslav crisis is further elaborated upon by Serge Sur in the Concluding Remarks.
Emphasis was also placed on the nature and character of the region and its position as a zone
of contact with other regions and with other civilisations.

The possible marginalisation of the South-Eastern European region is a very real danger;
indeed, if the countries of the region are not able to overcome their bilateral points of
contention they might invite policies of quarantine from outside powers, thereby creating what
one might call a "Balkan black hole", which would consequently engulf and destroy all
Helsinki and Paris Charter hopes. As was stressed throughout the conference, the future of
the Balkans lies in the hands of the South-East European countries themselves.

March 1992



Annex
Relevant UN Documents on Yugoslavia

For the different UN Security Council Resolutions, see:

Resolution 713 (1991) 25 September 1991 - decides upon installation of an arms embargo;

Resolution 721 (1991) 27 November 1991 - urges the Yugoslav parties to comply with the agreement
signed on 23 November 1991 in Geneva, i.e. the unconditional cease-fire, and requests the Secretary General
to submit recommendations for the possible establishment of a UN peacekeeping operation in Yugoslavia;
Resolution 724 (1991) - 14 December 1991  reinforces the arms embargo and approves the report of the
Secretary General (of 11 December S/23280), contains i.a. a concept and operational plan for a peace-
keeping operation;

Resolution 727 (1992) - 8 January 1992 - welcomes the signature of the implementation accord at Sarajevo
on 2 January 1992 concerning modalities for implementing the unconditional cease-fire agreement of 23
November 1991, and endorses the sending of 50 military liaison officers;

Resolution 740 (1992) 7 February 1992 approves increase of the military liaison mission to 75; 743
(1992) - 21 February - Establishment of UNPROFOR.

Among the relevant reports of the Secretary General, see:

$/23169 - 25 October 1991 - report on the first mission of Mr. Vance, Personal Envoy of the UN Secretary
General;

S/23239 - 24 November 1991 - report on the third mission of Mr. Vance (the second mission was reported
upon in camera), containing i.a. in annex the text of the Geneva ceasefire agreement of 23 November 1991;
$/23280 - 11 December 1991 - report on the fourth mission of Mr. Vance and containing i.g. in annex the
text of the plan for the UN peacekeeping operation;

$/23363 S January 1992 - Report on the fifth mission of Mr. Vance, containing i.a. in annex the Sarajevo
implementing accord of 2 January 1992;

$/23513 - 5 February 1992 - Report on the situation in Yugoslavia;

S/23592 and Add.1 15 and 19 February 1992 - report on the situation in Yugoslavia and containing some
modifications of the UN peacekeeping plan and a call on the Council to instruct the Secretary General to
proceed with deployment of the peacekeeping forces.

N.B.

The Periodical Review of International AffairsiRevue des Affaires Internationales (Belgrade) has regularly
published the different documents of the UN, CSCE, EC, the Yugoslav Conference, the Arbritation Commission,
and the declarations of the different republics.
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Chantal de Jonge Oudraat

Aujourd’hui, il ne se passe pas un jour sans nouvelles déconcertantes en provenance de
I’Europe du Sud-Est. Durant la période de I’aprés guerre, et plus particuli¢rement durant la
Guerre Froide, cette région n’occupa qu’une position relativement marginale. Le conflit Est-
Ouest s’était cristallisé autour de 1’ Allemagne et de I’Europe Centrale. L’Europe du Sud-Est,
bien que partie prenante, restait en marge de 1’objet principal des négociations européennes
sur la limitation des armements tels que les MBFR et des négociations leurs succédant, la
CDE (CSCE) et les négociations FCE.

Toutefois, cette partie de I’Europe, dans le passé plus communément connue sous le nom
de Balkans, a toujours été une source d’instabilité et un lieu de conflits pour le continent. Ne
se référait-on pas, dans un passé pas trop lointain, suivant une formule famili¢re, a la
"poudriere" de I’Europe quand on parlait des Balkans ?

La chute du Mur de Berlin, 'unification allemande et l’effondrement des Etats
communistes de I’Europe du Sud-Est ont réveillé des tensions d’ordre ethnique qui
sommeillaient depuis longtemps. Les tensions et les conflits qui suivirent apparaissaient d’une
nature particulierement déstabilisante et menagante pour la sécurité. La possibilité que de tels
conflits puissent sérieusement menacer la sécurité et la stabilité, non seulement des Balkans
mais de I’Europe en général est réelle et doit étre prise en considération. L’intérét pour les
Balkans est aussi provoqué par sa position géopolitique aux carrefours des mondes chrétiens
et musulmans.

Le regain d’intérét porté a la région a ainsi donné a la Conférence internationale organisée
par ’'UNIDIR - en coopération avec la Fondation Hellénique pour la Défense et la Politique
Etrangere (ELIAMEP) et le Centre Européen pour la Sécurité Internationale (CESI) - une
particuliére actualité. L’objectif de la Conférence €tait d’examiner 1’évolution et 1’état présent
de la sécurité tels qu’ils étaient percus a I’intérieur de la région elle-mé&me, de passer en revue
des propositions de coopération et d’analyser les positions des pays concernés dans le
domaine du désarmement. Plus généralement, la question sous-jacente était de savoir de quelle
maniere les problémes de sécurité de I’Europe du Sud-Est évolueraient dans le contexte de
la situation radicalement nouvelle de la sécurité en Europe, et quels effets ces problémes
auraient sur le continent en général.

Les termes d’"Europe du Sud-Est" et de "Balkans" ont été utilisés d’une fagon
interchangeable durant la Conférence et dans cette publication. Comme I’a fait remarquer
Serge Sur dans ses remarques conclusives, la préférence avait €t€ donnée initialement au
terme plus neutre de "I’Europe du Sud-Est". "Les Balkans" semblaient étre investis "d’une
image évoquant ou bien une période ancienne de troubles et de violences ou bien les
perspectives iréniques d’une coopération sur une base régionale homogene et bien délimitée".
Toutefois, la connotation historiquement chargée du terme "Balkans" parait étre ressentie plus
négativement a ’extérieur qu’a I'intérieur de la région, ou les termes "Balkans”, ou "Europe
du Sud-Est" sont utilisés sans distinction sensible.

A T’époque de la Conférence (6-7 septembre 1991), I’euphorie initiale qui a suivi
I’effondrement du systtme socialiste était quelque peu apaisée. Elle commengait a &tre
remplacée par 1’anxiété quant au devenir de la sécurité€ en Europe. Les images de détresse des
réfugiés albanais débarquant sur les cotes orientales de I'Italie et errant dans les rues de Bari
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durant 1’été de 1991 étaient encore vives dans tous les esprits. L’arrivée au pouvoir d’une
dictature militaire dans ce qui était encore I’'URSS avait ét€ une réelle possibilité. Le coup
d’Etat du mois d’aoiit n’avait-il pas presque réussi ? La perspective d’autres tentatives n’était-
elle pas réaliste ? La situation en Yougoslavie était, de méme, loin d’étre rassurante. La
question des minorités ethniques ou nationales, latente a travers tous les Balkans, atteignait
un sommet paroxysmatique dans ce pays. L’Europe n’était-elle pas en train de découvrir, au
sud, dans son bas ventre, une situation similaire a celle du Liban ?

*® %k k

Tout comme les Balkans furent, a un point donné de 1’histoire, considérés comme une source
potentielle de guerre pour I’Europe, la situation yougoslave peut contenir des germes de
fragmentation et de conflits qui pourraient se propager sur les vents du mécontentement
politique et des tribulations économiques a la région entiére voire a toute 1’Europe.

Les combats ont commencé aprés la proclamation de 1’indépendance de la Slovénie et de
la Croatie, le 25 juin 1991.! Le cessez-le-feu de Brioni du 7 juillet 1991 - qui avait été
négocié avec I’intervention de la Communauté Européenne et dans lequel les deux républiques
acceptaient d’ajourner la mise en oeuvre effective de la proclamation de leur indépendance
jusqu’au 7 octobre 1991 a ét€ rompu presque aussitOt et la bataille s’est intensifiée,
particuliérement dans les territoires croates de la Slavonie et a Krajina, le long des frontiéres
de la Croatie et de la Bosnie.?

Le 27 aofit 1991, la Communauté européenne, par ’entremise du Conseil européen,
déclarait :

La Communauté et ses Etats membres ne peuvent pas rester indifférents face a I’augmeniation journali¢re
de la violence et a ses conséquences qui se développent chaque jour en Croatie. Un accord sur le
contrdle du cessez-le-feu et le maintien de celui-ci doit permettre & la Communauté et ses Etats membres
de convoquer une Conférence de paix et de mettre en oeuvre une procédure d’arbitrage.

Trois principes de base devaient guider les travaux de cette Conférence : aucun changement
unilatéral des fronti¢res par la force; le respect et la protection des droits de tous ceux qui
vivent en Yougoslavie, y compris les minorités; et le besoin de prendre en considération tous
les aspirations et intéréts légitimes.?

Comment, toutefois, organiser une conférence sur 1’avenir de la Yougoslavie sans le
réglement de questions plus immédiates, telles que 1’établissement et le controle d’un cessez-
le-feu effectif ? Comment, au surplus, I’organiser sans le consentement de toutes les parties
concernées ? Cette conférence n’était-elle pas vouée a I’échec dés le départ ? Une tiche

! La Macédoine a proclamé son indépendance le 15 septembre 1991. Un référendum a eu lieu le 8 septembre 1991, avec
95% des votants favorables a I'indépendance. La Bosnie-Herzégovine a proclamé son indépendance le 3 mars 1992, aprés
qu’un référendum ait eu lieu le 1 mars 1992, qui vit 99% des élécteurs voter en faveur de I’indépendance. Le Monténégro,
qui avait également organisé un référendum le 1 mars 1992, a voté en faveur de 1’Union avec la Serbie.

2 Le 10 juillet 1991, aprés 1’accord de Brioni, la Communauté européenne a envoyé une équipe multinationale
d’observation forte de 30 2 50 personnes, avec 1’accord qu’elle pourrait éire déployée en Croatie a une période ultérieure,
en cas de nécessité. Le 2 aofit la Communauté européenne a essayée d’étendre la mission d’observation a la Croatie. Les
observateurs européens ont été envoyés dans les zones de combat, en Croatie, le 11 septembre 1991, ramenant ainsi le
nombre total des observateurs a approximativement 200 en janvier 1992.

3 Cf. les déclarations de la Communauté européenne du 3 et du 19 septembre 1991.
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impossible n’avait-elle pas €ét€ confiée au Président de la Conférence sur la Paix en
Yougoslavie, Lord Carrington ?

Au surplus, de profondes divergences existaient a l'intérieur de la Communauté
européenne au sujet de la crise yougoslave, aussi bien quant & la question de la
reconnaissance qu’a celle de I’intervention. Pour ce qui est de la premigre, il peut &tre rappelé
qu’a I’ouverture de la Conférence, le 7 septembre 1991, le Ministre Allemand des Affaires
étrangéres avait averti qu’en cas d’échec de la Conférence, I’Allemagne reconnaitrait
immédiatement la Croatie et la Slovénie en tant qu’Etats indépendants et souverains.* La
Communauté européenne décida le 16 décembre 1991 que ’examen de la question de la
reconnaissance aurait lieu le 15 janvier 1992. Un certain nombre de conditions avaient été
définies, et il avait ét¢ convenu que les demandes de reconnaissance seraient examinées par
la Commission d’Arbitrage. Cette Commission d’Arbitrage avait été créée afin d’assister la
Conférence sur la Yougoslavie, et chargée plus particulierement d’examiner les questions
constitutionnelles et juridiques relatives 2 la dissolution de la Yougoslavie.’

Concernant cette dernicre, il faut rappeler que certains recommandaient le déploiement
d’une force tampon européenne, voire préféraient une intervention active avec une force de
maintien de la paix ou méme d’établissement de la paix de I’'UEQ, tandis que d’autres
inclinaient vers une attitude plus prudente. Ces derniers mettaient en avant le fait que seul un
objectif politique clair accompagné d’une invitation de toutes les parties en faveur de
Iintervention pouvait justifier le déploiement de forces européennes. Les violations répétées
des différents cessez-le-feu que la Communauté européenne avait réussi a négocier étaient de
mauvais augure a cet égard. Dans I'immédiat, il était impératif que le conflit ne s’étende pas
aux pays voisins. L’endiguement devenait ainsi le mot de passe, 1’ordre du jour.

Les discussions dans le cadre de la Communauté européenne, de la CSCE ou de I'UEOQ,
n’ont abouti & aucun résultat décisif. Un accord sur des mesures économiques limitées
couvrant toute la Yougoslavie a certes été conclu par la Communauté européenne le 8
novembre 1991. Du fait de la nature méme de ces mesures, leur effet ne pouvait étre
immédiat.®

Les Nations Unies ont ét€ saisies de la question de la Yougoslavie le 25 septembre 1991.
Par sa résolution 713 (1991), le Conseil de sécurité exprimait son soutien aux efforts des
instances européennes et imposait un embargo général sur les armes pour la Yougoslavie. Le

* Une reconnaissance i laquelle I’Allemagne procéde dés le 25 décembre 1991 et la Communauté européenne le 15
janvier 1992,

5 La Commission d’Arbitrage, présidé par Robert Badinter, rendra publics ses avis sur les demandes de reconnaissance
le 15 janvier 1992. Elle conseille la reconnaissance de la Slovenie, la Macédoine et la Croatie (sous certains conditions).
Toutefois la Commission a consideré que les conditions pour la reconnaissance de la Bosnie-Herzegovie n’étaient pas encore
réunies. La Communauté européenne procédera a la reconnaissance de la Croatie et de la Slovénie le 15 janvier 1992. Sous
la pression grecque, elle repousse toutefois la reconnaissance de la Macédoine & plus tard. La position grecque semble reposer
sur la crainte qu’une république indépendante de Macédoine pourrait, méme malgré une déclaration contraire, revendiquer
le territoire de la province grecque de Macédoine.

§ Les mesures incluses étaient les suivantes : la suspension de ’application et la décision de terminer le traité de
commerce et de coopération avec la Yougoslavie; la restauration des quotas pour les textiles; 1’exclusion de la Yougoslavie
de la liste des pays bénéficiaires du Systeme Général de Préférences; la suspension formelle des bénéfices accordés par le
programme PHARE. La Communauté européenne a invité le Conseil de sécurité des Nations Unies & prendre des mesures
afin d’imposer un embargo pétrolier. Un tel embargo ne sera, néanmoins, jamais instauré. Le seul embargo decrété par le
Conseil de sécurité concerne 1'équipement militaire et I’armement. (Résolution 713 (1991) du Conseil de sécurité des Nations
Unies du 25 septembre 1991, paragraphe 6.) L’embargo est renforcé par la Résolution 724 (1991) du Conseil de sécurité du
14 décembre 1991, paragraphe 5; et réaffirmé dans la résolution 727 (1991) du 9 janvier 1992, paragraphe 6.
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cessez-le-feu recherché n’entra cependant pas en vigueur, pas plus que 1’idée d’envoyer une
force d’urgence ne regut de soutien.’

Le 8 octobre 1991, le Secrétaire général des Nations Unies désigna Mr. Cyrus R. Vance,
ex-Secrétaire d’Etat des Etats-Unis, comme son Envoyé Personnel. Monsieur Vance effectua
plusieurs missions en Yougoslavie et négocia un cessez-le-feu signé & Genéve le 23 novembre
1991. 11 élabora aussi un concept et un plan pour une opération de maintien de la paix des
Nations Unies en Yougoslavie. Bien que I’accord de cessez-le-feu n’ait pas été respecté et que
des offensives de derni¢re minute aient été lancées, un texte a ét€ signé le 2 janvier 1992 a
Sarajevo, pour effectivement mettre en oeuvre 1’accord de cessez-le-feu signé le 23 novembre
1991. Le conflit paraissait arrivé au point d’épuisement. Rien de plus ne pouvait étre gagné
par le combat.

Face a I’échec évident des efforts européens et face a la fatigue des protagonistes, le
Conseil de sécurité des Nations Unies décida, le 21 février 1992, suivant la proposition du
Secrétaire général des Nations Unies d’envoyer enfin une force de maintien de la paix de
quelques 14.000 hommes en Yougoslavie.® Entretemps, aprés plus de 8 mois de guerre, un
nombre estimé de 600.000 personnes avaient ét€ déplacées et quelques 10.000 tués.

Le but de I’opération de maintien de la paix des Nations Unies est de créer les conditions
de paix et de sécurit€ requises pour la négociation d’un réglement global de la crise
yougoslave. Cette négociation devrait avoir lieu dans le cadre de la Conférence sur la
Yougoslavie qui se déroule sous I’égide de la Communauté européenne. Contrairement a la
pratique, le Commandement général de I’opération des Nations Unies a ét€ remis au
Commandant de la Force et non & un chef civil de mission, comme initialement envisagé. La
raison mise en avant est qu’il fallait clairement maiquer ei distinguer d’un c6té ie rdie de
maintien de la paix des Nations-Unies, et de 1’autre le Tdle de créateur ou réalisateur de la
paix de la Communauté européenne.

Au moment de la Conférence de Rhodes I’échec de la formule européenne pour résoudre la
situation yougoslave n’était pas encore pleinement consommé. Mais de sombres perspectives
étaient déja apparentes.

La Yougoslavie peut, a plus d’un titre, &tre considérée comme un concentré, non seulement
des problémes de I’Europe du Sud-Est, mais aussi de la relation entre la région et I’Europe
toute entiére. Maints auteurs ont déja souligné la nature archaique des conflits entre les
minorités en Yougoslavie. Le danger de 1’isolation compléte a été peut-€tre moins mis en
avant. Il constitue toutefois probablement le plus grand danger auquel la Yougoslavie doit
faire face, et au-dela de la Yougoslavie, toute la région des Balkans.

En effet, contrairement a la période d’aprés-guerre, aucune des Grandes Puissances et
certainement pas les Etats-Unis ou 1a Russie n’ont a pisent d’intéréts directs dans ia région.
Ni la Yougoslavie, ni I’Europe du Sud-Est ne sont aujourd’hui la "poudri¢re” de 1’Europe. Le

7 Pour les références des documents pertinents des Nations Unies, voir Annexe.

& Voir la résolution 743 (1992) du Conseil de sécurité par laquelle il est décidé d’établir une Force de Protection des
Nations Unies (FORPRONU), pour une période initiale de 12 mois. La Force est déployée pour créer les conditions de paix
et de sécurité requises pour la négociation d’un réglement global de la crise yougoslave. La Force doit comporter un effectif
global de 13.870 personnel militaire et de police, plus 519 membres formant la composante civile. Cf. le rapport du
Secréiaire général, Op.cit. note 6.
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dépassement de la division Est-Ouest prohibe un tel role. La plus grande menace pour
I’Europe du Sud-Est émane de la région elle-méme. C’est une menace qui se nourrit de
vieilles divisions historiques et religieuses, une menace qui se drape en déterminisme
historique. Quand on considere le passé récent ou plus lointain, cette région semble en effet
avoir ét€ dotée d’un prodigieux héritage dans ce domaine. Mis & part un demi de siécle de
communisme, des auteurs mettent actuellement de mani€re plus insistante 1’accent sur les
traditions religieuses et orthodoxes de la région et sur le fait que ni la Renaissance, ni la
Réforme, ni la Révolution Industrielle n’ont jamais réellement pris racine dans cette partie de
I’Europe. Le faible niveau de développement de I’Etat Nation et de la société civile est
également souligné.’

Est-il possible de parler d’unité et de cohésion dans une région ou apres tout deux Etats
étaient membres du Pacte de Varsovie, o un Etat faisait partic du mouvement des non-
alignés, ol deux Etats sont membres de I’OTAN, et ol un Etat est inclassable dans ’un de
ces groupements politiques, existants ou défunts ? Le lien commun entre les membres de la
région, méme s’il est réel et peut Etre observé par les chercheurs et universitaires de la région,
est donc trés négativement chargé.

En fait, on pourrait dire que les Balkans ne constituent pas véritablement une région, mais
plutdt un regroupement de préoccupations bilatérales. D’un c6té, en effet, la région semble
étre définie a travers des contentieux bilatéraux. Les six Etats de la région ont au moins une,
sinon plusieurs, pommes de discorde avec chacun de leurs voisins. II n’y pas de réelle
communauté positive entre les pays de la région. De I’autre, il peut méme €tre avancé que
la puissance des pays de I’Europe du Sud-Est est de nature plus accidentelle et résiduelle
qu’originelle, en ce sens que les éléments de puissance résident en dehors de la région. La
encore, le cas de la Yougoslavie en est une illustration poignante. La Seconde Guerre
Mondiale et la partition de I’Europe en Est et Ouest qui a suivi ont permis au Maréchal Tito
de fédérer et ensuite d’unir les différentes républiques constituantes de la Yougoslavie. Une
des conditions de sa viabilité était, toutefois, le non-alignement sur 1’un ou ’autre des blocs.
La Yougoslavie en tant que trait d’union était une option viable. La situation en Yougoslavie
ne devint-elle pas lentement mais inexorablement impossible aprés la mort du Maréchal Tito
et aprés une tendance a un alignement rampant sur le bloc soviétique ? De méme, les Balkans
n’ont-ils pas implosé dés lors que leur fonction de trait d’union entre I’Est et I’Ouest n’était
plus nécessaire ? A cet égard, les développements paralléles en Yougoslavie et en URSS sont
éclatants, les événements dans les deux pays avaient un effet de miroir.

* ok %k

Les rapports présentés a la Conférence ont été organisés autour de quatre grands thémes,
correspondant aux quatre séances de la Conférence. La Partie I est consacrée a 1’évolution du

% Voir & cet égard , la these de Krystof Pomian, historien et philosophe, Directeur de recherche au CRNS, Paris. Voir
son ouvrage L'Europe et ses Nations, Paris, Gallimard, et son interview dans le quotidien frangais, Libération, 10 janvier
1992, pp.23-24. Voir aussi 'interview avec le géographe frangais Michel Foucher dans Le Monde du 7 mai 1991. Suivant
ces theses, I'Europe est divisée en deux zones - non 1’Europe Occidentale d’une part et 1’Europe Centrale et Orientale de
1’autre - mais entre 1’Europe de I’Ouest et Centrale d’une part et 1’Europe de I’Est de 1’autre. Cette division, d’un point de
vue religieux, correspond aux zones dominées repectivement par 1'Eglise Latine, Catholique Romaine et I’Eglise Orthodoxe
grecque. Cette ligne est tracée de la Mer Blanche au Nord jusqu’a I’Adriatique. Elle laisse la plus grande partie de la
Finlande, les Républiques Baltes, une petite partie de la Biélorussie, la Pologne , la République Fédérale Tchéque et
Slovaque, la Hongrie , la Transylvanie (en Roumanie), la Slovénie et la Croatie a 1’Ouest.
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contexte de la sécurité de I’Europe du Sud-Est ; la Partie II examine 1’état actuel de la
sécurité des pays du sud-est européen ; la Partie III traite des pays de I’Europe du Sud-Est
et des négociations et accords de désarmement et de limitation des armements ; la Partie IV
passe enfin en revue les propositions de coopération entre les pays sud-est européens en
matieére de sécurité. Les remarques conclusives ont été présentées par Serge Sur, Directeur
adjoint de ’'UNIDIR.

La discussion de la premi€re séance, qui traitait de I’évolution du contexte de la sécurité
de I’Europe du Sud-Est a été précédée par la présentation de trois rapports. Le premier,
présenté par Miodrag Mihajlovic, ancien Ministre Plénipotentiaire du Secrétariat Fédéral des
Affaires Etrangéres de la Yougoslavie, porte sur les changements internes dans les pays de
I’Europe du Sud-Est ; le deuxiéme rapport, par I’Ambassadeur Traian Chebeleu du Ministére
des Affaires Etrangéres de Roumanie, examine 1’attitude des Etats-Unis et de I’'URSS envers
la région ; enfin, le troisi€éme rapport, présenté par Franz-Lothar Altmann, Directeur-adjoint
du Sid-Ost Europa Institut & Munich, Allemagne, traite de 1’'impact des organisations
européennes existantes sur la région.

Les discussions ont naturellement ét€ grandement influencées par la situation en
Yougoslavie. Ici, comme dans la réalité, de vifs débats ont suivi. La mosaique des minorités
ethniques ou nationales revendiquant des parties de territoires spécifiques a I’intérieur des
Etats, ou appartenant au territoire de plusieurs de ces Etats, fait beaucoup penser a une époque
révolue, celle de I’entre deux guerres, voire a 1’époque antérieure au Traité de Versailles. Les
différents rapports présentés a la Conférence et publi€s dans ce volume soulignent trés
clairement ce point, c’est-a-dire le caractere en définitive territorial des conflits des minorités.

Pour ce qui est de ’attitude des Etats-Unis et de ’URSS (Russie) envers cette région, il
a été observé que la diminution de 1’intérét pour la région, tant de la part de I’'URSS (Russie),
que des Etats-Unis, était tout autant une chance qu’une malchance : une chance parce que ce
ne sont plus des éléments étrangers a la région qui définissent les relations entre Etats
concernés ; une malchance parce que ce déclin souligne la position marginale et possiblement
isolée de la région, non seulement au niveau global mais aussi européen.

Le déclin de I’intérét de la région pour les Etats-Unis n’est toutefois que partiel. En effet,
son regard présentement centré sur le Golfe Persique et sur le Moyen Orient fait ressortir
I’importance, du point de vue de la sécurité, de ses relations avec 1’un des pays des Balkans -

a savoir la Turquie. De méme, il a été souligné que le déclin de I’intérét de la Russie dans
la région n’était que temporaire et qu’il n’était dicté que par la terrible situation économique
de ce pays ; tot ou tard la Russie retrouverait ses intéréts naturels dans la région. Ce dernier
fait pourrait peut-€tre expliquer la quasi-unanimité par laquelle une organisation telle que
I’OTAN a été saluée, tout particulierement parmi les pays membres de 1’ex-Pacte de Varsovie.
Le succes de I’OTAN est, bien siir, également attribué a 1’échec des institutions purement
européennes face a la situation yougoslave. A cet égard, la CSCE, en particulier, a montré ses
limites. La nécessité€ de définir un nouvel ordre du jour politique pour cette institution pan-
européenne n’en est que plus manifeste.

L’état critique de la situation économique des Etats de la région a ét€ maintes fois
souligné. Les grands écarts entre les développements économiques, entre les pays de la région
eux-mémes ainsi qu’avec les pays occidentaux, voire certains pays d’Europe centrale, ne
peuvent que créer tensions et frustrations. La primauté des facteurs économiques dans la
définition du contexte de la sécurité de I’Europe du Sud-Est donne ainsi de nouveau crédit,
avec I’une de ces tournures ironiques dont I’histoire est friande, a I’'un des préceptes de base
de Marx.
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La seconde et la troisieme séances se sont penchées non seulement sur les changements
globaux des postures militaires et des doctrines, mais aussi sur les aspects moins connus et
sub-régionaux de 1’équation de sécurité dans la région. Dans les deux sessions, les aspects non
militaires de la sécurité, particulierement celles relatives au développement de la démocratie,
des droits de I’homme et de I’environnement, ont été soulignés.

Trois rapports ont été présentés a la seconde séance, durant laquelle était examiné 1’état
actuel de la sécurité. George Katsirdakis, de la Division de Politique et de Planification de
I’OTAN, a présenté un rapport sur les postures et doctrines militaires des Etats de la région;
le Général Stoyan Andreev, Conseiller de sécurité nationale aupreés du Président bulgare, a
examiné le cas de la Bulgarie, particuli€rement sa position a 1’égard des alliances militaires;
enfin Nikos Protonotarios, économiste de défense de I'Institut international des études
stratégiques (IISS) de Londres, a présenté un rapport sur la perception des menaces par les
pays de I’Europe du Sud-Est.

La troisi¢me séance a ét€ consacrée a 1’ordre du jour traditionnel et extra-régional du
désarmement ainsi qu’aux positions des pays de I’Europe du Sud-Est sur ces questions, des
rapports ont été présentés par Ali Karaosmanoglu, Professeur a I’Université Bilkent d’ Ankara,
qui a examiné la question des armements conventionnels et en particulier les négociations
CSCE et FCE ; Abdi Baleta, Membre du Parti démocratique albanais, membre du Parlement,
a examiné la question nucléaire ; et I’Ambassadeur Evgheni Alexandrov du Ministére Bulgare
des Affaires Etrangeres a trait€ de la question des armements chimiques.

En ce qui concernc les questions plus spécifiques de sécurité militaire, la nécessité d’une
transparence accrue a été affirmée comme de premiéere importance, plus particuliérement dans
la mesure ou la nature et la perception des menaces sont considérées comme étant de plus en
plus, voire presque exclusivement de nature intrarégionale.

L’ordre du jour traditionnel du désarmement et de la limitation des armements a été
considéré comme une priorité moins importante. Il reste & voir si cela peut étre expliqué par
des facteurs objectifs propres a 1’équation de sécurité de la région, ou si cela n’est que
I’illustration d’une tendance plus générale. Il semble en effet se développer un courant plus
large, qui tend a délaisser cette approche classique, 1’élaboration d’accords spécifiques et
singuliers, en faveur de I’élaboration de régimes plus généraux de limitation et de restriction
d’armements. Cette observation est vraie non seulement pour le domaine nucléaire mais aussi
pour le domaine des armements biologiques ou chimiques. Les régimes de contrdle en la
mati¢re comprennent de plus en plus non seulement des traités de caractére formel & vocation
universelle mais aussi des accords de nature régionale, bilatérale ou partielle, ainsi que des
actions plus informelles, établissant non pas des obligations bien définies mais des codes ou
suggestions de conduite. La question des armements tend ainsi & &tre de plus en plus
considérée dans un contexte plus général de sécurité internationale. La prévention et la gestion
des crises ont alors une importance plus immédiate. On est en présence ou bien de situations
relevant du Chapitre VII de la Charte des Nations Unies - actions a I’égard de menaces contre
la paix, violations de la paix et des actes d’agression, ou bien des situations relevant du
Chapitre VIII et supposant I’intervention d’organisations régionales ou des arrangements
régionaux.

Durant la derniere session, les formes intrarégionale de coopération ont été examinées.
Duygu Sezer, Professeur a 1’Université¢ Bilkent d’Ankara, a présenté un rapport sur la
coopération régionale ; Théodore Couloumbis, Secrétaire général de I’ELIAMEP et
Professeur a I’Université d’Athénes a présenté un rapport sur la coopération bilatérale. Enfin,
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Corneliu Vlad, Rédacteur en chef de la rubrique étrangére du quotidien roumain Romania
Libera a présenté un rapport sur les mesures de confiance, de sécurité et de stabilité.

I1 a été souligné que les Etats de la région ont toujours activement soutenu des projets de
coopération régionale, méme a l’apogée de la Guerre Froide. Aucun de ces efforts
intrarégionaux, n’a eu, toutefois, beaucoup de succes, probablement parce qu’il n’y a jamais
eu une réelle communauté d’intéréts. Peut-€tre, aussi, avaient-ils primordialement des objectifs
bilatéraux et visaient-ils a contrdler les revendications territoriales des différentes minorités
nationales. Il a été souligné qu’il était nécessaire de renforcer les relations intrarégionales et
que des mesures régionales de confiance pourraient produire des résultats bénéfiques. L’accent
a également été mis sur I’importance primordiale de 1’intégration de la région dans une sphére
européenne plus vaste  notamment la Communauté Européenne, pour son potentiel
économique, et ’OTAN, pour son potentiel de sécurité. Le relatif peu de confiance exprimé
a I’égard du mécanisme de la CSCE peut étre compris a la lumiére d’un sentiment plus
général : la fin de la Guerre Froide ne marque-t-elle pas d’une certaine maniére la fin du
processus de la CSCE ? Elle illustre tout au moins que I’époque de 1’aprés-guerre froide pose
un sérieux défi a la CSCE. Pour qu’elle constitue un mécanisme significatif et effectif, un
nouvel ensemble d’objectifs et de moyens doit étre défini.

Cette question ainsi que les tentatives vacillantes des institutions européennes en vue de
régler la crise yougoslave sont plus amplement élaborées par Serge Sur dans les remarques
conclusives. La nature et le caracteére de la région comme sa position de zone de contact avec
d’autres régions et civilisations y sont également soulignés. La marginalisation de cette région
est un danger réel. En effet, si les pays concernés n’arrivent pas & mettre un terme a leurs
contentieux bilatéraux, ils pourraient provoquer des politiques d’abstention, de retrait voire
de quarantaine de la part des puissances extérieures, créant ainsi ce qu’on pourrait appeler un
“trou noir balkanique" qui pourrait ensuite engloutir et détruire tous les espoirs d’Helsinki et
de la Charte de Paris. Comme il a ét€ souligné durant toute la Conférence, ’avenir de
I’Europe du Sud-Est est d’abord entre les mains des pays balkaniques eux-mémes.

Mars 1992



Annexe
Documents des Nations Unies concernant la situation en Yougoslavie

Pour les différentes Résolutions du Conseil de sécurité des Nations Unies voir :

Résolution 713 (1991) - 25 septembre 1991 - décide de I’installation d’un embargo sur les armements ;
Résolution 721 (1991) - 27 novembre 1991 - demande aux parties yougoslaves de se conformer a I’accord
signé le 23 novembre 1991 & Geneve (i.e. le cessez-le-feu inconditionnel) et au Secrétaire général de
soumettre des propositions pour 1’établissement possible d’une opération de maintien de la paix des Nations
Unies en Yougoslavie ;

Résolution 724 (1991)- 14 décembre 1991 - renforce 1’embargo sur les armements et approuve le rapport
du Secrétaire général (S/23280) du 11 décembre, contient i.a. un concept et un plan opérationnel pour une
opération de maintien de la paix ;

Résolution 727 (1992) - 8 janvier 1992 - note avec satisfaction la signature de I’accord de 1a mise en oeuvre
des accords de Sarajevo du 2 janvier 1992 concernant les modalités pour I’application du cessez-le-feu
inconditionnel du 23 novembre 1991, et endosse 1’envoi de SO officiers de liaison militaire ;

Résolution 740 (1992) - 7 février 1992- approuve 1’accroissement de ’effectif de la mission de liaison
militaire 4 75;

Résolution 743 (1992) - 21 février - I’établissement de la FORPRONU.

Parmi les rapports pertinents du Secrétaire général, voir :

$/23169 - 25 octobre 1991 - rapport sur la premiére mission de Mr. Vance, envoyé personnel du Secrétaire
général des Nations Unies ;

$/23239 24 novembre 1991 rapport de la troisitme mission de Mr. Vance (le rapport de la deuxiéme
mission a ét€ fait a huis-clos) , contenant i.a. en annexe le texte du cessez-le-feu de Genéve du 23 novembre
1991 ;

$/23280 - 11 décembre 1991 - rapport sur la quatrieme mission de Mr. Vance et contenant i.a. en annexe
le texte du plan pour les opérations de maintien de la paix des Nations Unies;

$/23363 - 5 janvier 1992 - Rapport de la cinquiéme mission de Mr. Vance, contenant i.a. en annexe 1’accord
de mise en oeuvre des accords de Sarajevo du 2 janvier 1992 ;

S/23513 - 5 février 1992 - rapport sur la situation en Yougoslavie ;

$/23592 et Add.1 15 février au 19 février 1992 - rapport sur la situation en Yougoslavie et contenant
quelques modifications en ce qui concerne le plan de maintien de la paix des Nations Unies et un appel au
Conseil de sécurité afin qu’il donne des instructions au Secrétaire général de procéder au déploiement des
forces de maintien de la paix des Nations Unies.

N.B.

Le périodique Review of International AffairsiRevue des Affaires Internationales (Belgrade) a publié
régulierement les différents documents des Nations Unies, de la CSCE, de la CE, de la Conférence sur la
Yougoslavie, de la Commission d’ Arbitrage et les déclarations des différentes Républiques.
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Part I

Evolution of the South-East European Security Context






Chapter 1
Internal Changes in South-East European Countries

Miodrag Mihajlovic

The breaking of the Berlin Wall was the dramatic symbol of a new, profoundly different era
in Europe. That day, November 9, 1989, was the day when the question for Europe changed
from how to maintain a divided and hostile peace to how to organize a new, inclusive
continental system.

The Summit of the Heads of State or Government of the States participating in the
Conference of Security and Co-operation in Europe held in Paris in November 1990 marked
the beginning of a new phase in European relations.

The Charter of Paris for a new Europe declared the end of the era of confrontation and
division in Europe (the Cold War era) and the beginning of new relations which would be
founded on respect and co-operation. It announced the beginning of a new phase of
stabilization and consolidation of relations in Europe, which from the very start appears to
be more complicated and difficult to realize than it appeared to be at the time in Paris.

Europe is now going through a period of adaptation and oscillation. As a result of the
dramatic changes in Eastern Europe in 1989, there are currently three distinctive and parallel
processes going on in Europe and which will no doubt have many consequences for the future
of the continent:

. Western Europe is continuing the process of integration at a much faster pace than
before and acquiring a gradually more significant political, economic and security
role;

. Eastern Europe is disintegrating, and

. Germany is united.

Some of the changes, although expected to be long rather than short-term goals - such as the
unification of Germany - have come much more rapidly than expected and have come as a
surprise even to the two German nations.

The unification of Germany deserves a separate analysis because of the many important
social, economic and political changes and consequences it is bringing to Europe and the
world. In this connection it should be noted that, while all Europe is being divided and
separated, it is only Germany which is uniting. There are growing opinions in Europe that this
could lead not only to the homogenisation of German people, but also to new polarisation on
the old continent.

There is a correlation between the internal changes and developments in the USSR and
those in Europe. Political changes in 1989 shifted the Eastern European region’s six former
Soviet allies away from the East and closer to the West. Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe
has ceased to exist. All these countries are now independent and embrace the concepts of
democracy, a market economy and free enterprise. The Central European countries (Poland,
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and what used to be East Germany) have already instituted
democratic institutions. Farther to the South, in the Balkans in Bulgaria, Romania and
especially Albania - democracy has yet to be won. Yugoslavia is a case in itself, undergoing
very painful changes as a result of democratic processes, but also as a result of the awakening
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of old ethnic struggles and the reliance on the use of arms and nationalist terrorist actions by
strong separatist and nationalist movements.

The process of the economic and partial political integration of Western Europe moves
in parallel with the process of disintegration in the East. This process of disintegration is,
however, gradually being transformed into a process of closer relationships with Western
European countries through their association with economic and political structures of the
West.

East-Central Europe is absorbed in an ardent and arduous search for a new identity. The
euphoria of 1989 has given way to a painful awakening. Time has become the crucial factor.
There is little controversy over the long-term future of Europe, over guarantees of peace and
co-operation, over the goal of achieving some kind of European confederation someday. The
difficult questions concern the interim period of transformation, which is going to be painful
and risky as grievances mount and patience erodes, as demagogues rise to make use of new
freedoms to exploit nationalism. The short-term problems are more easily identified, although
massively difficult to solve, but they too could be faced with more confidence if there were
a sense that the way ahead were charted. Actually, as we speak, there are no clear and
positive indicators of the way events may turn out either in the Soviet Union or in
Yugoslavia.

There are certain contradictions among the points that need to be taken into account. In
the words of Flora Lewis:

Countries of what is coming to be called East-Central Europe have various needs in common, but
to organize the region on that basis would perniciously serve to perpetuate the Cold War division.
These must be transcended. The Soviet Union is qualitatively and quantitatively different from
Eastern Europe. Even if it breaks up, Russia alone is a huge Euro-Asian power and will not fit as
an equal among European peers. It cannot be excluded, but it can hardly be included as just another
member of the family. Germany will acquire an awesome weight that must somehow be bounded
and distributed so as not to crush its partners. The US role will shift as military power loses
importance; security will remain an important issue, though its parameters will be redefined. No
single design can encompass all this, but the elements must be linked. ("Bringing in the East",
Foreign Affairs, Fall 1990)

High expectations among many people have been replaced by confusion, divisions and
disappointments. The effort to create democratic systems and a new base for national security
are inextricably intertwined.

There is confusion because the struggle is now bemg waged within the ranks of those
who have won the battle against former communist governments. Wherever the communist
governments submitted to the popular will and lost, new divisions have come to impede the
work of some of the freely-elected, non-communist Governments. In Poland, for example, the
impressive unity of Solidarity is gone. With pressure for Slovak autonomy rapidly growing,
Czechoslovakia has already renamed itself the Czech and Slovak Federal Republic. In
Hungary, there is an intense struggle under way between those whose foremost concern is the
fate of millions of ethnic Hungarians in neighbouring countries, especially in Romania, and
those whose main priority is the shaping of a political and economic order that Europe will
welcome. Election results, both in Bulgaria and Romania, reveal a divergence between city-
dwellers who voted against the communists and the rural population who returned them to
power. In Yugoslavia, two of its Federal Republics - Slovenia and Croatia - have made one-
sided and illegal secessionist declarations, have abolished the federal Constitution and Laws
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and have created national paramilitary armed forces which are used against the Yugoslav
army in Slovenia and against the ethnic Serbian minority in Croatia.

The confusion and division have sparked disappointment as well. Anxious and impatient
people in Eastern Europe now ask: was not the new democratic order. supposed to be
economically advantageous, politically harmonious and morally uplifting? Must the transition
be as slow and as painful as it is? Will it be better only for the next generation, or perhaps
for the generation after that?

In the new East-Central Europe of 1990, competitive and, in most cases, free elections
have been held, parliamentary institutions created, and freedom of religion and the press
established. The very slow pace of economic change reflects anxiety about some of the effects
of the transfer to a market economy namely, unemployment, inflation, and declining living
standards.

One thing is certain in my mind. Europe of yesterday, very tranquil and pleased with
itself, will no longer be the same after the breaking of the Berlin Wall and the Paris
Conference. To my mind, Europe is entering a very difficult period. Unwillingly, many
"Pandora’s Boxes" have been opened. Many old and some new grievances have come to the
surface. Many little flames have started to burn and threaten to spread all over Europe.
Security in Europe is not on very solid ground, and can easily be disrupted. Great caution and
wisdom are required when offering solutions for many European problems. Serious mistakes
could be made if solutions are founded on bases of inequality of peoples and nations, if
favouritism is shown on the basis of religion, or the old divisions of East and West. The
experience of two World Wars, both of which started in Europe, should serve as a warning
that Europe is a very fertile ground for any dangerous seeds to be planted there.

-1-

For four decades, the West had two objectives in its policies towards communist Eastern
Europe. First, it sought to encourage polycentric tendencies in order to weaken the Soviet bloc
in general and the Warsaw Pact in particular. It seems, however, that the West was not aware
of the many unwanted consequences such policies could bring, nor was it ready to face them
so soon and so dramatically. Second, the West also sought the emergence of a politically
democratic régime where human rights would be respected. With Moscow’s retreat from
Eastern Europe, the first objective has been accomplished and Western security enhanced.

Disintegration of the Warsaw Pact in the last three years ran parallel with the social and
political changes in the Eastern European countries. These changes were generated by the
policy of perestroika in the USSR, and produced a qualitatively different relationship between
member countries on the political as well as on the military level. Therefore, the dissolution
of the Warsaw Pact as of the 1st July, 1991 is only the final act in the departure from the
historical scene of one of the two military blocs. This fact, in addition to all the other positive
changes in Eastern Europe and in the world as a whole, calls into question the justification,
i.e. the reasons, for the existence of the other military bloc.

On the agenda for the 1990s is the second objective: democracy and the shaping of new
national security policies for Eastern European countries.

One of the key factors of the present European political scene is a parallel process of
rationalizing perestroika and incorporating it into the basic national and state interests of the
USSR, and the strengthening of the political, economic and military positions of the USA and
Western Europe. The latter is one of the main reasons for Moscow’s reevaluation of its
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foreign policy. It has become obvious that the balance of power has been shifted to its
disadvantage, contrary to its expectations. The Gulf victory, as well as the widening of the
internal crisis in the USSR and the weakening of its international position, are tempting the
American administration to exploit the situation to the maximum in order to strengihen its key
role in contemporary international relations. The pursuit of such a policy, if not checked in
time, could be counterproductive, mainly from the point of view of the strengthening of
conservative and anti-American forces in the USSR and in other parts of the world.
Furthermore, the rather quick disintegration of the Warsaw Pact and of the Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance could also present destabilizing factors, if used to exploit the USSR’s
disadvantage and as a means of pressure.

Contrary to early and more hopeful judgments about Europe’s future, the recent
political-military transformations - and especially the situation in Yugoslavia - indicate that
the security needs of the states of the Continent have grown, not diminished.

The threat is no longer the much-feared invasion of Western Europe by the East; it is
instead the pre-Cold War, precommunist, traditional, and far more subtle challenge of
European instability. The issues have to do with the fragmentation of old alliances, with the
incalculability of how the two most powerful European countries - the Soviet Union and
Germany - will behave under new circumstances, in the absence of a new security order, and
with the prospect of rising nationalist and ethnic passions in the Balkans and many other parts
of Europe. The challenges now facing Europe and Eastern Europe in particular are more
complex than they were in the recent past.

One of the major destabilizing factors concerning the present situation in Europe is the
growth of nationalism and national divisions in the USSR, Eastern Europe and Yugoslavia.
Therefore, the major threat to European peace and security is not the possibility of
confrontation along the classic divide between East and West, or, more precisely, between the
USSR and the USA, but in the widening of internal differences due to the renewal of national
and state aspirations which the Eastern or Southern European countries inherited from the
period between the two World Wars.

Western Europe is faced with the difficulty of realizing its political determination to get
rid of the "socialist inheritance" and to break the military-political ties between the Eastern
European countries and the USSR, and its inability to satisfy the great expectations of Eastern
European populations for quick integration into the economic and political structures of
Western Europe. Such integration entails a very complex process of adjusting the changed
international status of the Eastern European countries to the already-defined and organized
Western European group of countries and their joint political structures and institutions.

The most difficult problem in organizing the new shape of Europe is to find a place for
the Soviet Union. Whatever emerges from the new decentralizing, federalizing movement
gaining momentum in the Soviet Union, however many republics may break off, it will
remain a great Euro-Asian country, a nuclear weapon superpower State.

While on one side there are interactive processes going on in Western Europe, breaking
the existing cultural, political and economic barriers on the continent (which will hopefully
be crowned in 1992 with Western European unification), on the other side, the Eastern
European countries, which have broken their one-party political monopoly, are beginning the
process of democratization and the creation of political pluralism and market economies.
Naturally, these processes have to be compatible with the European integration trend.

However, the cohesive role in Eastern European countries is being played, in almost
every case, by growing nationalism, which appears to be much stronger and more vital than
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their initial democratic achievements. The most distinct phenomenon among the changes
occurring in former communist states is SEPARATISM. But this is also a phenomenon within
a phenomenon. Each of these separatisms actually consists of two separatisms. One is regional
in relation to the central state, and the other is local in relation to the region. This applies
particularly to the federal states, where the existence of nationalist and separatist authoritarism
is very visible and pronounced. Such is, for example, the case in Moldavia, Lethonia, and
Nagorno-Karabakh. Such processes in fact run counter to the European political and economic
integrative movements. They are also outside of the basic framework of the development of
the democratic concept of human rights in Europe. According to this concept, which is at the
root of the Charter of Paris for a New Europe, at the forefront are the political and other
rights of the individual, while the nationalist concepts place emphasis not on the sovereign
right of an individual but on dependency and obligations of an individual to a collectivity,
such as the nation, in order to fulfil its national state pretensions. The awakening of
nationalism in Eastern Europe can be partly explained by a very prolonged suppression of
political rights by a monopolistic ruling party, but its upsurge is nevertheless an anachronism
in present-day Europe and can not be easily merged with its contemporary civilization trends.

However, the existing active and dormant separatist volcanoes, which also exist in some
Western countries with rich parliamentary democratic traditions, cannot be explained by
"prolonged political suppression of a monopolistic ruling party". For example, France, has
major nationalist and separatist problems with its Corsican population and with the Basques.

The IRA presents a long-lasting problem for Great Britain, and equally-known in Europe
and in the world is the Spanish ETA. Inspired by Slovenian and Croat separatisms, there is
another revival of German separatism in the Italian province of Alto Adije, also known as
South Tirol.

At a time when the European Community has begun seriously talking of one United
Europe, the old continent is suddenly threatened with a number of national divisions,
destructive nationalisms and separatisms and mass exoduses for instance, from Albania, an
exodus which is nothing compared to those that could follow from other parts of Europe.
Instead of a United Europe, the situation could easily lead to the creation of dozens of new
small states and midget states, with most of them quarrelling and fighting among themselves
and being incapable of independent life and wider integration. Instead of "United Europe" one
can very often hear mention of "Regions of Europe".

Growth of nationalism has produced, besides other phenomena, very serious
complications in multinational states (the USSR, Yugoslavia, the Czech and Slovak Federal
Republic) bringing them to the brink of civil-war (e.g., the USSR, Yugoslavia) or war among
different states (e.g., Hungary-Romania, Bulgaria-Turkey).

For example, in Croatia, one of the six Federal Republics of Yugoslavia, the Croatian
Government changed its Constitution immediately after democratic parliamentary election,
thus depriving many among the Serbian population living in Croatia of their equal citizen
rights as a nation, which they had enjoyed alongside with Croats for many decades, even
during the Austro-Hungarian rule. Croatian authorities have undertaken a number of
nationalist and racist measures against the Serbian population, such as creating ethnically-pure
police and paramilitary forces, firing Serbs employed in Government services, industry and
economy for no reason other than their being Serbian, demanding that Serbs sign a statement
of allegiance to the new Croat Government, and forbidding the public use of their language
and alphabet as one of the languages used on Croatian territory. These authorities further
encouraged a number of terrorist acts against the life and property of Serbs in Croatia, acts
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which included blowing up their houses with high explosives, or strafing with machine gun
fire Serbian houses situated in mixed villages or city communities on a nightly basis. This is
done with the aim of making the Serbs leave the Croatian territory, by employing pressure,
terrorist methods and manifesting a high degree of intolerance and hatred against Serbs. As
a result, thousands of Serbs, more than 100,000 (at present over 160.000) and many families
have been forced to leave their ancestral homes and seek refuge across the Danube in Serbia,
as their fathers and mothers did during the Second World War to escape the Croat-Ustashi
régime of massacre and terror.

As a consequence of such hostile policy against Serbs in Croatia, some parts in which
the majority of the population is Serbian have organized civilian and armed self-defence
forces, wishing to avoid repetition of the fate of their families who fell victim to Ustashi mass
genocide during the Second World War.

-II -

If the new European structure is to be stable it must include in its ranks an increasingly-
prosperous, and therefore an increasingly-democratic, East-Central Europe. As it appears now,
security in Europe will be sought in more than just the military realm. Military effort as
conceived through the late 1980s is being diminished within Europe. There are plans to
significantly cut expensive standing armed forces but at the same time make them more
efficient and manoeuvrable.

An important part of the pressure for demilitarizing security comes from the recognition
as Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev argued, that "no country has any hope of safeguarding
itself solely with military and technical means - for example, by building up a defence, even
the most powerful". Redefining security to include economic, environmental, or social
considerations is entirely appropriate and overdue. However, the entire Eastern half of Europe
is a "threat-rich" environment, composed of weak political entities. Some are stronger than
others, and some face fewer or less ominous threats. But the over all characterization is
appropriate, that in post-hegemonic and largely post-communist Europe, few capacities are
sufficient to deter or defeat emerging threats. The security of former Eastern European States
is endangered by many old and new internal threats:

Heterogeneity, especially ethno-nationalism exacerbated by socio-economic and regional
disparities

The largest ethnic groups in Bulgaria and Romania make up roughly 80 per cent of the
total population, although there is imprecision and debate about the actual size of the
Hungarian, Turkish and Gypsy minorities.

Czechs account for less than two-thirds of the total population of Czechoslovakia, while
Magyars are more than 90 per cent of Hungary’s populace. Nevertheless, these figures do not
by themselves suggest the severity of ethnonationalism. Each of the nationalities of East-
Central, South-Eastern and Soviet Europe has kindred in surrounding countries -a diaspora
ready available for political exploitation. It is often possible for minority ethnic groups to
claim that they are denied civil rights or socio-economic opportunities while neighbouring
governments use complaints by such groups as a tie to nationalism. Regional disparities that
worsened or were not mitigated during the communist period have added fervour to this issue.

Illegal importation of arms, creation of illegal military and paramilitary units, arming
of antagonistic national party membership in mixed communities and the waging of armed
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attacks against ethnic minorities have become almost a daily feature in some parts of
Yugoslavia (Croatia) and the USSR.

Active opposition to the old nomenclature and secret police

Almost everyone previously active in public life (politics, mass organizations, or cultural
activities) was linked either to the communist party or to its controlling mechanisms. The
intricate interwining of the communist apparatus and the state has meant that immediately
disentangling the two would have necessitated dissmbowelling the state. Such radical surgery
could not take place in Eastern Europe, where some post-communist leaders are being accused
of prior co-operation with the communist secret police (East Germany, Bulgaria, Romania and
elsewhere).

Questionable loyalty among senior military officers and an uncertain relationship between
civil and military authorities

The old symbiotic ties between the communist party and the army have been ruptured,
both by the 1989-90 transformation and by popular and budgetary pressures for the
demilitarization of society. But wresting control from the groups and institutions that have
made such decisions for decades is a substantial and lengthy political procedure.

Antipathy is festering among unemployed workers, demobilized troops, and others whose
social welfare expectations have been disrupted by marketization. The abrupt withdrawal of
the state from economic activity, coupled with arms reductions, will unleash harsh market
“"corrections” on a population already exhausted from generations of state socialism. This is
a central danger confronting Eastern Europe and the USSR.

Political apathy toward all politicians is manifested by low turnouts in local elections
(one to two-thirds in local elections in both Poland and Hungary in 1990), reflecting a
suspicion of governmental authority which is believed incapable of resolving ongoing crises.
Such an attitude endangers the political legitimacy of any elected government, and opens the
door for demagogic and bizarre candidacies.

- IIT -

In addition to these internal difficulties, which to a greater or lesser degree stand in the way
of smooth democratic transformation in Eastern European countries, there exists an ample and
growing inventory of external threats:

Germany and Poland

Issues include protection of ownership of national minorities, ownership of properties |
in Poland once held by German citizens, and a resolution of the two states’ conflicting claims
about navigation rights in the Baltic. The Bundestag has given assurances about postwar
borders, German and Polish leaders signed a bilateral treaty in November 1990 officially
recognizing the Oder-Neisse frontier, and a friendship and co-operation Treaty was signed on
June 17th, 1991. Today the number of Germans in Poland is a political issue, with the figure
swelling as many Poles seek association with the reunified Germany. Figures range from a
pre-unification estimate of 50,000 to a current high of 1 million. However, future German-
Polish relations are more dependent on current economic realities than on late twentieth-
century demography, i.e., politically and economically weak Poland has found itself to be the
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neighbour of a state twice as populous and with a gross national product more than six times
as large.

Poland and Belarus, the Ukraine and Lithuania

Polish nationalists are unlikely to sit quietly through the 1990’s over the territories
Poland lost after World War II and the approximately 1.2 million ethnic Poles (according to
the 1989 Soviet census) which are scattered throughout the territory of USSR. Similarly,
nationalities from the increasingly-independent Soviet republics continue to reject Polish
claims while pointing to their own irredenta.

Hungary and Romania

Hungary claims that the 1.5 to 2.3 million ethnic Hungarians in the Romanian territory
of Transylvania have been denied economic and political rights. Romania denies this and
contends that Hungary is attempting to interfere in Romanian affairs. There are competing
historical claims to Transylvania and interpretations of the 1920 Treaty of Trianon that took
Transylvania from Hungary.

Bulgaria, Greece and Yugoslavia

It is the question of recognition or non-recognition of the existence of the Macedonian
nation(ality) or minority within the borders of these three states that can be easily
manipulated, as has been done in the past, to the detriment of their neighbouring relations.

Macedonia is one of the six republics of the federation of Yugoslavia created after the
Second World War on the former territory of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. The territory of
the present republic of Macedonia was part of the territories liberated after the collapse of the
Ottoman Empire. Some other parts of the Ottoman-occupied territories were at the same time
included as part of state territories in Bulgaria and Greece.

Bulgaria has only for a brief period (in its census after the Second World War)
recognized the existence within its border of a Macedonian minority, but has long since
returned to its position that Macedonians are Bulgarians. It has twice in this century occupied
and claimed Macedonia and some other parts of Serbian territory, first as an ally of the
Central European powers during the First World War, and second as an ally of Nazi Germany
during the Second World War. The Macedonian question also represents a stumbling block
in otherwise very good Yugoslav-Greek bilateral relations.

Albania and Yugoslavia

The ethnic Albanian minority makes up approximately 85 per cent of the population of
Kosovo and the Metohia region, which is the southern and autonomous province of the
Republic of Serbia that borders Albania. According to the last official census in Yugoslavia
in April 1991, the Republic of Serbia has 9,721,177 inhabitants and in the Kosovo province
an estimated 1,954,747 ethnic Albanians who refused to participate in the census. The total
Yugoslav population is 23,475,887 inhabitants.

The central issue in Kosovo and the Metohia region concerns the strong ethnic Albanian
separatist movement, assisted by Albania and some other centers abroad, as well as by
separatist movements in Yugoslavia, notably Croatia and Slovenia. Albanian separatists aim
at the creation of a Great Albania by separating parts of the territory of Macedonia,
Montenegro, Kosovo and the Metohia region from Serbia and Yugoslavia. As an initial step
there is a request to create a so-called Kosovo Republic, as a second Albanian State in
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Europe, which would later be unified with Albania. (It is well known that internationally
accepted standards for the protection of minorities apply solely to cultural and religious
freedoms and nowhere in Europe, certainly not in Western or Central Europe, do national
minorities enjoy territorial administrative autonomy.)

The Albanization of Kosovo and Metohia has gone on uninterrupted, with the result that
between 1966 and 1988, some 220,000 Serbs and Montenegrins abandoned their homes in this
province, for the most part forced to leave by campaigns of harassment and persecution. The
demographic picture of Kosovo and Metohia has radically changed. From the Congress of
Berlin in 1878 to 1988, 600,000 Serbs have been expelled from Kosovo and Metohia. During
the Second World War and the fascist occupation, 100,000 Serbs and Montenegrins were
deported from Kosovo and Metohia, and approximately 10,000 Serbian men, women and
children were killed. Albanian citizens from Albania moved into this region and took
possession of Serbian farms and houses. At the end of the war in March 1945, the Yugoslav
communist authorities banned the return of 1,683 Serbian families to their homes in Kosovo.
The figures supplied by the Federal Statistic Office show that the number of Serbs, who
before the war made up nearly 50 percent of the Province’s population has been steadily
declining: from 27.9 percent in 1953, to 27.5 percent in 1961, 20.9 percent in 1971, 14.9
percent in 1981, and down to just 10 percent in 1988. Immigrants from Albania have been
settling in Kosovo in unknown numbers, and the legal question of their presence in
Yugoslavia has never been raised by the central Government. Another reason for the shrinking
percentage of the Serbian and Montenegrin population in the Province is the demographic
explosion of the ethnic Albanian population (one of the highest in the world), which can only
be understood in the light of the influence of Islam.

Kosovo and Metohia, on the other hand, have never been part of Albania, but its
population has, throughout history, been used, manipulated and instigated - first by the
Ottoman empire, and later by fascist Italy, Nazi Germany, and other separatist and fascist
movements in Europe and Yugoslavia (ustashi), as a political tool and as an ally against the
independence and territorial integrity of Serbia and Yugoslavia.

As the territory of Kosovo and Metohia was once part of the Serbian medieval state and
the Serbian empire, whose capital was Prizren, and since Kosovo and Metohia were the cradle
of the Serbian nation and Serbian spiritual and political identity, there is an exceptionally
large number of historic and cultural monuments located in this area, many of which have
been irretrievably destroyed or damaged beyond repair.

Kosovo and Metohia, with its separatist Albanian population, is one of the very
dangerous hot beds in Europe which, if not properly checked, can provoke tragic
consequences for peace and security in Europe.

Albania has not recognized the existence of Serbian and Montenegrin minorities on its
territory, and consequently has not permitted the opening of schools and the use of the
Serbian language by these minorities.

Greece and Albania

There are an estimated 350,000 Greeks in Albania, located in an area the Greeks refer
to as Northern Epirus, as well as an Albanian minority in Northern Greece. There has recently
been a "spontaneous” exodus across the Greek border of a number of ethnic Greeks from
Albania, as well as many Albanians. A similar mass exodus of Albanians was also organized,
to Italy and other European states. A number of Albanians went to Yugeslavia, as an attempt
to ease the internal pressure and social unrest in Albania.
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The Soviet Union and Romania

According to a 1989 Soviet census there are within the former Soviet Union
approximately 3.3 million "Moldovians" and slightly more than 145,000 people who refer to
themselves as Romanian. According to the 1979 census, 85 percent of Soviet Moldovians
lived in the republic of that name, and those estimated 2,5 million individuals constituted
almost two-thirds of the Moldovian republic’s population at that time. Within the Moldovian
republic, the ethnic Romanian majority wants independence from Moscow, while nationalists
on both sides of the Prut river want a unified Romanian-Moldovian state. Russian and non-
Romanian minorities in the republic are against such reunification. There was fighting among
ethnic groups in 1990 which necessitated the deployment of Interior Ministry troops.

Bulgaria and Turkey

A very large Turkish minority is concentrated in North-Eastern and South-Eastern
Bulgaria. Although estimates vary greatly, at least 10 percent of Bulgaria’s 9 million people
are Turkish Muslims or Bulgarian Muslims, known as Pomaks. Higher estimates, however,
place the total Turk/Pomak population at more than 1,3 million representing 14 percent of the
total. There are, moreover, many other, smaller minorities. The former communist régime
tried to forcibly assimilate the Turks, which led to violence and police repression, especially
in 1984-85 and 1989. The efforts of hundreds of thousands of Turks who fled Bulgaria in
1989 to return and resume their past occupations and claim their possessions are producing
severe tensions within Bulgaria. This is an open issue between the Turkish and Bulgarian
Governments, and always provokes disputes between the two countries.

Bulgaria and Romania

Territorial disputes between Bulgaria and Romania stem from the divided territory of
Dobrudja adjacent to the Black Sea, notably from the unrest of the Bulgarian minority
residing in the Romanian portion. These disputes may also have potential long-term
difficulties.

IV -

There is no doubt that these interstate flash points are more dangerous in the 1990s than they
have been for decades. Internal threats are as "real” to the new systems of post-communist
Europe and the USSR’s ceniral or republican governments, as are the threats emanating from
other states possibly more so. Imminent armed conflict across state borders is not the daily
concern of new governments and leaders. Nevertheless, interstate disputes are real, and
political figures utilize these conflicts to enhance their rhetorical appeal, thereby heightening
tensions.

For each state’s new government, different conditions have already led to divergent
national security policies. Nevertheless, there is some uniformity. Countries like
Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland see themselves as Western and want to pursue their
security by looking away from Moscow. Bulgaria, too, wants to avoid alignment with the
USSR or any successor of a Russian-focused union.

Among the remaining non-Soviet Warsaw Pact states in the region, Greece and Turkey
are NATO members, and Yugoslavia and Albania are unaffiliated with any military alliance,
thus adding to the security mix in Eastern Europe, which is fraught with uncertainties.
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In late September 1990, the Ministers of Defense and Foreign Affairs of Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, and Poldnd convened at Zakopane, Poland to consider "the role of these states’
armed forces under the new conditions". The event was significant because it was the first
time a public cession among the pact’s European members had taken place at which the
Soviet representation was specifically excluded.

The first step for former pact members in developing truly national capacities to counter
threats is to detach themselves from security linkages with the Soviet Union. Such detachment
requires that Soviet Army combat units, technicians and advisers leave. Further steps call for
officers within Eastern European armies who have been most associated with the Soviets to
retire or move aside and for residual obligations and ties through the Warsaw Pact to be
terminated. In addition, national plans call for arms purchases to be diversified, and officer
training and education to be indigenous or broadened.

The former Warsaw Pact countries are eagerly seeking bilateral, regional and multilateral
security arrangements as a means of enhancing their security and involvement in political and
economic institutions that had their origins in post-World War I Western Europe. The Czech
and Slovak Federal Republic, Hungary and Poland are in the forefront of this effort, in part
because they are viewed as having the best chance for a smooth transition to stable
democracy (Council of Europe). '

Regional security arrangements have also been vigorously pursued. The so called
"Pentagonale" - consisting of Austria, the Czech and Slovak Federal Republic, Hungary, Italy
and Yugoslavia - is one example of alternative groupings that might enhance governmental,
systemic or state security. The inaugural meeting, held in Venice in August 1990, included
significant overlapping of economic, environmental and human rights interests, with evident
concerns for stability in the region.

In the Balkans, a continuation of the Balkan foreign minister’s conferences, which began
in 1988, led to a meeting in October 1990 in Tirana.

Balkan co-operation has a long and inglorious history, but the current efforts are meant
to expand intra-Balkan activities in many areas, including security, although independent of
military ties.

Bilateral contacts and de facto security guarantees multiplied in 1989 and again in 1990.
Romania has renewed pre-World War II ties with the French army and has been discussing
possible shipbuilding and training co-operation with the Spanish navy. The defence ministers
of Hungary and Romania met in October 1990 to begin a program, which, according to the
Romanian side, was "designed to increase trust between the two armies, including mutual
checks to ensure that neither side has intentions that are belligerent".

Perhaps the most well-developed bilateral security arrangement has been between
Bulgaria and Greece; their agreement provides assurances to one another about peaceful
intentions and co-operative spirit. The countries signed to that effect a Septermber 1986
Protocol.

.V -

The events in Eastern Europe have encouraged trends toward widespread disintegration within
the Soviet Union. Direct ties exist between countries of Eastern Europe and some of the
restive Soviet border republics. The overthrow and execution of Ceausescu in neighbouring
Romania added impetus to the Moldovian separatist movement, which in turn sparked ethnic
clashes in Moldavia during October-November 1990. Other nationalities within the Soviet



32 European Security in the 1990s: Problems of South-East Europe

republics - Poles in the Ukraine and Belorussia, for example - were similarly emboldened by
the Eastern European transformations.

The loss of Eastern Europe, moreover, has created disruptions in Soviet political life.
During and after the 28th Party Congress in July 1990, serious debate was raised by different
anti-reformist groups to discredit the Gorbachev leadership, accusing him of being responsible
for losing Eastern Europe. There is an uneasy feeling among many Russians that they are now
alone, without a secure buffer zone along the Soviet border.

Analysis of the situation in the Soviet Union also points to the remote, but still
plausible, chance of the emergence of an anti-Russian coalition from Central and Eastern
Europe, which would pose a military threat to the Soviet heartland. one does not have to look
too far away in history to be reminded of the substantial Ukrainian, Slovak and Romanian co-
operation in German attacks on the Russian-dominated Union earlier this century. The Polish
invasion of the Soviet Unicn before the Bolsheviks had secured victory in their civil war is
a chapter in Polish-Russian relations that is likewise not forgotten in Moscow.

The most imminent and the widespread concern of Governments in Western Europe and
on the Soviet periphery is the threat posed by a violent disintegration of the USSR and
Yugoslavia and the destabilizing migration that could precede and follow such turmoil. This
concern is shared in Germany, and anything other than the status quo is certain to be
considered dangerous by German leaders.

A Russian nationalist militaristic régime in Moscow, or any attempt to revoke reforms,
would almost surely disrupt the close Russo-German relations that developed during 1989-90,
and rekindle NATO’s Cold War policy.

Among the USSR’s former Warsaw Pact allies, ample underlying antagonism remains
toward Russia, both as a memory from Russian czarist days and from the events of 1956 and
1968.

Since the old régimes were ousted and the Soviet Army began its withdrawals, every
internal and external threat suppressed in Eastern Europe since World War II has arisen again.
Some are now muted, but many are perhaps more disruptive to post-communist Governments,
political systems, and states than were the disputes of the first years of this century.

So far the overall Western and broader response to these unsettling issues has been
uneven and fragmented. The process of ongoing changes will not be an easy one, but a long
and rather unpredictable one. Which turn the events in Europe are going to take will to a
great extent depend on the creation of a political atmosphere, on democratic changes in each
Eastern European country, and on the building of a new system of mutual obligations within
the CSCE, which should prevent destabilisation of the new European order in case of internal
complications in any of these countries.

With all the positive changes taking place in Europe with Gorbachev’s perestroika
policy, for a time it seemed that conditions for the creation of lasting peace and prosperity
were better than ever. However, some analyses point out that the latest events in the Soviet
Union could have been prevented if the West had not hesitated so much in offering
Gorbachev timely and more substantial economic assistance and know-how. One of the
reasons was probably a lack of faith in perestroika policy to produce the desired results. But
paradoxically, it is the development of democratic forces - which Gorbachev’s perestroika
and glasnost enabled to take roots in the Soviet Union - which saved him, Europe and the
world from new dictatorship.

It is assumed that what was known as "East and West" does not exist any longer, and
that the old ideological division is gradually nearing its end. All European countries swear
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to the same values: democracy, free election, human rights, market economies, although in
practice it may not look the same.

It is also important to note that with the disappearance of the Warsaw Pact, the two
military alliances are not facing each other any longer. Despite the important differences
which are now being emphasized at a time when the bipolar international system disintegrates,
there are similarities in defining the US and Soviet roles in Europe. Both nations are
continental powers with important Pacific interests. Both require special forms of involvement
that do not flow automatically from geography or history.

In the whole era after the Second World War, European nations had no say on their
continent without the prior blessing of the two superpowers. The space for individual policy
in Europe was very narrow. With the change of the European picture it seems that it can now
be organized much more easily. The European Community can attract to its ranks former
small and medium-sized Eastern European countries and can at the same time co-operate
closely with the Russians, Belorussians and Ukrainians. The EC method of security through
mutual interdependence can now be pursued to the East of the continent. This applies also to
the undertaking of other measures, such as disarmament and its verification. Europe can grow
together, can overcome many other obstacles standing in the way of lasting peace and
prosperity. Russians and Germans, each one too big for Europe, may hopefully in time co-
operate nicely in its overall development.

How Germany uses its economic and political weight will make an important difference
to its neighbours’ perceptions. For example, the more-or-less open support on the part of
Germany and Austria for Slovenian and Croatian separatist policies was a subject of some
anxiety in Europe. According to the Paris newspaper "Libération", the recent moves by Bonn
and Vienna are "a renewed strengthening of the idea for the creation of a German sphere of
influence in Central Europe in which Germany, Austria and Slovenia will be the focal points".
This is explained as nostalgia for the former Austro-Hungarian Empire and for the Croatian
alliance with Nazi Germany during the Second World War. The Yugoslav example has shown
more clearly than before the cracks in European unity, and all the dangers it is facing, with
German unification and its potential might as a leading European power. Germany is not the
only country with a role to play in developing Eastern economics and in establishing a
Western European presence. Eastern European countries are keen to see France, Britain, Italy,
the United States, Japan and other economic powers become active in Eastern Europe, so as
not to leave the region too dependent on German businessmen and bankers. It is felt that the
USA could, as a consequence, gradually leave Europe to its own affairs. Former communist
countries with the aid of Western countries, could also become internally stable, and in time,
could gradually reach their standard of living.

But the events and scenario may also turn to the contrary. We may again have "East and
West" but this time with a new meaning namely: poor and rich. The Eastern part of the
European continent is burdened with economic catastrophe and social unrest. Out of need and
necessity Eastern Europeans are flocking to the West, which, in turn, out of fear and
overpopulation are closing their borders to them. This process has already begun and there
is a real danger of its spreading.

One could say that such development replaces the former “political” division of the
continent with a new "economic" division - into rich and poor.

This danger is growing with the reawakening of Eastern European nationalisms. While
Western Europe is overcoming its preoccupation with the national state, Eastern Europe is
returning to the prewar period, and some parts of it even to the 19th century. There is again



34 European Security in the 1990s: Problems of South-East Europe

a growing struggle to create national borders, with unlimited national sovereignties for its own
national minorities while denying rights to other minorities. There is an awakening of nearly
all the old rivalries, and there is a real danger for the outbreak of civil war.

-VI-

The process of the historic transformation of Soviet society has intensified, followed closely
by instability in its internal political and economic life. For the most part, the same can be
said for the other Eastern European countries. But in their practical interrelationship with the
USSR, all world powers and major actors must realize that the USSR cannot be neglected,
left alone, or simply "written off". After all, the USSR is still a key world power, especially
in its capacity as a nuclear-weapon state, and it is one of the possible crisis "hot spots”, with
specific destabilizing potentials. Without the USSR and its good will, no matter how it
appears, there is no disarmament and nuclear non-proliferation, no military and security
stability in Europe and Asia, and no ecological security for that matter.

On the other hand, the changes in Soviet society are also irreversible in the sense that
there is no return to the former state of affairs. This, however, does not mean that it would
be impossible to harmfully interfere from within or outside the USSR and to delay its
transformation for a period of time. Such retrograde development would be extremely harmful
and dangerous. In retrospect it can be said that the overall results of the voluntary
transformation of the USSR and of East and Central Europe constituted the last chance to
achieve them by peaceful means. Otherwise no German unification or Warsaw Pact
dissipation or the numerous other changes in Eastern Europe would have been possible, short
of World War III. Stable transformation of the USSR is in the interest of the continuation of
positive democratic changes in European and world relations.

Europe’s peace and well-being in the twenty-first century can be assured only in its
entirety. If freedom, well-being and stability does not embrace the whole of Europe, it will
be harmful for all of it. The creation of a common European space for democracy, economy,
human rights, protection of the environment and for ensuring security for all States is a major
European political task for the future.

Anything less than an unreserved investment by the CSCE in a new security concept
may condemn Eastern Europe - and thereby the whole of the Continent - to recurrent trauma
and national tragedy. Such an investment is not merely financial. It upholds the notion that
the West can no longer find security by assuming military power within a common defensive
alliance. Western security is now imperiled by the same environment that endangers Eastern
Europe. To abate these threats, and to reinforce non-military and hence non-threatening -
capacities of the post-communist systems, requires dispensing with the Cold War notions of
force, power and security. The instability in Yugoslavia is, however, only one of the examples
that Europe is facing on its very long and difficult road to peace, stability and prosperity.

Some careless moves and proclamations made by some members of the European
community - and especially towards Yugoslavia by some of its neighbours alongside the
secessionist fait accompli and policies of Slovenia and Croatia, are raising doubts concerning
respect for the basic principles of the Helsinki Final Act. Some European politicians, who
only yesterday appeared shocked to even think of separatist fires flaring up in Europe with
unforeseen and tragic consequences, seem to have suddenly come to a change of heart. There
are open threats by some of Yugoslavia’s neighbours to recognize separatist Slovenia and
Croatia, thereby ignoring completely the fact that both Slovenia and Croatia have illegally and
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unilaterally proclaimed their separation from Yugoslavia. They have abolished the Federal
Constitution and federal laws, and refuse to abide by the ruling of the Constitutional Court
of Yugoslavia, which has proclaimed their acts illegal, including the arming of members of
the ruling nationalist Croatian party and the creation of other paramilitary forces.

There is hardly a single day, for example, that the Austrian Minister for Foreign Affairs
Mr. Mock is not inviting members of the EC and his Government to immediately recognize
separatist Slovenia and Croatia. Austria, by the way, is completely forgetting that as a neutral
state and as a CSCE member it is obliged to show much more self-restraint in its international
policy.

Austria, Hungary and some other states are deeply involved in illegal but open arms
supply, including heavy equipment to Slovenian and Croatian separatist paramilitary forces,
thus helping open armed revolt against the legitimate Government of Yugoslavia and its
federal army.

At the same time, the EC is trying, in its numerous declarations and statements, to make
fighting in Croatia stop, but without ever pointing a finger at those who are aiding the
overthrow of the legitimate Government of Yugoslavia and advancing the country’s
disintegration.

Some of these countries are forgetting that there are several potential separatist
Slovenias and Croatias in Europe, and that many separatist blazes could easily spark even in
the "heart" of Europe and destroy not only the European dream of unity, but also quite a lot
of what has already been created with great patience and difficulty.

In their involvement in Yugoslavian affairs, some EC members are giving priority to the
principle of self-determination, placing it above the established principle of international law
of respect of sovereignty of people and for territorial integrity. Even internal administrative
borders which were never subject to international treaties or established by democratic
methods or by constitutional or legal acts are given equal status as internationally recognized
borders.

These members of the European Community, which are acting with the blessing of the
CSCE, and some of Yugoslavia’s neighbours, are not showing necessary restraint and
patience, but instead are - singly or as part of former alliances - trying again to fulfil their old
national political and expansionist territorial ambitions at the expense of Yugoslavia. These
are being carried out, inter alia, by interference into its internal affairs, by exerting high
political and economic pressure and by showing unrestrained partiality against Serbia, as they
did some 77 and 50 years ago, and using almost the same arguments as before.

Taking into account the situation both in the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, it seems that
the time has come for Europe to give its most serious reconsideration and confirmation to the
Helsinki Final Act, which guarantees full respect for the national sovereignty and territorial
integrity of its members - or to make new rules.

Unless great political wisdom and patience is shown in a democratic search for a
peaceful solution to the many potential and fast-growing trouble spots in Europe, and unless
there is a commitment to honour in letter and spirit both the Helsinki Final Act and the
Charter of Paris, the situation can easily get out of hand. If solutions for existing trouble spots
in Europe are not found in the interest of all, or for Europe as an entirety, but rather as a
quick and temporary solution in order to prevent the spreading of nationalist or separatist
flames through Europe, which could be harmful to its process of integration - in that case, the
European stage will be set for future crises.






Chapter 2
Attitudes of the USA and the USSR towards
the South-East European Region

Traian Chebeleu

The Renewed Topicality of the Region

The South-East European Region, or the Balkans comprising Albania, Bulgaria, Greece,
Romania, Turkey and Yugoslavia has entered a new political dynamic. For some time now,
the region has once again become topical on the Euro-Atlantic political scene.

The contradictory events that have taken place within the Balkans during the past few
months point to an ambivalent topicality of that zone. The crisis in Yugoslavia, the tendency
of some of its neighbours to fuel rather than to appease its violent evolution, and the relative
disunity of the European Community member states over the most convenient solution are
merely the most visible illustration of the Balkans’ negative topicality. It is not difficult to
predict that a narrow European response to that crisis would provoke a repetition, in new
forms, of those imbalanced arrangements that inflamed the region at the beginning of this
century. The consequences are too well-known to dwell largely on them.

Conversely, the positive topicality of the Balkans became crystal clear all throughout the
Persian Gulf crisis, when the direct contribution of Turkey and Greece to the success of the
allied forces’ operations was reinforced by the supportive attitude of Romania, particularly
in the United Nations Security Council, and by other Balkan countries. The fact that the USA
and USSR were, on that occasion, on the same side was undoubtedly one of the main springs
of Balkan cohesion, even though, indirectly, the possible non-unity of a "Balkan front" would
have changed for the worse the "environment" of the Gulf War. Fortunately, that was not the
case. The positive topicality of the region is also highlighted by the renewed impetus for
multilateral co-operation in the Balkan countries.

Under the new circumstances created by the revolutions in Eastern Europe, the Balkans’
topicality - one which is not connected with temporary situations of one kind or another
stems from the fact that, on a small scale, that area represents the political picture of the
whole of Europe. There is no other region in Europe where the present non-homogeneity of
the Continent is more concentrated than it is within the Balkans.

Turkey and Greece are firmly anchored in NATO, while the other four countries, each
of them in its own way, are looking for new security arrangements. The Greek and Turkish
success stories of overcoming dictatorial régimes and creating market economies are
accompanied nowadays by similar attempts on the part of the new democracies. EC
membership for the time being the exclusive apanage of Greece is an explicit goal for all
the other countries belonging to the area. Three sub-regional structures the "Hexagonale",
the Balkan Multilateral Co-operation, and the Black Sea Co-operation zone - have overlapping
activities in the area. Through Turkey, the Balkans are directly connected to the Middle East.
Due to Albania’s inclusion among CSCE-participating States, the embryonic unity of the
whole Continent has been completed.

Taking into account all these aspects, one might say that, in a certain sense, the Balkans
- considered by some the "periphery of Europe" - might be, in fact, an important testing
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ground for the possibility and viability of a new European architecture. This architecture
should be instrumental both in bringing about a whole and free Europe that is no longer
obsessed with distinctions between "centre” and "periphery"”, and in transforming it into a
solid pillar of the new world order.

If the countries which make up the Balkan states will succeed in coming closer to one
other, in peacefully solving the disputes which continue to keep some of them apart, in
creating a network of co-operation between them and between the different structures to
which they belong, then one of the "Gordian knots" impeding the transformation from the
present non-homogenous Europe to a common European economic, political, juridical, and
humanitatian space, favouring and, in its turn, supported by an all-European security system,
will irreversibly disappear.

In fact, traditions bring the Balkan countries together. Their peoples belong to different
cultures and civilizations. Yet throughout the centuries, they have influenced and enriched
each other, bringing out strong common features and creating a sense of togetherness that are
today an important factor of rapprochement and mutual understanding. It is precisely on these
grounds that the idea of Balkan solidarity has capitalized during the last six decades, taking
institutional forms, in particular at the non-governmental level.

However, it would be difficult to say that Balkan multilateral co-operation has managed
to play a decisive role in the foreign policies of the six states during the previous decades.
It remained somehow superficial, at least in its political and security aspects, and it usually
collapsed when external forces, aggressively promoting theii interests in the region, decided
to ignore it.

Reflecting the increasing need for a Balkan dialogue, the 1988 Belgrade Conference of
Ministers of Foreign Affairs laid foundations for a more comprehensive process of co-
operation among all the Balkan countries, both at the governmental and the non-governmental
levels. Thanks to the generalization of democratic options throughout the area as early as the
beginning of 1990, the Balkan countries have embarked on new efforts to extend and deepen
their dialogue and co-operation. The 1990 Tirana Meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs,
heralding a new partnership of the Balkan countries, initiated a process of institutionalization
for their multilateral co-operation.

Those efforts are an expression of the political will of the governments concerned to
fulfil their responsibilities in building, from within the Balkans, structures of peace and
multilateral co-operation in the area. Taking into account that, especially in the Balkans, the
domestic stability of every neighbouring country is part of the national interest of any of the
region’s states, such an option seems to be the most realistic one. Of course, the renewed
Balkan multilateral co-operation is not advancing smoothly. But promising steps have already
been taken.

The spirit and the substance of a recent document, issued on the occasion of the Meeting
of High Officials of the Ministries of Foreign Affairs of the Balkan Countries (Ankara, 12-14
June, 1991), are illustrative in this respect. It reiterates the determination of the Balkan
countries "to consolidate and further promote the process of Balkan Co-operation and to
intensify their efforts for reaching concrete results aimed at better understanding and good
neighbourliness, for the benefit of the peoples of the region, and for peace and security in the
Balkans", It is also remarkable in this respect that the six states of the region give a "common
answer" to possible consequences of the Yugoslav crisis.
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There is no doubt that the Sofia Meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs, scheduled
to take place towards the end of 1991, will be instrumental in bringing Balkan multilateral
co-operation closer to its declared goals.

Attitudes of the USSR and the USA

Looking back into the post-World War II political history of the Balkans, it would be hard
to say that either the USSR or the USA has conducted coherent policies towards the Balkans.
Their policies in the region always fitted perfectly into the Cold War schemes. Both of the
major powers had their own allies, and both limited their interests mainly, if not exclusively,
to their respective allies. Both of them maintained a somewhat similar attitude towards non-
aligned Yugoslavia and sui generis non-aligned Albania.

For the most part, circumspection and mistrust characterized the attitude of the two
major powers regarding the multilateral co-operation of the Balkan states, in particular in the
political and military fields. During the Cold War, when the Soviet or American presence
and/or influence in different parts of the area was in itself a guarantee that the powder keg
would not explode, the two Super Powers’ attitude was more-or-less understandable. But
nowadays, as the Balkans prove to be a not ignorable part of the endeavour to bring about
a new Europe and a new world order, a certain evolution can be detected in the attitudes of
both the USSR and the USA towards the Balkan states and even towards the region as such.

USSR’s Dilemmas

A report of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, submitted to the Supreme
Soviet, regarding the foreign policy and diplomacy of the USSR between 1985 and 1989,
contained the following paragraph, relevant for the Soviet Balkan policy of the time:

The USSR declares itself consistently in favour of the development of co-operation in the Balkans
and supports the efforts of Balkan countries aimed at the development of regional co-operation in
various fields. In March 1988, at Belgrade, high-level support was expressed for the initiatives of
Bulgaria, Romania, Yugoslavia and Greece aiming at diminishing military activities in the Balkans,
and the withdrawal from the peninsula of all foreign troops and military bases. The Soviet Union
shall give the necessary guarantees, if the decision to establish a nuclear and chemical weapons free
zone in the Balkans is taken. (Mezhdunarodnaia Jizni, No. 12, 1989, p. 52 - unofficial translation).

These positions became largely outdated after the 1989 revolutions in Eastern Europe and the
dissolution of the Warsaw Treaty.

For more than a year after the shock of the revolutionary events in the Eastern part of
the Continent, the Soviet Union did not seem to follow a clear political line of conduct
towards the Balkans, in particular towards the ex-socialist countries in the region, or even
towards the other countries in Eastern Europe, for that matter. This might be explained,
among other things, as hesitation before the complex and often unpredictable character of the
evolutions in these countries, as the need for longer periods of time to assess the constellation
of forces in these countries and their political orientation, and, also, as a re-definition of the
political, security and economic interests of the Soviet Union in the region.

A first indication of the strategic goals of the USSR with regard to its policy towards
the Balkan states could be given - by extrapolation by the decision of the Central Committee
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of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, adopted on 22 January 1991, regarding the
evolution of the situation in Eastern Europe and the Soviet policy in this region:

The Soviet Union is interested in good neighbourly relations with the states of the region. It is very
important that these states should promote a friendly policy towards us, that they should not be a
source of anti-Sovietism nor play the role of external catalysts for national separatism and for
centrifugal tendencies in the Soviet Union, and that they should not act as promoters of political
forces that never abandoned their plans to redraw the political map of Europe. (Izvestia TK - KPSS,
No. 3, 1991, p. 2 - unofficial translation).

After openly supporting the processes aiming at changes in Eastern Europe (which obviously
did not lead to the expected results for the Soviet Union), the subsequent attitude of the
Kremlin towards the region was uncertain. Now, for the past 8 or 9 months, Eastern Europe
seems to have once again become a prime interest of Soviet foreign policy.

In fact, recognizing that during the last one or two years, Eastern Europe "has
unjustifiably remained on a secondary plane" within the general system of international
priorities of the Soviet Union and here four out of the six Balkan countries are included -
a report drawn up by the International Section of the Central Committee Party of the Soviet
Union states that, given its proximity and geopoiitical, historical, ethnic and culturai iinks, this
region should remain

one of the important priorities of the Soviet policy, despite the changes in Eastern Europe that
seriously alter the place and role this region used to have for the Soviet Union. (Jzvestia TK -
KPSS, No. 3, 1991, p. 14 - unofficial translation).

The essence of the Soviet attitude towards these countries - which implicitly defines the
Soviet policy towards the Balkans as a whole - was quite well synthesized by the deputy
Foreign Minister of the USSR, Mr. Yuli Kvitsinski:

It goes without saying that there can be no return to the policy of domination in the Eastern
European region for any nation. At the same time the Soviet Union’s legitimate interests in this
region have historical and geopolitical roots and must be taken into account". He subsequently
added that "the Eastern region under no circumstances should become a source of threat to the
security of the USSR. It is equally clear that there should be no foreign military bases or foreign
armed forces in this region. (Talking points for the Prague International Conference on the Future
European Security, 25-26 April 1991).

Consequently, it may be concluded that a major object of preoccupation in Soviet foreign
policy, applying also to the Balkans, remains the military one, i.e. the possible use of
countries in the region as a potential supporting point for a threat to the security of the Soviet
Union.

Certainly, for future relations between the USSR and the Balkan states, one of the
conclusions of the afore mentioned report of the International Section of the CPSU is highly
relevant: "the internal difficulties of the USSR make it less capable of initiatives in co-
operation with its partners". (/bid. p. 14) To the political uncertainties of the Soviet Union
including those connected with the negotiation of the Union Treaty - which hinder its capacity
for international action, one should add the Western military conditionality, i.e. the fact that
substantial Western economic assistance will be forthcoming only if severe reductions in the
military budget are effected.
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The interest of the Soviet Union in the multilateral co-operation of the Balkan countries
also materialized in its request to be invited as an observer to the Balkan ministerial meetings.
This request is consistent with the general distrust with which the Soviet Union perceives
multilateral initiatives of co-operation that have security and/or military connotations, or that
are conceived without its participation. Take, for instance, the tripartite co-operation among
Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland, which, according to the Soviet deputy Foreign Minister,
Mr. Yuli Kvitsinski, "is little different from efforts to crown the European Communities with
a structure of military and political co-operation within the Western European Union" (/bid.).
In its turn, the reluctance of the Balkan governments to accede to the Soviet request is, to a
great extent, a reflection of the slowness in getting rid of old thinking.

US Inertia

As in the case of the Soviet Union, the examination of official statements and documents does
not point to an explicit policy of the United States towards the region. Consequently, it has
to be inferred from the general US policies towards the individual countries and towards the
"new architecture" of Europe.

After the 1989 revolutions, there was a certain detectable tendency to continue projecting
old patterns of US policy towards the Balkan states. Thus, American relations with the ex-
socialist states of the region still seem sometimes to be tainted by ideological considerations,
as exemplified by their performances in the field of human rights and by the fact that, as far
as these countries are concerned, US assistance is mainly confined to humanitarian needs.
Obviously, the same standards do not apply in the case of the other two Balkan countries,
who are regarded as "valued NATO allies" (see remarks of President Bush to the US and
Greek armed forces in Sond Bay, Crete, on 19 July, 1991; and the remarks of President Bush,
on 22 July 1991, before his departure from Istanbul). A policy of sparing susceptibilities
surfaces now and then, and seems to prevail as far as those two countries are concerned, since
it is in line with the importance the US attaches to ensuring a strong NATO southern flank.

Considering the Balkans as a whole, it is unclear whether the US regards that region as
one towards which a coherent policy is even necessary. The only clear thing is the American
interest in firmly anchoring Greece and Turkey in NATO, and the policy of strengthening
security relationships with both countries.

As far as the US policy regarding the other Balkan states is concerned, one has to
assume that it is an integral part of the general policy towards Eastern Europe, concisely
described by the US Secretary of State, Mr. James Baker, as follows:

We must begin to extend the Trans-Atlantic Community to Central and Eastern Europe and to the
Soviet Union. These are still incomplete pieces of our architecture. The revolutions of freedom in
Central and Eastern Europe need our ongoing support to become lasting democracies. ... Our
objective is both a Europe whole and free, and a Euro-Atlantic Community that extends East from
Vancouver to Vladivostock. (The Euro-Atlantic Architecture: from West to East, Speech on June
18, 1991, at Aspen Institute Meeting in Berlin).

Renewed Interest in the Balkans in 1991

1991 was marked by a growing interest in the Balkan region, on the part of both Super
Powers.
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As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it is obvious that its policy is to establish a
network of bilateral political treaties with the Balkan states, as an integral part of the policy
to conclude such treaties, both with its former allies and with other CSCE participating states,
as proposed by the Paris Charter for a New Europe. Friendship and co-operation treaties were
signed with Turkey in March 1991, with Romania in April 1991 and with Greece in July
1991, on the occasions of the respective visits to the Soviet Union of President Turgiit Ozal,
President Ion Iliescu and Prime-Minister Constantin Mitsotakis. Similar treaties are being
negotiated with Bulgaria and Albania. Also notable in this context are the successive visits
paid this year by the Soviet Prime Minister Valentin Pavlov and the Soviet Foreign Minister
Aleksandr Bessmertnih to Yugoslavia, and by the Yugoslav Prime Minister Ante Markovich
to the Soviet Union. And, for the first time in 30 years, an Albanian parliamentary delegation,
headed by the President of the National Assembly, Mr. Kastriot Islami, visited Moscow in
July 1991 and had talks with President Mikhail Gorbachev.

As far as the United States is concerned, a comparable political and diplomatic activity
can be ascertained. In July 1991, after 30 years, President George Bush was the first
American President to pay a visit to Greece. The same is true for Turkey. The very day he
arrived in Athens, the US President indicated that, in his talks with Greek leaders, he would
confirm the common interest "in a new world order, stability of the Balkans, peace on Cyprus
and reconciliation between Greece and Turkey".

The statement of the US President before the Greek Parliament, on 18 July, 1991 is also
indicative of the American interest in the region: "We are encouraged that your government
is advancing new ideas to foster stability in the Balkans and the Aegean. The opportunity for
a new era of accommodation in this region beckons".

On the bilateral level, the strong US security interest was reaffirmed by President’s Bush
announcement of a series of initiatives designed to strengthen US-Greek security and to help
modernize the Greek Armed Forces.

Similar pledges to extend military co-operation and to provide assistance for military
force modernization were put forward by the American President during his visit to Turkey.

Bulgaria was another Balkan country visited by a high US official - Vice-President Dan
Quayle, in June 1991. During the same month Secretary of State James Baker visited two
other Balkan states Yugoslavia and Albania. All these visits provided opportunities to
announce US measures supporting the democratization processes in these countries. There are
also signs of an upswing in the US-Romanian relationship.

There is no doubt that this renewed interest of the Super Powers in the Balkans is due
to the topicality of the region, expressed at the beginning of this paper. Most probably it is
due to the recent turbulence in the neighbouring Gulf and Middle East areas, as well as to the
Yugoslavian crisis, whose implications could go well beyond Yugoslavia’s borders and affect
the stability in the region and in Europe as a whole.

In this regard the moderation with which the two Super Powers have approached the
events in Yugoslavia is quite remarkable. They emphasized that

the USSR and the United States proceed from the premise that the resolution of the problems that
have arisen should be found by the peoples of Yugoslavia themselves on the basis of democratic
principles and by means of peace negotiations and constructive dialogue
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further adding that both of them

have stressed the need for all parties to respect the fundamental principles recorded in the Helsinki
Final Act and the Paris Charter for a New Europe (Joint Statement of the United States and the
Soviet Union, July 31, 1991).

Obviously, the positive topicality of the Balkans has every chance of becoming and remaining
a negative one, if a brutal severance of its "Gordian knot" is encouraged both from within and
outside the area. External support for the peaceful solution of the area’s interwoven problems
is crucial. The implementation of a constructive - as opposed to a a brutal and costly
solution to the problems and tensions boiling now within and around the Balkans highly
depends on the co-operative involvement of the USA and the USSR in the process.

Their interest in solidarity with the Balkan states will be instrumental in preventing new
forms of concurrent satellization of the different countries belonging to the area. Nowadays,
it is more clear than ever that as long as the Balkans continue to be perceived as "no man’s
land" i.e. "anybody’s land" - fragmentation of the area, and its gloomy consequences, will
continue, reviving bad memories of the past. As a result, not only the Balkans, but Europe
as a whole, could explode. Under such circumstances, Europe would become more vulnerable
to external threats and risks, and instead of being a vehicle for the new international order,
it might become its graveyard.

Extent of Desirable Super Power Involvement

The expected future role of the Super Powers in the region stems from the fact that security
in Europe is inconceivable without peace in the Balkans. Therefore, the goal to strive for
involves turning the Balkans into a factor of stability in the South-Eastern part of Europe, as
is the case, for instance, with the European Community in the heart of the continent.

The joint efforts of the Balkan states to increase their own contribution - through
multilateral co-operation - to the stability of their region, suggest their determination to make
the Balkans a peaceful and stable comer of Europe. The question is, can they succeed,
without external support, in achieving such a goal? And what kind of support would be
helpful in preventing an explosion of the powder keg?

The lessons of history seem to suggest that not all kinds of external support are
beneficial to the Balkans or to Europe at large. Especially damaging has been the tendency
throughout this century to fuel enmities within the Balkans for the sake of short-sighted
interests.

Stability in the Balkans is a Euro-Atlantic challenge, and should likewise be a Euro-
Atlantic endeavour. There is no doubt that stabilizing this region and prompting the Balkan
countries toward self-sustainable economic growth in a democratic environment would be an
advance of historic proportions.

The achievement of such an advance could be facilitated by an appropriate involvement
of the two major powers. However, it should be a new type of involvement, different from
the traditional type i.e. a "co-operative" one and not a version of the old spheres-of-influence
policy.

Of course, the Super Powers’ involvement will, in all probability, demand a certain
political price of the concerned countries. Nevertheless, a lack of interest on the part of the
USSR and the USA would be more detrimental to the region than would their involvement.
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This is so because lack of interest would mean lack of support for the processes taking place
in this part of Europe, support needed especially by the young democracies. Moreover, the
absence of the Super Powers would leave room for a revival of inter-war policies of "big-
small rivalries" between European powers for influence in the region. The Yugoslav crisis is
but one example, and there should be no doubt that the "territorial appetite” of some would
increase if the attempts to dismember Yugoslavia were successful; the temptations to go back
and revive old pages of history in the neighbouring areas could become more difficult to
resist.

The new Soviet-American relationship, highlighted by the recent visit of President Bush
to the Soviet Union, is another promissing sign of a new type of co-operation, both between
the Super Powers themselves and between each of them and the Balkan countries, in the spirit
of the Paris Charter.

The desirable kind of involvement is political and economic, and not mainly military.
The latter should be confined to the present commitment of the Super Powers in the region
and in the adjacent seas the Mediterranean and the Black Sea and should follow a pattern
consonant with the CSCE and other future accords, in such a way as to deter a potential
armed attack in the region.

Several types of Super Power involvement could be envisioned and explored by all
concerned. For the sake of discussion, the author ventures to put forward a number of ideas:

1. Support for multilateral co-operation of the Balkan states, in order to increase the
credibility of such co-operation, including its political and military components

In this regard, the idea would entail the presence of both the USSR and the USA as
observers to the emerging multilateral Balkan institutions - and in'the first place, to the annual
meetings of the foreign ministers.

Actually, just such an institution of observers was established when the Balkan countries
agreed to accept, on a reciprocal basis, observers from the neighbouring "Hexagonale"
grouping.

The presence of the USSR and the USA at Balkan gatherings is desirable on the grounds
that they are major military powers in Europe, and implicitly in the Balkans; consequently,
they have a strong influence in the region as well as a special role in protecting its peace and
security. It is not inconceivable that the two major powers would be invited to act as
guarantors of military and political agreements the Balkan states might possibly reach in the
future.

2. Establishment of an "identity of Balkan defense”

The USSR and the USA might envision aiding in the establishment of such ar identity,
in full compatibility with the NATO membership of two of the six Balkan states, through
already-existing agreements and future agreements which could be reached within the CSCE

framework, and through inter alia:

. transparency of arms transfers in the Balkan countries;

. multilateral co-operation among the General Staffs of Balkan countries;

. development of forms of emergency multilateral consultation in cases that might
affect their security interests;

. adequate information from other CSCE participating states on relevant measures
that are agreed upon.
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This might prove a better formula than the "Rapid Reaction Force" of NATO, whose
utilization in the Balkans - one of the foredoomed areas in this regard - could lead to great
complications. ,

It is to be expected that the security concerns of. the Balkan states and the possible
arrangements they could reach in this field will greatly depend upon the evolution of NATO.
It seems that the debates within this alliance regarding its future strategy are not yet resolved.
Nevertheless, as the stabilizing role of NATO becomes more widely recognized, it might be
appropriate for NATO to attend, as an observer, the meetings of the Balkan countries devoted
to the military aspects of their co-operation.

3. Development of a régime of collective security and political consultation among the

Balkan countries

This is an option put forward by the Tirana Meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs.
The measures agreed upon on that occasion annual meetings of the foreign ministers, bi-
annual meetings of high officials of the ministries of foreign affairs, the establishment of an
institution co-ordinating multilateral activities do indeed pave the way towards a régime of
collective security and political consultation among the Balkan states. Again it is in the
interest of the major powers to encourage such a development.

In addition, they could further encourage Balkan states to act as a "caucus" in
formulating concerted positions at the CSCE gatherings on political and security matters. It
is understood that such a form of consultation should in no way affect the participation of
Balkan states in other caucuses to which they belong - NATO, EC, "n+n" or other groupings.
Such a suggestion aims at promoting an increased awareness of common security interests and
a habit of consultation, which could be beneficial for strengthening peace and security in the
Balkans.

4.  Adoption of stabilizing policies towards the Balkans

The security strategy and defence planning will depend upon hypothetical scenarios of
possible conflicts.

As far as the Balkans are concerned, oniy two types of conflicts are possible: on the one
hand, those evolving from existing disputes, like the conflicts regarding Cyprus or the
disputed claims in the Aegean, and, on the other hand, those emerging from territorial
revisionism, stimulated nowadays by nationalist propensities or irredentist aspirations.

The two major powers since they are less suspected of petty interests in the region,
might play a positive role in the existing disputes mainly as catalysts to bring about
settlements in a peaceful fashion. In this regard, the current US efforts to help interested
parties settle the Cyprus problem bode well for such a role. The same goes for the Soviet and
American attitudes regarding the aforementioned Yugoslav crisis.

As far as the conflicts that could develop from nationalist approaches or from irredentist
claims, the experience of post-World War II Western Europe demonstrates that the key to
containing the harmful consequences of nationalism is democracy and development. After
World War II, what prevailed were efforts to heal the wounds of the Western countries who
were economically and socially devastated, and to generalize the acceptance of the new
philosophy of human rights. Emphasis was not placed on satisfying nationalist aspirations of
various groups, but rather on promoting development and democracy. This experience should
be a source of inspiration towards the most appropriate line of action in the Balkans - i.e.
support for economic development and democratic processes in the region.
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From this point of view, at least for the foreseeable future, only one of the two major
powers is able to involve itself - and it is desirable that it does so in a substantial support
program for the Balkan countries.

Generally speaking, external assistance and support that aims at consolidating democracy
and market economies throughout the area while playing due attention to the specific
difficulties with which the new democracies are confronted, are the best answers the US and
Western Europe can offer in response to their express concerns over developments in the
Balkans. Such an approach would be only natural, remembering that the democratic and
economic recovery of the West European countries themselves in the aftermath of World War
II was made possible by external help and support that encouraged the pursuit of their
common interest, and not their enmities. As a result, "historical adversities" (in no way less
present at that time in Western Europe than they are nowadays in the Balkans) have gradually
lost their significance. The Balkan states have to be given the same opportunity, in order to
dispose of the Balkans’ widely-perceived "scarecrow" image as soon as possible. Otherwise,
the Balkan peoples might be inclined to ask if it is in someone’s interest to continuously
assign to their region the role of the "European scapegoat”.



Chapter 3

Impact of Existing European Insiitutions on South-East
Europe (CSCE, CEE...)

Franz-Lothar Altmann

Introduction

Throughout Europe various international political, economic, and security institutions have
developed their specific respective functions with very different scopes of competence and
regional significance. Until recently, only two multinational institutions existed in the eastern
part of Europe, the Council of Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA or Comecon) and the
Warsaw Pact Organization. In the western part of Europe (the term "western” is used here in
the political and not in the geographical sense), quite a number of different organizations
developed with various kinds of functional tasks and targets. In addition to the purely
"Eastern" and "Western" institutions, two multinational European institutions must also be
mentioned which are of rather recent origin: the Conference on Security and Co-operation in
Europe (CSCE) and the Hexagonal Initiative, which started with four countries in 1989
(Austria, Hungary, Italy and Yugoslavia), and was later joined by Czechoslovakia (May 1990,
at which point it was called the Pentagonal) and by Poland (June 1991). The following chart
illustrates the interlocking of the mutual memberships.

Interlocking Memberships: A Schematic Portrayal of the
Most Important European Multinational Organizations
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This chapter will deal only with the impact of the still-existing European multinational
institutions, therefore excluding the two former Eastern European organizations, CMEA and
WTO. Three main fields of activities and consequent possible impacts will be considered:

«  military security and disarmament the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) and the West European Union (WEU) will be examined here, although
the former is not a pure European institution, it was founded in 1949 to prevent
Soviet military advance in Europe;

«  economic co-operation, including the advancement of political co-operation the

" European Community (EC) and, to a lesser extent, the European Free Trade
Association (EFTA) are the major acting organizations in this capacity;

J last but not least, the field of Human Rights and the overall democratization of the

societies in transition - the Council of Europe comes to mind first in this context.

All three fields of activities are incorporated into the three baskets of the CSCE-process.

The question might arise as to why economic co-operation and human rights are
included this chapter, when "security" is the topic of this conference. The reason is that the
current security situation in Eastern and South-East Europe depends decisively on factors
beyond the scope of political instruments of pure defence. This is particularly true for the
former socialist countries. It is obvious that the major task at present in South-Eastern Europe
is the stabilization of the processes of economic reformation or rather transformation, and aid
is demanded to stabilize the economic welfare of South-Eastern Europe. Economic and
political assistance must be provided to these countries to secure their passage towards stable
democracy and respect for human rights. Stabilization of the economies and of democracy,
and general acceptance of the principles of individual and collective human rights, are the best
preconditions for new and stable security structures in South-Eastern Europe.

Military Security

With regard to military national security, it is advisable to consider the South-East European
countries individually, rather than the region as a whole. NATO, as the Western defense
organization, has played an important role with respect to the security perceptions of the
respective Balkan countries, in particular during the period of the Cold War confrontation
between East and West. Starting in the north of the Balkan region, one can easily state that
the simple existence of NATO enabled Yugoslavia to withdraw from Cominform structures
and pursue its own path of ideological development, independent from Stalin’s tutelage.
During all the post-war years, NATO helped preserve Yugoslavia’s special status, which
finally achieved international recognition in the (now almost defunct) position of speaker for
the non-aligned movement. A similar though not-so-clearly set role was played by NATO
with respect to Ceausescu’s efforts to conduct a relatively independent foreign policy for
Romania.

For Bulgaria, on the other hand, threats to national security were multifaceted.
Unresolved questions concerning minorities in the country (Turks, Macedonians) or abroad
(in Greece and Macedonia) as well as pending border questions (South Dobrudsha) have given
Bulgaria the permanent feeling of isolation between more-or-less hostile neighbours. On top
of this general apprehension, the very specific threat of NATO, the great Western adversary
as represented by the two member countries Greece and Turkey on its southern border, forced
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Sofia to believe that its only possible security option lay in a firm alliance with the USSR.
The constant alleged menace of NATO made Bulgaria the most secure Southern pillar of the
Warsaw Pact.

On the contrary, Greece and Turkey, as NATO members, enjoyed national security
guarantees against the northern threat. Greece could remain calm and assured in the face of
any Bulgarian claims on Greek’s Macedonia or any allegations concerning the Slovak-
speaking (Macedonian and/or Bulgarian) minority. Turkey, as the only NATO member
country that had direct border contacts with as many as two WTO-countries (if the special
German case is excluded), certainly benefitted the most from its NATO membership. Its
strategic position controlling the exit of the Black Sea and situated between the USSR and
the Middle Eastern oil fields, provided Turkey with many military, economic and political
advantages that made the country the political power between Europe and the Middle East.
Also, without NATO, the association with the European Community would probably not have
been achieved.

NATO certainly played and still plays an important role in the Greek-Turkish conflict
concerning the Aegean and the Cyprus questions. NATO tried to take up the role of umpire
between the two conflicting parties, and armament deliveries to both countries were balanced
over all the years by a ratio of 6-10 (Greece-Turkey).

In the past, NATQO’s security concept was based on the traditional perception of the
Soviet/Warsaw Pact threat. Thus the task of NATO was to secure the defense of Western
Europe behind clear-cut (political and military) frontiers. Combined with the effects of the
Warsaw Treaty Organization, this led to the separation of the South-East European countries,
from each other (Yugoslavia - Rumania - Bulgaria - Greece, Turkey), and from the rest of
Europe, particularly from Western Europe.

This former security concept must now, after the collapse of Soviet domination of
Eastern and South-East Europe, be changed - must become broader, more co-operative, more
pan-European. Although the Cold War is cver, the Western European alliance still has a role
to play in maintaining stability on the Continent, but new parameters of stability must be
found. After NATO’s invitation to the former WTO governments to establish regular
diplomatic liaisons with the NATO secretariat, the governments of Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, Poland, and the USSR accredited their respective Ambassadors to Belgium to
NATO as well. Furthermore, some of these governments.have already expressed demands that
the alliance should assume a greater security role in their region. Since the WTO has been
dissolved (militarily in February and politically on 1 July, 1991), no organization can protect
the former member countries any longer, and NATO is the only functioning European security
organization that is left.

Western European Union

This raises the question of the role of WEU. WEU grew out of the 1948 Brussels Treaty
signed by France, Great Britain and the Benelux countries and its concern about the
aggravated East-West conflict in Europe. Germany and Italy were not admitted until 1954,
while Portugal and Spain became members as late as 199C. In contrast toc NATO, where
Canada and the United States are non-European members, WEU is a purely European
institution with a firm contractual engagement to assist one other in case of outside aggression
(Article 5). However, because the task of guaranteeing Europe’s security was taken over by
NATO, military competences of WEU were transferred to the Atlantic Alliance. Since then,
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it is common to refer to WEU as the "empty box", because no concrete military framework
exists, only a political roof. Nevertheless, periodical attempts to reactivate WEU can be
observed, particularly since the mid-1980s: in 1984 the declaration of Rome revitalized the
discussion of European defense, and it was concluded that the WEU Council (which since
1987 has consisted not only of Foreign Ministers but also of Ministers of Defense) would
from then meet twice a year. Under France’s urging, WEU formulated during its 1987
meeting at the Hague a new programmatic basis, the Platform of European Security Interests,
and in 1989 it founded its own Institute for Security Questions. The Institute started work in
July 1990 in Paris.

The debate on the future role of WEU received an important push in December 1990,
when German Chancellor Kohl and French President Mitterrand demanded in their joint
initiative on the Political Union that "a clear and organic linkage" be installed between the
Western European Union and the European Community, aimed at anchoring institutionally
a joint European security and defense policy.

From this short history of WEU it becomes clear that almost no impact on the South-
East European region can be expected. Until recently no military function in fact existed, but
the resumed discussion about a possible future role of WEU has prompted increased interest
in this organization and also in the Balkans. Greece has tried since 1988 to become a
member, consequently Turkey does not want to stay aside. However, the well-known
animosities between these two countries block the advancement of the admission procedure.
For the other Balkan countries, the tightened linkage between WEU and the EC which
developed in the 1980s made their possible membership in the EC more difficult, as long as
the Eastern Warsaw Pact still existed. i

At present a kind of competition among the (Western) European security organizations
can be observed. NATO officials, of course, question the ability of both the EC and WEU to
assume any important role in the defense field. They prefer a strong European pillar within
the alliance whereby NATO and the EC could develop a "creative parallelism" by
coordinating their policies - the EC would concentrate on economic and probably also on
purely political affairs, while NATO would focus on military issues. Of course this "division
of labour" cannot follow the traditional lines, particularly not in the field of European security
proper. Since the CSCE can only contribute to European security but cannot replace the
existing security structure, a renewed and widely-altered NATO concept must secure stability
for the new emerging European structure. South-Eastern Europe as a whole must also be
incorporated into this concept, which must co-operate closely with political and economic
developments in the EC architecture.

European Economic Integration

There exist only two European institutions which have to be considered when dealing with
economic integration processes in Europe, and in fact only one when talking about future
developments. The agreement on the formation of a European Economic Space consisting of
the 12 members of the EC and the seven member countries of EFTA has placed the former
into the leader position for further European economic (and political) integration. To some
extent EFTA, which was founded in 1960 as an alternative to the EC, had some significance
for South-East Europe, but mainly as a supplement to the relationship with the EC or as a
possibility to work more closely with the EC, through EFTA association or even though
EFTA member status particularly in view of the planned European Economic Space.
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Anyhow, be it directly or via EFTA, the European Community has become by sheer
economic fact the main firmly-established rock in the rough and suddenly turbulent European
waters. In recent years the EC has become by far the largest trade partner for all South-East
European countries. The alleged intensification of its integration process with the not so far
away transitional date of end 1992 has become the major threat for non-member countries.
This means that, when discussing possible impacts of the existence and the actions of the EC,
one must clearly distinguish between countries that are full EC-members (Greece), those with
associated status (Turkey), and countries which have only signed treaties on economic co-
operation and trade (Yugoslavia, Romania, Bulgaria, and Albania).

So far Greece and Turkey have definitely benefitted from their close ties with Western
Europe. Without the direct (financial) and indirect (structural advantages, larger market for
commodities and labor, capital inflow, etc.) assistance derived from their respective positions
of EC membership and EC association, the economies of Greece and Turkey would be in
much worse condition, and domestic policies would certainly exhibit even more radical
confrontation patterns, and less democratic behaviour, than they do now.

However, the European Community has also become the most important trade and co-
operation partner of Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and Romania. Stabilization of their ailing
economies cannot be achieved solely by their own efforts, but must rely on intensification of
economic ties with their most powerful partner. The EC is by far the strongest partner for the
future economic orientation of South-East Europe, a fact which also conditions obligations
on the side of the EC towards that region. If the European Community wishes a stable South-
East European backyard, then serious European attempts must be undertaken to first of all
foster economic and social stabilization in the Balkan region through additional concessions
in negotiations on trade liberalization.

The EC has played a more direct rcle in the process of reform assistance. Help has been
and will be provided through many channels, e.g. the PHARE-program which was recently
extended, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), additional credits
from the European Investment Bank, etc. In particular it must be remembered that the EC has
been appointed to take over the leading role in the G-24 assistance program for the former
Socialist countries. Thus, a certainly positive impact from the EC exists in this very special
field, although it is questionable whether the overall dimension of this assistance is
sufficiently large enough. If one compares the financial transfers which West Germany has
to provide for the coming years (roughly 100 billion US$ per year) to East Germany with the
actual financial assistance that the West (mainly the EC) directs to the remaining six East and
South-East European countries, then sceptical expectations about the possible effects seem
justified.

European Political Co-operation

A particular field of possible EC influence on South-East European development is European
Political Co-operation {EPC) within the EC framework. As Thanos Veremis explained in more
detail at a security conference in Bucharest in July 1991, EPC was born in 1969 when the
members of the EEC agreed to engage in a process of consultations that would coordinate
their foreign policy positions. EPC, however, was used more as a testing ground for future
political unification (Veremis), until the mid-1970s, when the EPC played an important role
in the preparation of the pan-European Conference on Security and Co-operation (CSCE).
Five years later it tried to introduce the Community in the Middle-East political process with
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its Declaration of Venice (1980). But only the thaw in East-West relations at the end of the
1980s and the subsequent debate over the future role of NATO made EPC a likely candidate
for collective security issues.

The first test case emerged with the Yugoslav crisis, and the question of EPC
effectiveness in conflict situations was clearly on the table. It seemed obvious from the very
beginning that only the EC could assert enough pressure on the conflicting parties to avoid
the use of arms. But particular interests - in Great Britain (the Northern Ireland problem), in
Italy (the South Tyrol question), and in Spain (the Basque autonomy claims) - impeded EPC
acknowledgement of Slovenian and Croatian independence at a time when this decision would
have set clear signals for the right of self-determination in democratizing societies. Instead,
the European Community backed Belgrade, and the Communist generals of the Yugoslav
People’s Army for too long, thereby implying international support for their war of conquest.
Only in late fall of 1991, but too late for hundreds of civilians on both sides, the EC decided
to engage itself more resolutely in favour of stopping a bloody war taking place only a couple
of hours’ drive from Trieste, Vienna or Munich! The threat of economic blockade is a serious
instrument, and it should be used accordingly. It is in the economic sphere that South-East
Europe is most vulnerable, and politicians in these countries are very well aware of this.

Human Rights and Democratization

In recent years the Council of Europe has assumed the position of "entrance institution" to
the family of European democracies. The basic requirements for membership in the Council
of Europe have become important challenges for the former Socialist countries, in particular
as far as the human rights conditions are concerned. Admission to the Council of Europe
opens the door for promising negotiations with the European Community for association or
even membership status. The Czech and Slovak Federal Republic, Hungary, and Poland have
taken this course and are close to signing their "European” association agreements. Bulgaria
will probably follow early in 1992 when its special guest status in the Parliamentary
Assembly is changed into full membership in the Council. The possible, and also realized,
impact of the Council of Europe is thus obvious: it substantially helped to accelerate the
democratization process in the region simply by its existence and by its requirements for
membership, which became the basic norm for the improvement of human rights.

The Role of the CSCE

Reflections on the impacts of existing European institutions would not be complete if the
CSCE was not mentioned. However, another paper for this conference (by A. Karaosmanoglu)
deals extensively and very competently with the importance of the CSCE process for South-
Eastern Europe’s security. Therefore it should only be noted here (for the sake of the
completeness of our reflections) that, after the Helsinki Declaration of 1975, the process of
erosion in the Eastern part of Europe has irrevocably started. The three baskets have
formulated the overall framework of intra- and international changes, and more and more
citizens in the Eastern bloc referred in their protests to the signatures of their leaders on the
Helsinki document. Thus, the CSCE process became the basic fundament on which the entire
pan-European security pattern started to change completely, with the result that today the
question of a new security architecture for Eastern and Western Europe has emerged. Only
one of the current issues involves the question as to whether the instruments of the CSCE
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should be enlarged. An attempt in this direction has already been made through the
establishment of a Secretariat in Prague and a Conflict Prevention Center in Vienna, as well
as through the institution of a Committee of Senior Officials which will meet on an ad hoc
basic. However, as the failure of these new CSCE institutions in the Yugoslav crisis proves,
time and additional political efforts are still needed to make them effective.

To sum up: There is not a great deal of effective impact from the existing European
institutions on the South-East European region, in particular on its security structures. This
may be due to the relative weakness of these institutions which are democratically structured
and thus characterized by difficult decision-making processes.

However, as the example of Western Europe proves, in the long run these institutions
have been very successful in stabilizing and integrating extremely different nations.






Responses and Discussion

Yannis Valinakis

After the collapse of Communism and the end of the Cold War, European History seems to
be returning to the Europeans again. The era in which the Super Powers controlled Europe’s
destiny is probably coming to an end. As the forced tranquillity of Soviet control leaves with
Soviet troops, will Eastern Europe once again miss opportunities as it did after World War
I1? Indeed, will South-East European nationalists revert to their intense rivalry and thus justify
their reputation as Europe’s powder keg? The new generation of Eastern European leaders
who will guide these ex-communist states into the 1990s will have to provide innovative and
realistic answers to these questions.

For forty years the Eastern European states have developed a complex fabric of
relations, traditions and habits. The legacies of the past will therefore weigh heavily on their
attitudes and calculations in the formulation of their new foreign and internal policies. Beyond
that, they have little, if any, guidance as to how they should plan their future course. Major
factors of change and the rapidity of new developments have rendered politically sound and
financially sustainable choices more difficult than ever.

This state of flux and uncertainty is even more pronounced in South-Eastern Europe; too
much and contradictory change on the one hand, and too little real and productive progress
on the other, are rapidly leading to a mixture of fears which differs from country to country,
but shakes their populations across the board.

The end of the Cold War has had contradictory consequences for South-Eastern Europe:
on the one hand it has reduced the importance of the region as an area of potential Super
Power confrontation; on the other hand, however, it has led to the emergence and proliferation
of a number of ethnic problems (the Yugoslav case has been a microcosm of the type of
future security threats). Additional tensions could stem from economic disparities, migration,
or even environmental accidents.

Ethnic problems, long suppressed by the omnipotent Soviet presence, are about to
resurface in the Balkans. As demonstrated by the Yugoslav case, the right of self-
determination often clashes with the principle of the inviolability of state borders and differing
views were adopted as to balancing these conflicting interests. On the one hand, since at least
the Helsinki Accord of 1975, European security and stability have been based on the principle
that international borders should not be altered through the use of force. On the other hand,
however, the collapse of communism has created a new momentum for self-determination
among Eastern European nationalists who are seemingly unaware of the escalation risks it
entails.

Even though ethnic disputes are not necessarily inherently unmanageable, in the South-
Eastern part of Europe they could be fuelled by minorities whose allegiance and loyalty
belong to their countries of historical origin rather than to those of residence. In fact, minority
issues tend to become particularly explosive when the following two conditions are met: (i)
when the minority’s birth rate is significantly higher then that of the majority (even at the
regional level), and (ii) when a real or perceived "umbilical cord" ties a minority to a
neighbouring country and the latter displays an attitude of "protecting" and "guaranteeing the
security” of this minority. Ankara’s attitude vis-a-vis the Turkish minority in Bulgaria or
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Tirana’s increasing interest in Kosovo’s Albanians are two eloquent examples of the explosive
potential of such minority issues.

Democratisation

Although communism has fallen apart in South-Eastern Europe as well, here the de-
sovietization process was not linked to the dismantling of a Soviet military presence (no
Soviet troops were stationed in the Balkans); it had more to do with the elimination of largely
local versions of communism (with a sometimes strong personality or cult flavour): Enver
Hoxha in Albania, Tito in Yugoslavia, Ceaucescu in Romania, Zhivkov in Bulgaria. This
development of national variations adapted to the particular conditions of each country
explains the resistance of communist forces in South-Eastern Europe, even after free elections.

In general terms, the democratization process in South-Eastern Europe has been among
the slowest and most unstable in the former communist countries. The political development
is still hesitant, and the situation in terms of human rights is unbalanced. Thus, the road to
a Western-style pluralist democracy in the Balkans is fraught with risks and possible
deviations or even U-turns (as shown in the case of the Soviet Union). Populist leaders or
even dictators are still considered an option here, and the risks of coups cannot be
disregarded.

Economic Restructuring

The introduction of a free-market economy in South-Eastern Europe has been a rather slow
and hesitant process. The period of transformation is going to be painful and risky and the
economic recession has already created widespread social unrest. These developments not
only constitute destabilizing factors for these countries but are also already generating floods
of refugees to the West. Albanian refugees to Italy and Greece are readily becoming an
important issue; both countries have been forced to adopt strict measures of border policing,
sending most of these refugees back to their home country.

Furthermore, governments of this region facing economic reunion and social unrest
might be tempted to inflame nationalist passions (for example "in solidarity to fellow-
countrymen" living as a minority in a neighbouring country) as a diversion from the internal
chaotic situation.

The economic crisis has also brought back to the surface schemes of regional co-
operation. Even though accession to the EC seems to be the most attractive solution, it is
realistically regarded as a long-term goal; in the meantime, the cataclysmic changes in East-
West relations have made possible new schemes of regional co-operation. The Italian-
sponsored Hexagonal and the Turkish proposal for economic co-operation in the Black Sea
have been two recent examples. However, vague and grandiose these proposals are usually
intended as vehicles of political activism, as well as evidence of a desire for political
reassurance and support in uncertain times.

The Inter-Balkan co-operation which succeeded during the Cold War era in bringing
together all the Balkan states was another venue. Attempts were made during the 1970s and
80s at multilateral regional co-operation in the fields of trade, transport, energy, environment
etc., but with no lasting success. Given a new series of complicating factors, such as the
Yugoslav crisis, it would be rather surprising if the Balkan states could agree to new forms
of multilateral co-operation in the short term. However, the tradition of working together and
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the fact of some shared common features, as well as the product of sixteen years of
conferences (plans, arrangements, etc.) could prove more resistant in the meantime.

Conclusions

The end of the Cold War has fundamentally affected South-Eastern Europe. Whereas the
probability of an all-out nuclear war has diminished, instability and conflict in Eastern Europe
have increased. Failures in reconstructing the economies of the former communist states and
in building effective democracies in the region bring dangers of a return to authoritarian
practices, the rise of populism and resort to military force. The resurgence of nationalism
further aggravates the situation by generating violence and anti-status quo aspirations.

As a result of the end of the Cold War, the more regional concerns of the countries in
South-Eastern Europe have come to the fore. At the same time, it is up to the states of the
region themselves to see how they may best work together - without external interventions
to enhance their security and solve their internal problems.

F. Stephen Larrabee

I have very few specific comments on the paper by Traian Chebeleu, as I agree with much
of it, especially his thesis that the Balkans are becoming "topical" on the Euro-Atlantic
agenda. I also agree that the two Super Powers have not always pursued coherent policies
towards the Balkans. My remarks are therefore designed to supplement his paper rather than
to critique it.

There is, however, one point a very important one - with which I disagree.
Ambassador Chebeleu suggests that there has been renewed interest in the Balkans on the part
of the Super Powers. I do not think this is really true. On the contrary, I think Super Power
interest in the region has declined as the Cold War has receded. This is an important
difference between the current period and previous periods, especially the postwar era.

In the early postwar period, South-Eastern Europe was a source of Super Power interest
and conflict. US involvement in the area was a direct result of efforts tc block Soviet
expansion into the area, first through the Truman Doctrine and later, after the Stalin-Tito
break, through aid to Yugoslavia. Over time, the US came to see the preservation of
Yugoslavia’s independence and unity as an interest "bordering on the vital".

The demise of the Cold War, however, has reduced the interest of both powers in South-
Eastern Europe. Strategically, the USSR has lost its main foothold in the area (Bulgaria).
Moreover, the internal problems which the USSR faces will make it difficult for the Soviet
Union - or any successor state - to play a very active role in the Balkans in the near future.

Similarly, US interest in the area has also declined. The focus of American interests in
the area is likely to shift with the end of the Cold War. In the future, the United States is
likely to focus greater attention on the Persian Gulf and the Middle East. US interests in
Turkey and, to a lesser extent Greece, will increasingly be viewed through the prism of "out
of area" contingencies rather than the Soviet military threat, which has, for all practical
purposes, evaporated.

In addition, Greece and Turkey’s relations with the US may begin to increasingly
diverge. Over the long run Greece’s policy is likely to witness an increasing Europeanization
as a result of Greece’s closer integration into the EC. As a consequence, Athens is likely to
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become cautious about taking measures in the security area that diverge from the EC
consensus.

Turkey’s ties to Washington have been strengthened by its strong support for the US in
the Gulf War. Ankara’s relations with Europe, however, remain cool. If Turkey begins to feel
increasingly excluded from the creation of a European security identity, it could seek to
intensify security ties with the United States. There is a danger, however, that this
bilateralization of security ties might overburden the US-Turkish relationship, adding new
strains. Moreover, Turkey’s expectations regarding the degree of financial support it can
receive from Washington may prove difficult to fulfil, especially in an area of budget
constraints and reduced foreign aid.

The Yugoslav crisis highlights the shift in Super Power interests and approach to the
region. In the past the preservation of Yugoslavia as an integral state had been seen as an
important US interest. Moscow also had taken a strong interest in Yugoslavia. In the present
crisis, however, neither Super Power has played a major role and both have preferred to let
the EC manage the crisis. Indeed, the marginal role played by both Super Powers is one of
the most striking features of the present crisis.

The low profile adopted by the US in the Yugoslav crisis raised major questions about
the American role in the Balkans and Europe more generally. Many Europeans view the low
profile approach as an indication that Washington no longer intends to play a major role in
European affairs. This perception could contribute to the marginalization of the US in Europe
and undercut its ability to play a constructive role in shaping the new European security order
over the long run. The policy risks overburdening the EC with intractable problems before
it has had a chance to develop the political and military instruments necessary to successfully
manage such a sensitive issue. '

Todor Ditcheyv

Since we are discussing security, I cannot but emphasize from the outset the indisputable
contribution of the United Nations Organization in the consideration of security and
disarmament issues. I am convinced that the role of the United Nations in this field will
continue to grow.

Over the past few years, and even months, security perceptions have changed at an
amazing speed owing to many factors. Foremost among them are:

. the overcoming of the Cold War situation;

. the radical transformations in Eastern Europe and the latest events in the USSR,
which have enabled those countries to embark on the road to democracy and
market economies;

. the deepening of the political and economic integration of Europe, which is
characterized by elements of common co-operation on security issues within the
framework of the pan-European process;

. the transition of the world from a bipolar to a multipolar system of interaction;

. and last but not least, the renovated role of the United Nations in security and
disarmament issues.
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Today, the very notion of security is undergoing changes. Security implicates not just military
and strategic positions and interests. Security has taken on new dimensions, ranging from
environmental protection to processes of migration, from communication to human rights.

It is in this context that I would like to share with you some observations concerning
the relations between Bulgaria and the USSR. Both countries have gone through drastic
change. Currently, Bulgaria is striving with all its strength to rediscover itself and to open up
to the world. This is a rare moment in our history, whose rationality is still to be vindicated.
This is not possible, however, unless we get active assistance from all developed countries,
including our immediate neighbours. At this juncture I should like to draw your attention to
the fact that nowadays, when many regions and individual countries throughout the world are
scoring successes in the field of democracy and eliminating the remains of the Cold War, the
Balkans continue to be a place with ethnic antagonisms, national rivalries, religious tensions,
personal ambitions, etc. The dramatic history of the Balkans has led to the coining of the
famous expression Balkanization. Many politicians and politologists have used and still resort
to the expression Balkanization of international relations.

Balkan history, however, is constantly on the move. The Republic of Bulgaria, for
instance, has recently taken many positive steps to overcome tensions in this area. Bulgaria
took an active part in the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact. It stated its willingness to become
a member of NATO, after having intensified its relations with that Organization. Bulgaria has
declared that it will not sign with the Soviet Union any treaty that would include military
provisions. My Government has retired scores of generals and high-ranking officers from high
military command positions; it has sent officers to the United States for retraining; it has
invited and shown warm hospitality to the Secretary-General of NATO, Mr. Manfred Wormner.
The flagman ship of the Sixth US fleet, with the Fleet Commander on board, paid a visit to
a Bulgarian port; a Bulgarian military contingent has been included for the first time in the
"Blue Helmets" of the United Nations. These facts speak for themselves. They also describe
the evolution of Bulgaria with respect to its own national security perceptions. The same is
valid for our domestic and foreign policies. For the first time since World War II we have
a Head of State who was also a leader of the opposition forces, Dr. Jelio Jelev. The
Government is, after half a century of one-party Cabinets, led by a non-political personality,
the jurist Dimitar Popov. The new parliament, or Grand National Assembly, as it is called,
was freely elected last year. It has adopted a package of laws that constitute a solid legislative
basis for our market economy. May I be allowed to say that Bulgaria is the only country in
Eastern Europe that has adopted a new Constitution following the radical democratic changes,
on the basis of which it derives its full legality as a Republic. I am not quite sure whether the
same is valid for the other countries of the former Socialist “camp”, although the word camp
was changed in the official documents to the word "system" owing to etymological
considerations. However, it became apparent in the end that the "camp" was where we stood,
with the system being somewhere else.

At present, Bulgaria is not in a position to take care of its national security alone. As
I pointed out, we have terminated our bilateral treaty with the Soviet Union, a treaty which
included security-related clauses. Furthermore, the Warsaw Pact is now a subject of research
for the historians. At the same time there exists in the area a military potential which took
decades to create and which could be used in geo-political conflicts. Today, such conflicts are
not feasible any more due to a radically new political situation, but there is a military
potential that continues to be there. According to some reports this potential is being
continuously increased and medernized. Modern weapons, stationed until recently in Central
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Europe, are being transferred to South Eastern Europe and its vicinity. This is having an
unbalancing effect on the security of our continent, particularly in the Balkans, where this
effect is much more tangible. I do not doubt that any participant here correctly assess the
well-founded nature of our concern. It is not necessary to go too far back in history in order
to be convinced of the legitimate apprehensions of Bulgaria. In keeping with the above, I
should like to strongly endorse the very recent idea of German Foreign Minister Hans-
Dietrich Genscher of a ban on both Soviet and American short-range nuclear weapons in
Europe. Mr. Genscher is right when he says that the disarmament momentum should be
accelerated, specifically in the form of a world-wide ban on short-range nuclear weapons,
meaning missiles, artillery and other weaponry with ranges shorter than 500 kilometres (three
hundred miles). In a personal capacity, I appeal to all Balkan States to embrace this idea.

Against the background of these recent developments - I would like to give a more
detailed description of the cardinal changes in Bulgaria’s national security policy.

In August 1990 President Jelio Jelev visited Washington where he was received by
President George Bush. This was the first such presidential encounter since the establishment
of Bulgarian-US relations. President Jelev’s visit was not just a courtesy visit. In Washington
he proclaimed loudly that "Bulgaria is not a communist country any more". After Washington
he visited London and Paris. Just yesterday he returned from an official visit to Germany.

All this cannot but make me ask myself, purely as a Bulgarian: "Who is currently
guaranteeing the security of my country? For, as the old wisdom goes, one that the British
are fond of repeating: "Right or wrong - it is my country!" Today, millions of Bulgarian
citizens are asking themselves this question. It is a heated debate at home whether we should
guarantee our national security alone, by bilateral or regional alliances, within the framework
of the pan-European process or at the global level. Where is the truth in all this? the
Bulgarians ask themselves. Should we go as far as allowing military bases of foreign
countries on our territory, or should we write off completely such an eventuality? And what
about this nightmare of regional threats versus the opposing concept of “peaceful
engagement"? Personally I favour firmly the second option, the peaceful engagement of the
Balkans, along with the reduction and elimination of nuclear and other weapons of mass
destruction, sharp cuts in conventional armaments, the restructuring of military doctrines
exclusively - defensive precepts, doctrines aiming at ensuring adequate protection. This should
go hand-in-hand with a constant increase in economic well-being which is, viewed from a
long-term perspective, the basis of true security in the region.

The past is inextricably linked to the present, and both are linked to the future. This
statement is valid for each one of us and for all of us together. It is valid for domestic and
foreign policies. Our goal today could not be other than contributing to the best of our ability,
individually or collectively, to the building of a new Balkans. The ideas of democracy, human
rights and security for.all have their deep historic roots in our region. Today, they have a
promising basis for new blossoming. Such is the quintessence of national security in South-
Eastern Europe.

The role of the United States within the European security context, and its effect on
security in the Balkans, should be duly considered. Nowadays, certain circles are apprehensive
of increased US influence around the world, particularly in Europe. I am well aware of some
reservations and concerns in this respect. It is understandable that Europe must want to be
European, but, at the same time, I am of the view that the United States has nothing to gain
from a politically and economically subordinate Europe. It cannot be denied that South-
Eastern Europe continues to be of vital importance in global security policies. At the same
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time, Balkan countries should increase their support for United Nations actions in their region
aimed at safeguarding peace, improving living conditions, preventing human suffering, and
so on. Solving the security issues of South-Eastern Europe requires a new agenda time-table,
an all-Balkan agenda and time-table capable of dealing with the issues of refugees, violations
of human rights, the deteriorating environment, etc.

The European Community, NATO, and the Council of Europe are the three pillars
around which is materializing the fabric of newly-emerging European institutions whose
historical role is to be the driving force in the creation of a radically new Europe. The more
intensive the weaving of the new European tapestry, the speedier will be the demise of
founded or unfounded apprehensions - for instance, the notion that democracy can not go
hand-in-hand with national security. Such views are not unfounded within the European
context, especially in its South-Eastern region, of which Bulgaria is a part. At this stage it is
difficult to say which structures will finally shape the new Europe and its South-Eastern
region - whether it will be the present aforementioned structures or the newly-emerging ones,
including sub-regional structures. Most probably, this would come as a result of a "natural
selection" on the road to unification of the European East with the European West on the
basis of democratic ideals. This mixed scenario is a most likely one. South-Eastern Europe
could do much in this respect by taking the lead in providing a suitable example. Our Seminar
in Rhodes could even become a starting point in achieving this objective.

May I now touch upon a specific aspect of the interrelationship between economic
stability and security. This issue is perfectly clear. The more economically stable a country
is, the more genuinely guaranteed is its national security. However, societies and individuals
do not live for themselves only; they do not exist in a world separate from the world of other
societies and individuals. All societies and individuals are interrelated and mutually
interdependent. Let me take the case of Bulgaria as an example. The downfall of the planned
economy, coupled with the lack of established market mechanisms, has disorganized
economic activity. Consequently, according to this argument, the national security of the State
is now lowered as well. Early this year the new Government adopted a series of measures
designed to stabilize the economy and thereby enhance our national security at the same time.
Bulgaria became a member of the World Bank, the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, and the International Monetary Fund; it was granted associated member status
in the Council of Europe, negotiations will be conducted for admission to the GATT in the
near-future. We also expect to enter the Common Market in a few years.

I should like to share with you sincerely that Bulgaria is a proud nation. There is a full
awareness of our situation, and we are analyzing the causes for the deep crisis - or
catastrophe, to put it more precisely that befell our country. The historic facts demonstrate
that Bulgaria’s fate was pre-decided without her own participation some 50 years ago in Yalta
and Potsdam, when others made the decision for her as to which political and economic zone
she would belong to. What ensued from there on is well known.

To illustrate this historic context may I make a comparison between just two facts. I
believe this is acceptable because comparison is one of the well-established methods of
scientific analysis.

First,in 1908 US President Theodore Roosevelt stated that in terms of economic growth
rates Bulgaria ranked second in the world, after Japan.

Second, at the beginning of World War II the Bulgarian lev continued to be a "gold"
currency, meaning that it was convertible, while official statistics pointed out that in Bulgaria
the standard of living was twice that of its southern neighbour. I refrain from commenting on
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the standard of living of Bulgaria today. In Yalta and Potsdam, different decisions could have
been made: for instance, the frontier between East and West in South-Eastern Europe could
have followed natural divides, such as the Mediterranean or the River Danube. In that case
another country or other countries would be in the same pitiful situation in which Bulgaria
is today, national security included, while in the latter case, Bulgaria would surely be in a
better situation today, like that of other Western European countries, economically and
security-wise.

I am not a professional jurist, but I do know that according to the generally-accepted
tenets of law and morality, when a country does not participate in a given international
agreement, it cannot be considered as bound by its provisions. If, on the other hand, a country
suffers material or moral damages or fails to acquire specific benefits from the action of such
an agreement, it is totally natural and warranted that the concerned country lays its claim for
a corresponding compensation.

I said earlier that the Bulgarians are a proud lot. We hold the view that the West owes
us assistance - now, not tomorrow - assistance we need in order to restore our economic
ascension which was discontinued half a century ago, not by our own doing. Of course, we
would return this assistance, but we vitally need it now both for our own national security and
for the security of the region in which we live. Otherwise, all the positive things that have
taken place in Bulgaria over the past few months may be doomed to failure, because the
people cannot wait interminably in lines for bread, milk, medication, heating, electricity, an
so on. There is a real danger for civil disturbances, for chaos caused by economic
destabilization and, ultimately, for destabilization of the political and economic foundations
of our national security. We urgently need a new, humane and just, rereading of the Yalta and
Potsdam agreements, so that reason may finally be triumphant, so that economic stability is
achieved while security is strengthened.

A few words about neutrality, security, and South-Eastern Europe. There is a group of
countries in the European political setting which have officially proclaimed their neutrality
in international politics - Switzerland, Sweden, Austria, Finland. There is also another group
of States, like Yugoslavia, Cyprus, Liechtenstein, which have defined their political credo to
be non-participation in any alliances whatsoever. Those two groups of States are known as
the N + N, meaning neutral and non-aligned. It should be added that on 24 August 1921, the
Ukrainian Ambassador, at the Geneva United Nations Office, Guennadi Ondorenko stressed
during a news Conference that-the Ukraine wants to be a "neutral State guided by three non-
nuclear principles": non-production, non-use and non-possession of nuclear weapons in the
Ukraine.

The N + N Group asserted itself within the Helsinki process, especially during the 1980-
1983 Madrid Meeting. This was followed by the meetings in Stockholm, Vienna and others,
culminating at the Paris meeting where agreement was reached that, following the coming
Helsinki-2 Conference in 1992, the two types of negotiations on disarmament - the
negotiations of the 22 States on the reduction of Armed Forces and Conventional Armaments
and the negotiations of the 34 States on Confidence-Building Measures should be united.
This would to a significant degree help to overcome the bloc approach in negotiations on
disarmament, and would also take into account the military potentials of the N + N States,
since some of them possess quite a serious military potential.

Why am I trying to draw your attention to the principle of neutrality, a principle that
is as topical as in times past? The practical content of various elements constituting this
principle has been subject to change over past pcriods, but the essence of the policy of
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neutrality is vital, it has stood the test of time and it certainly has a bright future. The
transition from bloc structures to a pan-European security framework requires an active
involvement on the part of all States, the N + N inclusive, for they are a respected factor, an
viable expression of pragmatism in the CSCE. If I were allowed a glimpse into the future of
Europe, I would conclude that this would be a continent characterized by neutrality politics,
free of any military ailiunces. The Souih-Eastern part of our continent has every reason to be
a leading region in this regard.

Abdi Baleta

Dans le cadre de la discussion générale de ce matin je voudrais réagir a propos du rapport de
M. Miodrag Mihajlovic. Il me semble que tout ce qui est dit dans ce texte a propos de
I’Albanie et des albanais est inexacte et infondé. J’ajoute que la question des albanais en
Yougoslavie ne peut €tre traitée comme une question de minorité nationale, parce qu’il s’agit
d’une nation qui s’efforce pacifiquement a réaliser ses droits nationaux légitimes sur la base
du principe du droit des peuples a disposer d’eux-mémes. Les aspects historiques du probléme
sont traités d’une mani€re tout a fait inexacte. Au lieu de parler de I’albanisation du Kossovo
serbe, il faut parler de la serbisation du Kossovo albanais. S’il y a un peuple qui a été chassé,
décimé, exterminé au Kossovo, ce sont justement les albanais et non les serbes.

Je regrette de me voir obligé d’intervenir & propos du rapport présenté par M. Miodrag
Mihajlovic, intitulé "Changements internes dans les pays de I’Europe du Sud-Est". Quand je
suis parti de mon pays pour la belle ile de Rhodes et pour jouir de 1’hospirtalité grecque bien
connue, je ne pouvais pas m’imaginer des surprises inopportunes et deviner que je devrais
affronter des déclarations anti-albanaises comme celles contenues dans le rapport de M.
Mihajlovic. Je doit avouer que de telles déclarations m’ont étonné, parce que je trouve
qu’elles sont en contradiction flagrante avec ’esprit qui doit animer les travaux de cette
conférence, et surtout parce qu’elles sont malveillantes, profondément hostiles & la nation
albanaise et visent a jeter les participants de la conférence et 1’opinion publique dans la
confusion quant a la situation actuelle du Kossovo et I’histoire du peuple albanais. Je doit
encore avouer qu’a mon départ je n’ai point songé & me munir de matériaux et de données
précises concernant les changements de la population du Kossovo (actuellement République
du Kossovo) parce que je ne croyait pas me trouver en cette occasion face a une intervention
que je ne peux qualifier que de "provocation”. Pour cette raison, je suis donc obligé d’opérer
avec ce que je peux retenir par coeur de mes lectures de documents.

Mais je peux vous assurer, Mesdames et Messieurs, que les données fournies par le
rapport de M. Mihajlovic non seulement ne correspondent pas a la réalité, mais cherchent
encore a renverser completement la vérité déja bien établie scientifiquement, au profit des
theses serbes pérituées et des convoitises actuelles de Belgrade vour faire revivre les
fantasmes du Moyen Age et pour justifier les préparatifs de massacres nouveaux contre les
albanais.

Si quelqu’un a le droit de se plaindre d’€tre discriminé, chassé, exterminé sans cesse
pendant presque 200 ans au Kossovo, ce serait les albanais. On nous parle d’un mouvement
séparatiste albanais au Kossovo aidé par 1’Albanie (faites attention, les albanais qui
manifestent pacifiquement au Kossovo seraient des “"séparatistes (...), et les serbes qui
provoquent des affrontements violents en Croatie sur 1’instigation de Belgrade agiraient en
"auto-défense"). A ce propos, je dois dire sans équivoque que le probléme des albanais en
Yougoslavie ne peut aucunement étre déformé par des accusations de séparatisme. Il n’est pas
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question d’un mouvement séparatiste albanais au Kossovo, mais d’une lutte populaire et
pacifique d’une nation (la nation albanaise) pour obtenir ses droits nationaux inali€énables sur
la base du principe bien connu du droit des peuples a disposer d’eux-mémes, et pour jouir des
mémes droits que les autres nations dans I’Etat yougoslave multinational. Quant a I’ Albanie,
c’est injustement qu’elle est accusée. L’Albanie a le droit d’étre solidaire et de soutenir la
lutte pour I’auto-détermination de la nation albanaise en Yougoslavie comme toute autre lutte
de ce genre dans les limites permises par le droit international. Mais 1’Albanie n’a pas su ni
pu le faire pour plusieurs raisons d’ordre international et interne, et surtout parce qu’elle a été
longtemps dominée par une équipe de dirigeants communistes qui, depuis la deuxi¢me guerre
mondiale et la lune de miel dans les rapports albano-yougoslaves, dans les années 1944-48
et par la suite, ont sacrifi€ les intéréts 1égitimes de la population albanaise en Yougoslavie au
profit de "l’internationalisme" et des rapports étroits entre communistes albanais et
yougoslaves. D’autre part, la Yougoslavie a réussi par sa politique et par des moyens divers
a4 imposer a 1’Albanie des situations tres difficiles sur le plan international et a I’intérieur du
pays. A Belgrade on doit savoir cela mieux que n’importe ou et ne pas prétendre que
1I’Albanie a aidé le "mouvement séparatiste” au Kossovo.

Les albanais de Yougoslavie ne peuvent en aucune maniere €tre considérés et traités
comme une minorité nationale. Ils ont tous les traits d’une nation. Ils sont, quant au nombre,
le troisiéme groupe national aprés les serbes et les croates. Ils ont non seulement le droit,
mais la volonté et la détermination de prendre place comme nation, égale avec les autres. Il
y a exactement un an, le 7 septembre 1991, I’Assemblée des députés €élus par la population
du Kossovo a proclamé la République du Kossovo, territoire qui se trouve actuellement sous
occupation militaire par la Serbie. Le gouvernement albanais n’a pas, jusqu’a ce jour, reconnu
cette République, malgré les demandes réitérées de 1’opinion publique albanaise et des députés
de I’opposition au parlement. Voila un autre témoignage qui prouve que I’ Albanie officielle
a "aidé" les albanais de Yougoslavie, que certains qualifie de "séparatistes”.

Je tiens aussi a affirmer que les albanais du Kossovo et de Yougoslavie en général, ne
sont pas non plus une minorité si I’on tient compte de leur rapport avec I’autre partie de la
nation albanaise. Ils sont aussi nombreux que les albanais citoyens de la République
d’Albanie. Les albanais en Yougoslavie sont autochtones depuis des temps immémoriaux. Ils
habitent, & une forte concentration et en masse trés compacte, des territoires bien déterminés,
qui forment des unités politiques, géographiques, culturelles, historiques et ethnographiques
distinctes et bien précises. Un fait plus important encore est que les albanais du Kossovo ont
fait clairement savoir, par la voix de leurs hommes de sciences et de culture les plus
éminents, par leurs hommes politiques les plus populaires, par tous les intellectuels et
finalement par le peuple entier, qu’ils rejettent la thése serbe qui cherche a leur imposer un
statut de minorité nationale, thése qui joue également le role de cheval de bataille dans le
rapport de M. Mihajlovic, mais qui est périmée depuis bien longtemps face a la réalité. Les
albanais du Kossovo ont fait savoir de facon résclue qu’ils n’accepteront jamais d’étre a
nouveau réduits au stade de minorité nationale, ce qui serait renoncer a leurs droits nationaux.

Dans le rapport on retrouve la thése largement rabattue par la propagande de Belgrade
a propos des efforts des albanais pour mettre sur pied la "Grande Albanie". Ce concept n’a
été ni inventé ni utilisé par les albanais, mais par les serbes, pour justifier les actes anti-
albanais. L’Albanie ne peut et ne doit étre ni grande, ni petite, ni moyenne, mais elle-méme,
comme tout autre Etat national, c’est-a-dire 1’Albanie. C’est par contre 1’Etat serbe qui
historiquement et actuellement cherche a devenir la "Grande Serbie", en prétendant inclure
méme des villages serbes qui existent quelque part comme enclaves.
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L’albanisation du Kossovo entre 1966-1988 est difficilement concevable et tout-a-fait
contraire aux faits. Je doute qu’il y ait quelqu’un pour la prendre au sérieux. Cette histoire
ne saurait devenir vraie en prétendant que 220.000 serbes ont ét€ chassés du Kossovo pendant
cette période. C’est un autre fait surprenant de constater 1’allégation que, depuis le congres
de Berlin de 1878, jusqu’a 1988, 600.000 serbes ont été chassés du Kossovo. Mais comment
et par qui ce nombre fantastique de serbes a été chassé. Or on sait bien que jamais, jusqu’au
début de la colonisation serbe en 1913 dans la région du Kossovo, il n’y a eu de quantité
importante de serbes. Bien au contraire, aprés le Congres de Berlin, les serbes ont massacré
et chassé plus d’une centaine de milliers d’albanais des régions de Toplica, Prokouple, les
alentours du Nish. Aprés I’occupation du Kossovo en 1912-1913, ils ont perpéuré des
massacres successifs et chassé les albanais pour changer le caractére ethnique de la région.
Les chiffres fournis dans le rapport de M. Mihajlovic sont calculés pour induire en erreur
I’opinion européenne et balkanique et pour justifier les visées serbes d’entreprendre une
nouvelle colonisation du Kossovo.

I1 est complétement faux de prétendre que des albanais d’Albanie se soient introduits
au Kossovo pour prendre les maisons et les propriétés des serbes. Il n’y a eu que quelques
centaines de fugitifs albanais qui se sont installés temporairement au Kossovo apres la
deuxi¢me guerre mondiale, et qui ont ensuite quitté la Yougoslavie de leur propre gré ou de
force.

Si I’on veut apprendre la vérité sur le Kossovo, il faut se référer aux faits historiques.
La Serbie a toujours mené un politique féroce de dénationalisation du Kossovo albanais par
tous les moyens. Cette politique a été présentée de fagon claire et nette dans de nombreuses
études politiques et scientifiques serbes, et surtout dans les deux rapports "tristement fameux"
de ’académicien serbe Vasa Tchoubrilovitch, 1’un présenté devant le club culturel Serbe en
1937 et 'autre envoyé a Tito en 1944, et qui contenait des propositions concrétes pour
exterminer la population albanaise. En fait, la politique serbe d’extermination a été€ et reste
constante. Depuis le début du XXe, environ 1.000.000 d’albanais ont ét€ massacrés ou chassés
du Kossovo. A plusieurs reprises les serbes ont provoqué, par la terreur et les ruses, des
exodes massifs d’albanais. Au milieu des années 1950 par exemple, plus de 300.000 albanais
ont quitt€ la Yougoslavie pour aller s’installer en Turquie. En 1944-1945 I’ Armée yougoslave
de libération nationale, de concert avec les bandes serbes, ont tué 50.000 albanais. 4.000
jeunes albanais qui avaient ét€ mobilisés pour le front de guerre contre les nazis ont été
amenés et massacrés a Tivar comme des moutons. Et que dire encore des centaines de milliers
d’autres qui sont obligés d’aller en Europe, aux Etats-Unis, ou en Australie pour chercher du
travail. Il est vrai que les albanais ont une forte natalit€ et que leur croissance démographique
est plus importante que celle des serbes. Mais faut-il encore penser a leurs imposer des quotas
de naissance. Va-t-on vraiment, pour plaire & la politique de domination serbe au Kossovo,
s’ingérer dans les affaires du lit conjugal ? Je me demande qui est alors victime de
discrimination au Kossovo: les serbes ou les albanais ?

I serait long de rejeter point par point les allégations concernant la manipulation et
I’utilisation de la population albanaise par I’empire ottoman, les nazis, les séparatistes, les
mouvementes fascistes européens et yougoslaves aujourd’hui contre 1’intégrité de la Serbie.
Mais je crois que tout le monde peut facilement se rendre compte que de telles allégations
ne peuvent avoir force d’arguments. L’autre thése serbe qui consiste & présenter le Kossovo
comme le berceau de I’identité spirituelle, politique, culturelle serbe, parce qu’elle a fait partie
de I’Etat serbe du Roi Dushan au moyen-age. C’est ici le malheur du chauvinisme serbe. I1
tente de faire revenir sur la scéne historique le moyen-age. Mais & ce moment d’autres terres



66 European Security in the 1990s: Problems of South-East Europe

balkaniques ont ét€ occupées par les serbes. Et puis il ne faut pas oublier que les ancétres des
albanais étaient au Kossovo avant I’arrivée des premiers immigrants serbes. Si 1’on parle de
droit d’occupation tous les Balkans devraient tombés dans les mains d’autres Etats.

Un avertissement trop sérieux est lancé concernant les conséquences tragiques qui
pourraient se produire pour la paix et la sécurité en Europe si la situation au Kossovo n’est
pas controlée comme il faut. Il est clair que la Serbie cherche a faire monter la tension pour
réaliser ses propres visées. On voit aussi cela en Croatie, ol la main de Belgrade crée des
troubles et des conflits. Cette politique est trés dangereuse et ne peut aboutir a rien de bon.
Pour servir la paix et la sécurité en Europe il faut reconnaitre et garantir les droits nationaux
des albanais en Yougoslavie et ne pas les massacrer ou les opprimer. Il est vrai que 1’Europe
ne peut pas se sentir tranquille sans que la question nationale albanaise aboutisse a une
solution juste et acceptable d’un point de vue du droit, de la justesse historique et des réalités
contemporaines. Des écoles pour quelques prétendues minorités monténégrines et serbes en
Albanie sont demandées. Mais il n’est pas possible de satisfaire cette demande pour la simple
raison qu’il n’existe pas de telle minorité. Peut-on considérer comme minorité un poignée de
familles d’immigrants ? Combien d’immigrants y a-t-il partout dans le monde ? Parlant de
minorité on n’hésite pas d’essayer de créer de fausses impressions a propos de la minorité
grecque en Albanie en évoquant le chiffre de 350.000 grecs. Il n’y en a que 58.000.

Une derni¢re remarque. M. Mihajlovic écrit dans son rapport: "... dans les Balkans, en
Bulgarie, Roumanie et en particulier en Albanie, la démocratie reste a étre instaurée". Oui,
en Albanie nous avons vraiment besoin d’une démocratie plus large et véritable et nous
travaillons pour cela. Mais c’est la Serbie qui est trop en retard quant aux changements
démocratiques.

Ignac Golob

Worries and fears for the future of security in South-East Europe seem to be the clearest
common denominator of the debate this morning. These fears are mostly situated in the
context of the status quo or, more precisely, the notion that security may be maintained in the
framework of the status quo. This is out of tune with some important present-day facts.

The fall of the Berlin wall symbolized the beginning of changes in Eastern Europe and
Soviet Union. These changes are no doubt going to affect the rest of Europe in the long run.
Changes are like rivers - they cannot be stopped arbitrarily or be allowed to engulf only some
specifically chosen and targeted subjects. The changes in Eastern Europe and the Soviet
Union are now engulfing the undemocratic relationships in some countries that were kept
together by authoritarianism, earlier of dynastic origins and later of an ideological character.

In this, "undemocratic" is the key word, since the changes in Berlin are about
democracy. Democracy nationally and internationally is a spiritus movens of all these
changes.

This has brought about the speedy unification of Germany and all the requests and
efforts for the implementation of self-determination in Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union.
Democracy and its future is at stake.

It is commendable how this was widely understood in the case of Germany. It is
regrettable how this is not understood in the case of Yugoslavia. Some people that I know had
"self-determination” on their lips for forty years, but now that the issue has come to their
door, they are trying to avoid it. There is no way of ducking the issue or pretending that this
is all about "illegal secessionist” action, on the part of republics or governments.



Responses and Discussion 67

In Slovenia 97% of voters voted in favour of independence at secret polls. To claim that
97% of the Slovenes are "illegal" or in violation of law is unreasonable, to say the least.
Slovenes have decided for independence in a fully democratic way. Slovenia is not aiming
to live in isolation. Slovenes want to be independent and be open to co-operation with all.

It has become fashionable to speak about "nationalist passions. Why not take a
dispassionate view and understand that we are not dealing with passions but with the refusal
to honor the right of self-determination?

The United Nations Organization and its role in the area has not been mentioned yet.
No doubt the United Nations will play a role in the conflicts in the Balkans. Its first and most
important peace-keeping role was in this area, in Greece at the end of the 1940s. It is
interesting to note that the United Nations has been involved in security or peace issues in
Europe only in the Balkans or the outer edges of this area (Trieste, South Tyrol, the Soviet
intervention in Hungary in 1956, Czechoslovakia in 1968, the threat of Soviet intervention
in Yugoslavia in 1949/50 and the afore mentioned case of civil war in Greece).

The United Nations will have to play a role in Balkans, perhaps sooner than any of us
thinks.
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Chapter 4
Military Postures and Doctrines of the South-East
European Countries

George Katsirdakis

Introduction’

Definition

In the various data and information included in this paper, the countries referred to as
"South-Eastern European countries" or for brevity "the Balkans" or "Balkan countries" are,
in alphabetical order, Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, Romania, Turkey and Yugoslavia. Some
might also include the South-Western areas of the Soviet Union (Republics of Moldavia, the
Ukraine, Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaidzan) and also the republic of Cyprus. However, for
the purposes of this paper I would like to concentrate only on the Balkan countries,
recognising that Turkey, although partly a Balkan country, is located for the most part outside
of Europe.

Area

The Balkans constitute a large territorial group with a total area of 1,546,610 square
kilometres, from the northern borders of Yugoslavia and Romania to the island of Crete, and
from the Adriatic Sea to the Turko-Iranian Borders. To make the size of this territory better
understood one could say that the area of the Balkans is roughly equal to the aggregate area
of Spain, Portugal, France, Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Germany. (Table 1
gives a detailed analysis of the area by individual country.)

Borders/Coastline

The total length of the external land borders of the six Balkan countries (excluding borders
with each other) is 5,163 km while the total length of their extensive coastline is 27,097 km,
a huge length of borders not at all easy to defend. The Balkan countries share borders with
7 other countries (Italy, Austria, Hungary, the USSR, Iran, Iraq and Syria). In particular the
Greek and the Dalmatian coasts of Yugoslavia are endowed with thousands of islands and
many safe ports and anchorages where naval forces could be accommodated. (Table 2 gives
details on borders and coastlines by individual country.)

Terrain Characteristics

The Balkan terrain is mainly mountainous, especially in Yugoslavia (with the exception
of the north-eastern parts and some central and eastern plateaus and valleys) Albania, Greece
(with some flat areas in the central parts of Thessaly and Macedonia) and Turkey (excluding
its European section of Turkish Thrace and some small strips near the coast of Asiatic
Turkey). Bulgaria has a long mountain chain running through its central region along its
southern border with Greece, and aleng its western borders with Yugoslavia, with relatively

' All information contained in this paper is unclassified and represents personal views of the author not necessarily
reflecting NATO views.
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large plains in the South, South-East, East and North along the Romanian borders. Finally,
Romania, except for the bulk of the Carpathian mountains in the centre, is made up low-
elevation terrain. The mountain chains, however, form many tank-passable valleys in all of
these countries, which traditionally have been used for launching military operations against
the Balkan countries.

Table 1: Defence Posture and Military Doctrines Area and Population Data

Area % of Labour
Country (km?) Total | Population | Density Force
Area

Albania 28,748 1.86 3,273,131 1954 | 1,500,000
Bulgaria 110,910 7.18 8,933,544 80.5 | 4,300,000
Greece 131,957 8.54 10,028,171 76.0 | 4,046,000
Romania 237,500 15.36 23,273,285 98.0 | 11,129,000
Turkey 780,695 50.51 56,704,327 72.6 | 18,680,000
Yugoslavia 255,800 16.55 23,841,606 93.2 | 9,600,000
Total 1,546,610 | 100.00 | 126,054,066 81.5 | 49,255,000

Table 2: Borders and Coastlines of Balkan Countries

Countries Coastline Borders - Total
(kms) (kms)

Albania 362 768 (Greece: 282 - Yugoslavia: 486)

Bulgaria 354 1,881 (Greece: 494 Romania: 608)

Greece 15,021 1,228 (Albania: 282 Bulgaria: 494)
(Turkey: 206 - Yugoslavia: 246)

Romania 225 2,904  (Bulgaria: 608 Hungary: 443)
(USSR: 1,307 - Yugoslavia: 546)

Turkey 7,200 2,715 (Bulgaria: 240 - Greece: 206)
(Iran: 499 - Iraq: 331)
(USSR: 617 - Syria: 822)

Yugoslavia 3,935 2,961 (Albania: 486 Austria: 311)
(Bulgaria: 539 Greece: 246)
(Hungary: 631 - Italy: 202)
(Romania: 546)
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Population

The Balkans are not very densely populated due to the mountainous and inhospitable
terrain in most parts of their territory. The total population is 126,054,066 with an overall
density of 81.5 inhabitants per square kilometre. This population (by1990 estimates) is
roughly equal to the aggregate population of Portugal, Spain, France, Belgium, Luxembourg
and the Netherlands. As can be seen on Table 1, although Turkey has the largest population,
it has the lowest population density. On the other hand Albania has the smallest population
but its population density is extremely high - 2.7 times that of Turkey, or 2.4 times the
average for the Balkans. This last element, coupled with the extremely high growth rate of
Albania’s population - 2.5% per year - indicates that sooner or later Albania will have to
consider expanding itself to accommodate its oversized and explosively-increasing population.

Table 3 outlines the defence-related demographic information for the Balkans. It is
interesting to note that the number of young males fit for service and of drafting age in the
6 countries amounts to 1,153,263. With an average of 20 months of military service in the
Balkans, the 6 countries could have a total of 1,922,105 conscripts in service without
mobilisation or a peacetime armed force totaling 2,6 million men if the current number of
regular personnel were serving in the armed forces. This military manpower potential of the
Balkans is truly stunning if one considers that the total peacetime manpower of the 16 NATO
countries in Europe is 3.1 million. The Balkan military potential is therefore approximately
84% of the total NATO manpower in Europe. Also interesting to note from Table 3 is the
very high growth rate of Albania and Turkey (around 2.5% per year), which is 5 times greater
than that of Yugoslavia and Romania, nearly 17 times greater than that of Greece and 31
times greater than the growth rate of Bulgaria. This is especially significant if it is considered
as an underlying factor potentially conditioning the foreign and security policy of those two
countries.

Table 3: Military Demographic Information

Country Males Militar; Age |Males Fit for| Drafting Age | Population
Males Military Males Fit for |Growth Rate
(15-49) Service |Military Service
Albania 1,678,600 882,965 729,635 33,598 2.50
Bulgaria 4,409,600 | 2,177,404 | 1,823,111 66,744 0.08
Greece 4,933,860 | 2,418,754 1,861,141 73,809 0.15
Romania 11,492,200 | 5,736,783 | 4,860,427 193,537 0.53
Turkey 28,698,264 | 14,413,944 | 8,813,430 597,547 2.35
Yugoslavia 11,844,600 | 6,135,628 | 4,970,420 188,028 0.52
Total 63,057,124 | 31,765,478 | 23,058,164 1,153,263
Minorities

One of the striking characteristics of the Balkans is the great diversity presented by the
multitude of religious and ethnic minorities that tends to complicate immensely the various
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local disputes and makes efforts for increased security in the area much more difficult. In
terms of religion, 49.6% of the Balkan population is Muslim, 39% Eastern Orthodox, 7.5%
is Roman Catholic, and the remaining 3.9% are Protestants, Jews, and other groups. The
pollitically-motivated movements by Turkey to strengthen its ties with the Muslim populations
in the Balkans, the rapprochement of Greece with Eastern Orthodox groups, again for political
reasons, and the fierce struggle in Yugoslavia between the Eastern Orthodox Serbs and the
Catholic Slovenes and Croats all indicate how politically important the religious affiliations
of the various minorities can be from a security standpoint.

However, the social groupings scenario is far more fragmented than the mention of these
religious minority groups suggests. The fragmentation is further complicated by the
innumerable ethnic groups and minorities that dot the map of the Balkan territory. Counting
only the major groups and grouping the smaller ones under the heading "others" produces
some 30 major groups and at least twice as many if the category "others" is further analyzed.
For example, Yugoslavia has at least 22 ethnic groups, Romania at least 9, Turkey 11, and
Bulgaria approximately 8 groups. Greece has 4 groups according to some statistics, and
finally Albania is said to have 7 ethnic groups. This amounts to a grand total of 61 ethnic
groups, not counting the groups amounting to less than 0.2% of each country’s population.
The current ethnic struggles in Yugoslavia, the ousting of the Turks from Bulgaria, the crisis
of the Albanians in Kosovo, the question of Hungarians in Transylvania and the minority
questions between Greece and Turkey illustrate vividly all the security risks that may arise
from disputes between ethnic or religious minorities in the Balkans.

Strategic Considerations
Strategic Importance

The Balkan peninsula, the Turkish Straits, the mainland of Turkey, and the Greek island
complex constitute an area of great geostrategic importance. Some of the more basic elements
of strategic importance are:

1. The Balkans are contiguous to the Soviet Union, the Middle East and North Africa, three
areas of great strategic significance for the West.

2. The Turkish Straits and their continuation by the Greek island complex in the Aegean Sea
constitute a strategic position that can adequately control the exit of Soviet naval forces
from the Black Sea.

3. The island of Crete in Greece can serve as a important air and naval base controlling the
lines of communication in the Eastern Mediterranean. It could also serve as a base for
operations against North Africa (as in World War II), the Balkans (from the South) or
Turkey. All these areas are less than 150 miles from Crete.

4. Yugoslavia is the natural way joining Western and Central Europe, through Greece and/or
Turkey, with North Africa and the Middle East, by road or by ferry transports.

5. Romanian and Bulgarian territory has always been considered essential for any Soviet
operations against Greece or Turkey to the South, particularly during the Warsaw Pact
days.

6. Albanian territory could be used as a basis to block the sea lines of communication in the
Adriatic and Ionian Seas and also for launching operations against Greece and Yugoslavia.
This latter option was actually used by Italy in World War IL
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7. Greek territory is vital for the security of Turkey and vice-versa. NATO’s strategy,
especially with the recent increased emphasis on risks from the Middle East and North
Africa, depends on maintaining control of both of those strategically-placed countries.

Strategic Resources

One additional dimension of the strategic importance of the Balkans is the set of strategic
resources of those countries. The main geostrategic assets of the Balkans are:

1. Ports

Balkan countries are endowed with several safe ports and bays that can safely be used for
naval bases and, both combat and support, naval operations. Greece, with the longest coastline
(15,000 kms) has at least 40 major ports, most of which are suitable for naval operations,
while the other 5 countries are also equipped with adequate facilities.

2. Airfields

This is an important strategic asset for the Balkans. There are 930 usable airfields of
which 334 (36%) are equipped with permanent hard surface and adequately long runways to
support all kinds of military operations. An interesting detail is that 41% of those airfields
(for a total of 380, of which 120 are hard-surfaced) are in Bulgaria.

3. Energy Potential

All the Balkan countries produce some crude oil, but not much. Total known reserves of
the six countries amount to 2.05 billion barrels or roughly 3 years’ consumption. The total
production level in 1989 was 129.7 million barrels or 17.8% of their total consumption
(Albania’s production covers 55% of its consumption, Romania’s 32%, Yugoslavia’s 21.4%,
Turkey’s 11.7%, Greece’s 7% and Bulgaria’s 0.6%).

The proven natural gas reserves amount to 281 billion m3, almost 50% of which is in
Romania. Production in 1989 - 35.87 billion m3 - covered 65.9% of consumption. Only
Albania has a production more than its requirements.

In terms of uranium, Greece is known to have considerable deposits amounting to 23,000
tons while Turkey is estimated to have around 6,000 tons. The other countries also have
deposits but of unknown size. As far as production goes, Bulgaria most likely meets its
uranium requirements of 850 tons per year through local production, while Yugoslavia
produces 85 tons and Turkey about 1.3 tons on an experimental basis.

Only Bulgaria makes wide use of nuclear energy (about one third of its electricity is
generated by nuclear plants) while most other electricity is produced in the Balkans by
thermoelectric plants. Only Albania has a large part of its electricity produced by
hydroelectric plants. Finally, coal resources (mostly lignite) are significant - about 70 billion
tons (49.2% in Yugoslavia). Production in 1989 was 250.9 million tons of lignite and 26.2
million tons of coke and hard coal (92.8% of consumption requirements).

4. Strategic Mineral Resources

The Balkans have proven reserves and production facilities for nine of the 13 metals
normally referred to as strategic. This is of particular importance in view of the fact that,
excluding Greek deposits and production of those minerals, the EEC is 100% dependent on
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imports of 11 of those 13 strategic minerals with only a small production of aluminium (6%
of requirements) and tungsten (25% of requirements).

If Greece, for illustrative purposes, is included in the Balkans rather than in the EEC, then
the production of strategic minerals of the Balkans versus total EEC consumption
requirements would look as follows: Aluminium (Bauxite) 53.6%; Chromium (Chromite)

198% (or 13.7% of world production); Cobalt -10%, Manganese - 2.5%; Molybdenum -1%;
Nickel - 11.8%; platinum group metals - 0.2%; Titanium -0.4%; Tungsten 2.6%. There are
no known reserves or production of Niobium/Columbium, Tantalum, Tin or Vanadium.

5. Other Mineral Wealth
Balkan countries also have a wide range of other valuable minerals for industry, some of
which are in considerable production even compared to total world production. Again,
expressing Balkan production as a percentage of EEC demand (and including Greece in the
Balkans) the statistics are: Antimony - 20.8%; Barytes - 64.6%; Asbestos - 22.7%, Bismuth -
12.5%; Boron 125% (or 43.8% of world production); Cadmium - 9.8%; copper - 13.7%;
Fluorspar - 3.2%; Gold - 0.3%; industrial (synthetic) diamonds - 7.9%; iron ore - 6.3%; Lead
- 17.2%; Magnesium - 1700% (or 19.9% of world production) Mercury - 2.7% of world
production (no data for EEC demand); Phosphates - 0.08% of world reserves (no consumption
data or production levels), Selenium - 8.2%; Silicon - 30.8%; Silver - 3%; Sulphur - 9.5%;
Zinc - 13.8%.

6. Merchant Marine Resources

Another important resource for sea transport operations is the huge merchant marine
potential of the Balkans. In total, Balkan countries have 3,950 ships over 100 gross tons for
a total tonnage of 58,370,139. Of those, 47.9% of the ships and 65.9% of the tonnage belong
to Greece.

7. Inland Road/Railroad Network

This is a valuable resource for inland transport, but in the Balkans it is not as extensive
as it could be. Total railroad network length is 36,600 kms (one third of which is in Romania)
while the road network is 673,000 kms, of which only 299,000 (44.5%) are paved. The rest
are dirt roads.

8. Pipelines

The crude oil pipeline system has a total length of 6,725 kms (44.6% of which is in
Romania), the natural gas pipeline has a total length of 11,472 kms (of which 55.8% is in
Romania) while the pipeline network for the transport of refined products (petrol, oil and
lubricants) has a total length of 4,920 kms (47.2% of which is in Turkey).

Security Considerations
Security Risks
As a rule, the amount of effort invested in defence by each country is determined mainly by
that country’s threat perceptions, its economic capabilities and its foreign and security policy.

In the Balkans, very large defence postures are visible, postures which are not commensurate
to the economic capabilities of the countries, mainly because of their increased threat
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perceptions. Threat perceptions in the Balkans can be classified in three categories - minority-
related, external risks which are not directly related to minorities, and internal risks.

1. Minority-Related Risks

This is a category of risks perceived by all Balkan countries because of the intricate maze
of the distribution of minorities - as a rule, all countries host at least one minority from
another Balkan country (or from more than one), and there are also odd minority cases. The
purpose of this paper is not to describe such cases in detail but rather to mention only
indicatively the following cases:

Albania hosts the Greek minority in its South, called Northern Epirus by Greece, while
Albania in its turn has large ethnic Albanian groups in Yugoslavia (a total of over 3 million,
although Albania itself has a total population of 3.2 million), with the highest concentration
in the Serbian autonomous province of Kosovo;

Bulgaria hosts a large Muslim minority numbering about 1,000,000, almost 800,000 of
which are ethnic Turks, and also claims sponsorship of the "Macedonian" minority in
Yugoslavia;

Greece hosts a Muslim minority in its north-eastern area of Thrace (around 130,000
people, about 100,000 of which are ethnic Turks) and supports the Greek minority in Albania
and the dwindling Greek minority in Turkey while having a special interest and concern in
the case of the so-called "Macedonian" minority of Yugoslavia;

Romania hosts an almost 2,000,000-strong Hungarian minority in its Northern territory
of Transylvania and supports Moldavia (a breakaway republic of the former USSR which,
until 1940, was the Romanian province of Bessarabia) as well as a Romanian minority
(42,000 people) in the Serbian autonomous region of Vojvodina;

Turkey hosts a small Greek minority (numbering over 110,000 in 1922, but now only
5,000 are remaining) as well as the odd case of the Kurds (numbering around 8.5 million)
who are not supported by other countries but are part of the Kurdish nation spreading through
Turkey, Syria, Iraq, Iran and the USSR. Turkey supports the Muslim minorities in Greece and
Bulgaria and lately has expressed interest in and sensitivity for all Muslim populations in the
Balkans and in the Soviet Union;

Yugoslavia hosts the largest ethnic Albanian minority (most problematic is the case of
Kosovo), the much-disputed minority of "Macedonians" supported by Bulgaria, a large
Hungarian minority (over 400,000 people), and a smaller Romanian minority in the
autonomous province of Vojvodina. Lately, the large ethnic "Muslim" minority of Bosnia and
Herzegovina (1.8 million people) also seems to be supported by Turkey although they have
no ethnic relationship to Turkey.

All these intricate interrelationships of minority sponsorships and liabilities generate many
concerns in the countries concerned. In particular, countries hosting a minority that is
supported by another country suspect that the interest and sensitivity displayed by the sponsor
country for the welfare of the minority is not genuine. They fear that this interest is only an
excuse that would allow them to express a territorial claim and ultimately try to annex that
territory at the expense of the hosting country. In some cases, this gives rise to a multi-
directional threat perception, which fuels large investments in defence and the maintenance
of an extremely high defence establishment to avoid the danger of external intervention.
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2. External Risks not Directly Related to Minorities

In addition to minority-related risks there are addtional risks for the Balkans - that is,
threat perceptions from external sources not related to minority questions. Some examples are
the mutual threat perceptions expressed by Greece and Turkey, the perception of Yugoslavia
(Serbia and its allies) that the West may intervene to stop the Serb and the Yugoslav Federal
Army from attacking the Croatians and other anti-Serbian groups (Slovenes, "Muslims",
"Macedonians”, ethnic Albanians, ethnic Hungarians, and ethnic Romanians); Greece’s
perception of the more remote possibility that Bulgaria (despite the current honeymoon period
of Greek-Bulgarian relations) could become hostile in the future because of different views
and conflicting interests in "Macedonia” and could revive its old claims on territory in
Northern Greece (Eastern Macedonia and Thrace); and the additional threat perception of
Turkey arising from its Middle-Eastern neighbours - Syria, Iraq and Iran. These risks further
fuel the defence effort and inflate the defence postures of the Balkan countries.

3. Internal Risks

A common characteristic of the Balkans is the level of internal instability, exhibited to a
greater degree in the four non-NATO countries. Such instabilities are fuelled by serious
economic problems in all six countries thereby causing frustration and disappointment for
various professional, social or political groups that result in demonstrations, riots and other
destabilising activities. This situation is, of course, much more serious in the four non-NATO
countries. Political instability in the non-NATO countries is another very important instability
factor that could cause the governing groups to consider using the armed forces to quell the
reactions of various groups to the processes of democratisation and economic transformation
with the introduction of a market economy (as exemplified by the recent violent miners’ riots
in Romania). Finally, a serious source of instability could be the reaction of the armed forces
to efforts by the central government to depoliticise, restructure or reduce the influence of the
armed forces. There have been several such examples already in Albania and Bulgaria, and
the current autonomy of the Yugoslav Federal Army is one more illustration of the maverick
that refuses to subject itself to the control of legal government authorities.

Security Policy

Each country is trying to organise its defence establishment and to organise its foreign
relations in such a way as to most effectively reducé the possibility of a security risk turning
into a real conflict.

1. Foreign Relations Aspects

One way of improving feelings of security is to improve relations with potential
adversaries for the purpose of reducing security risks. Albanian-Greek relations have greatly
improved recently. Albanian-Yugoslavian relations remain tense and without any significant
improvement because of the strong position adopted by Serbia towards Kosovo. Greek-
Turkish relations have been in perpetual transition from crises to slight improvements, but
there has not been any tangible developments of late to indicate a serious improvement.
Greek-Bulgarian relations are better than ever, and there is very little to indicate a
deterioration of those relations except for possible negative developments in the future over
the "Macedonian" issue. Turkish-Bulgarian relations, after a period of explosive crisis in 1989,
have improved substantially and seem to be improving continuously, although the Bulgarians
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are frequently suspicious of Turkish intentions. Bulgarian-Serbian relations are not bad,
certainly not dangerous, but neither are they good, because of the "Macedonian" question. It
seems likely that as soon as Serbia has solved its problems in Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina
and Kosovo, it will deal rather violently with "Macedonia’s" independence, which would
certainly lead to a confrontation with Bulgaria. Romanian-Hungarian relations are much better
now than in the past two years, and although the Hungarian minority question still remains
unresolved the two countries have even signed some co-operation agreements including an
"Open Skies" régime over each other’s territory. Romanian-USSR relations are good, but
rather confused because of recent developments in the USSR. The question of Moldavia
remains but the two governments are trying to keep it in low profile. Yugoslavian (Serbian)
relations with Hungary are generally good although there seems to be some unrest in the
Hungarian minority of Vojvodina.

2. Broader Inter-Balkan Relations

Albanian relations with all the Balkan countries (except Yugoslavia) are developing quite
well, with Greece and Turkey being the major players. However, each is suspicious of the
other, which could lead to eventual deterioration in Albanian relations with the country that
perceives itself to be marginalised by Albania. Bulgaria maintains excellent relations with all
the Balkan countries except Turkey, where not all the ice has been broken. Romania maintains
excellent relations with all the Balkan countries and has no open issues of confrontation with
any other country. Yugoslavia’s relations can hardly be considered since, in essence, it is
necessary to assess the relations of each individual republic. Finally, Greece and Turkey have
been improving their relations with the other Balkan states, but Turkey suspects that Greece’s
motive is to gather support from their Balkan neighbours to use against Turkish interests.
Likewise Greece is suspicious that Turkey’s goal in seeking closer relations with
"Macedonia", Albania and the Muslim groups in the Balkans is to frustrate Greece’s efforts
and create a counter balance that would act against Greek interests.

3. Defence-Related Agreements, Measures and Proposals in the Balkans

The agreement signed between Romania and the USSR for mutual military co-operation
is an interesting example of Romania’s effort to maintain a link with the USSR. Bulgaria is
considering a similar agreement but without the non-NATO clause. However, the non-
ratification of the Romania-USSR agreement by the Romanian Parliament is a bad omen for
a potentially similar Bulgarian-Soviet agreement. The agreement between Romania and
Hungary to conduct 4 aerial overflight missions over each other’s territory is an elementary
"Open Skies" arrangement. This is certainly a positive confidence-building measure. A further
interesting case was the proposal of the Greek Prime Minister K. Mitsotakis for the
withdrawal of all offensive weapons from an area adjacent to the Greek-Bulgarian-Turkish
borders to reduce the possibility of a surprise attack and thereby increase confidence. The
Bulgarians agreed to the proposal enthusiastically but Turkey rejected it, stating that it was
very general and that it failed to consider the possibility of other potential areas of
confrontation such as the Aegean Sea. A positive development has been the agreement of
friendship and mutual co-operation between Greece and Bulgaria which has allowed for a
broad spectrum of contacts and co-operation even in the military field. Finally, all the Balkan
countries participate in the Balkan Co-operation Council of foreign ministers, which has met
several times already, in hopes that it might develop into an important co-operation forum.
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4. Participation in Various Security Fora

All Balkan countries are members of the CSCE process with Albania becoming the newest
Balkan member in June 1991. Greece is the only Balkan member of the EEC while
Yugoslavia and Turkey have an associate status and Bulgaria and Romania are considering
joining the EEC under some sort of special status that may be devised for the Central and
Eastern European countries. Albania is also looking forward to some sort of contact with the
EEC. Greece and Turkey are members of NATO, former Warsaw Pact members Bulgaria and
Romania are now also seeking some form of association with NATO, while Yugoslavia and
Albania remain uncommitted to any alliance. Greece, Turkey, Bulgaria and Romania are
signatories of the CFE Treaty and also participate in the negotiations for CFE IA. Greece and
Turkey are also candidates for accession to the Western European Union(WEU).

Military Doctrines

Before anything can be said about the defence postures of the six countries of the region, it
is necessary to look into the question of military doctrines. One observation is that there is
quite a lot of confusion on the precise meaning of "doctrine". The term means, it seems,
different things for every country. For some it is confused with “strategy" while for others the
meaning is more related with the way forces are to be organized to defend the country. No
effort will be made in this paper to give a blanket definition of the term in an attempt to
adapt each country’s to that definition. What will rather be done will be a presentation of
what each country considers its own military doctrine. The main source for this information
is the presentations of the respective countries in the CSCE Military Doctrine Seminars.

Albania

The Albanian notion of military doctrine is the method of utilising the potential of the country
for guaranteeing its defence with the smallest possible size of armed forces. The military
doctrine could be characterised as "People’s Defence” and has always had a defensive
orientation. It reflects the strategic military objectives of Albania and caters to its
geographical configuration.

In case of aggression, the armed forces will conduct only defensive operations and attacks
on the rear lines of the aggressor in an attempt to delay offensive strikes, cause damage and
break the aggressors will to fight. The doctrine is particularly suited to the rugged territory
of the country and makes maximum use of the ground constraints on the attacking forces.
Special attention is given to the defense of important strategic points, points of particular
economic (including points of industrial production), political, and administrative importance.
The mission of the active defending forces is to try to repel the aggression. If this is not
possible and the enemy occupies national territory, the doctrine provides for general
mobilisation to support the active forces and try to repel the enemy. Should orthodox defence
fail, the armed forces and partisan units would switch to unorthodox warfare and would
engage the enemy by means of guerilla warfare to cause maximum attrition and break morale.
Albanian forces and civilians and reservists are quite capable of carrying on extended guerilla
warfare, although they do not seem to have any substantial capability to launch an offensive
operation against another state.

The doctrine of "People’s Defence" also involves women (a small number of whom also
serve in the armed forces) and children. School children have military training every two
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weeks. They are frequently seen marching for target practice. Artillery and tanks are also seen
frequently manoeuvring. The country is dotted with tens of thousands of domelike unmanned
pill-boxes intended as cover for riflemen in the event of foreign invasion. In the vineyards
stand large numbers of posts topped with metal spikes as guards against potential paratrooper
attacks.

Bulgaria

Bulgaria’s military doctrine can be termed "reasonable defensive sufficiency". It is a strictly
defensive doctrine stemming from Article 9 of the Bulgarian constitution, which states: "The
Armed Forces guarantee the sovereignty, security and independence of the country and defend
its territorial integrity"”. Bulgaria does not intend to maintain armed forces in excess of the
absolutely essential level for its defence.

According to the Bulgarian doctrine, in the event of aggression, the Bulgarian armed
forces will conduct only defensive operations. In formulating the defence plan the specific
military and geographic conditions in the country have been taken into account. Special
attention is given to defending the most important lines, regions, passes and sectors of the
Black Sea coast accessible for landings and the administrative, political and economic centres
which are most important in the operational sense. A particularly important role is assigned
to the first echelon formations and units, to organise mined obstacles, artillery fire and air
strikes. Land forces, air defence forces, the air force and the navy are used to repel aggression
in a primarily defensive operation. Active forces are retained at a high level of defence
preparedness, and there is also readiness for mobilisation if and when required.

In the event of an armed attack, the army mobilises all available forces to repel aggression
and restore the potentially-violated frontier. The aim is to contain the attack and discourage
the enemy from continuing the war. The basic concept is to force the enemy to concentrate
all its efforts on narrow sectors by a cohesive, rather static defence of first-echelon divisions.
After the enemy concentrations have already suffered considerable attrition by the resistance
of the first-echelon divisions, manoeuvring elements are to launch counterstrikes to destroy
the enemy’s attack formations. If such counterstrikes have little probability of success,
second-echelon formations will occupy prepared defensive positions in the rear to further
weaken the enemy and delay its advance. The objective is to gain time for the higher
echelon’s counterstrike or for the arrival of reinforcements. The Bulgarian territory with its
mostly hilly and mountainous configuration, is quite suitable for static defence of multiple
echelons. If, however, the enemy is highly mobile and flexible he could outflank the defensive
formations of the first echelon and achieve deep penetrations.

Greece

According to Greece, "doctrine" is the system of fundamental principles by which the Armed
Forces accomplish their missions, both on a national and on an allied level. More specifically,
through "doctrine" a country aims to determine the most practical and efficient way of using
the armed forces under the conditions prevailing at the time of their utilisation. The
"doctrine", therefore, expresses the manner in which a country plans and decides to employ
its armed forces in view of national pursuits and goals as well as determining the stance
which the country will take with regard to its relationship with other countries.
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As far as Greece is concerned, the strategic environment dictated by its geography implies
a doctrine of combined-arms defensive operations conducted jointly by the Army, Navy and
Air Force. In this context, Greek forces are compelled to use the concept of "forward defence"
along the border due to the lack of strategic depth, while, at the same time, the lines of
communications to the islands must be ensured.

The characteristics of the Greek territory have their impact on the formulation of Greek
military doctrine:

» The very long borderline (1,000 km from the north only), which requires appropriate
organization and deployment of increased numbers of forces in order to effectively
cover the national territory;

+ The generally-mountainous terrain, suitable for defence manoeuvres and conduct of
unconventional warfare;

+ The lack of depth for effective defence, requiring forward defence on the border line;

« The inadequacy of the road and rail network due to geographical constraints, requiring
self-sufficiency of the forward commands;

» The extended beaches, which provide great possibilities for infiltration, dictating the
need for establishment of an appropriate surveillance system.

A basic goal of Greek defence is not to cede national territory, neither continental nor insular.
To achieve this the defence organization is characterised by:

+ The necessary prepared means to deal with the potential numerical superiority of the
opponent;

» Forward deployment of the armed forces to defend the mainland and the islands;

» Decisive actions to break the morale and the aggressive determination of the potential
opponent and to create favourable conditions, should war be imposed;

» In case of loss of national territory, Greece intends to continue fighting, by whatever
means necessary, until the aggressor’s determination is broken and the integrity of the
national territory is restored.

For the implementation of its doctrine, Greece has established and maintains suitably equipped
and trained armed forces that are in peacetime deployed in such a way as to deter any
potential enemy from attacking the country. However, should deterrence fail, and an armed
attack be launched against the country, the active forces, reinforced by reserves through
mobilisation, will be expected to conduct war operations to break the enemy’s will to continue
fighting and to secure the territorial integrity of the country. The armed forces have a similar
mission within the framework of the Alliance.

The totality of the active population, male and female, would be expected to contribute
to the national defence effort. But apart from its main contribution to manning the armed
forces, the population would also support the defence effort through civil mobilisation, the
continuation of the economic and other vital activities of the country.

The demographic problem of the country, the limited financial resources, and the defence
mission of the armed forces, have the combined result that a number of units are below
capacity strength in peacetime. Through the mobilisation system and through requisition of
means and equipment, Greece can rapidly activate her war potential.
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Finally, in the framework of the Alliance, the provision of external reinforcements from
allied forces contributes to deterrence and, should deterrence fail, these reinforcements would
aid the Greek national forces in defending Greek territory.

Romania

Romania’s new military doctrine is considered to be strictly defensive in nature and makes
no allowance for the potential use of Romanian forces outside the national territory. This, of
course, is in line with standard Romanian policy since 1968, when Romania refused to
participate in the forces sent by the Warsaw Pact in Czechoslovakia. In the event of
aggression, both the army and the population will be expected to take up arms and participate
in the defence of the country.

According to the recent Romanian presentation at the second military doctrine seminar in
Vienna (October 1991), Romania will maintain a sufficient defence capability to safeguard
its security and to repel any armed aggression. The doctrine is characterised as Adequate
Sufficiency of Defence and Optimum Gradual Response. According to this principle, any
armed aggression will be repelled by forces, means and actions strictly commensurate to the
level of forces and resources allocated to the military effort of the aggressor, the intensity of
the operations, and the overall strategic-operational requirements. In the military field the
single strategic aim is the defence of the country against any aggression.

According to the Romanian doctrine, if war cannot be avoided, then from the outset the
response will be strategic defence in the entire theatre of operations. Action in areas
temporarily occupied by the enemy will take the form of an active resistance both by military
elements and by the general/civilian population, organised into resistance groups.

The final stage of the strategic defence provides for counter-offensive operations by units
designed to repel the aggressor and restore the territorial integrity of the country.

Turkey

Turkey characterises its military doctrine as defensive, in line with the military doctrine of
NATO, of which it has been a member since 1952. The Turkish and allied plans provide for
allied participation in the defence of Turkey. The main element of the doctrine is to prevent
war through deterrence. For this reason, sufficient military strength is maintained in
peacetime. In the event of an armed attack, Turkey would defend its interests, restore its
territorial integrity and do its utmost to terminate the war as soon as possible. Elements of
NATO strategy (forward defence, flexible response) are also elements in the doctrine of
Turkey. ’

In peacetime, Turkish forces are maintained at a level which is considered the minimum
for credible deterrence and assured defence. In the formation of the force structure, the basic
criterion is maximum efficiency with minimum force. Turkey’s peacetime forces are deployed
at three separate fronts:

* One front is the Thrace-Straits front. Since Turkey considers the defence of the Straits
as vital both for Turkey and for the Alliance, and given the lack of strategic depth,
Turkey feels it has to maintain in Turkish Thrace a level of forces capable of
defending the region against attacks coming from land-based, amphibious and airborne
units.
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« Two other fronts are those of Eastern and of South-Eastern Anatolia. In both those
fronts adequate forces are deployed since Turkey in those areas neighbours not only
the Soviet Union but also several unstable regimes in the Middle East that possess
weapons of mass destruction, against both of which Turkey must maintain a credible
defence posture.

« In addition, there is also the Army of the Aegean, deployed along the coasts of the
Aegean, which, according to Turkey, consists mainly of training units.

In case of crisis or war, Turkey aims to increase and maintain a much greater force level
based on mobilisation with adequate capabilities for defending her interests and enforcing her
general security policy. The aim of wartime operations would be to defend the territory and
stop the aggressor at the frontier. If territory is lost at that point, Turkey would be able to
launch counter attacks with the help of reinforcements made available by other NATO
countries, in order to to re-establish the integrity of its territory. Since Turkey relies on Allied
reinforcements, both for combat and for logistical support, it is imperative to keep the sea
lines of communication safe and open.

Yugoslavia

Speaking about the military doctrine of Yugoslavia has been made difficult, in light of the
cataclysmic developments in that country. It is no longer relevant to speak of a "Yugoslavian"
military doctrine; to be more realistic, references should be made to the doctrines of each
individual republic, and even those might be insufficient. Due to the volatile situation,
however, and the lack of salient information concerning the warring republics, for, the
purposes of this paper the basic tenets of the official “Yugoslav" military doctrine will be
discussed which, incidentally, form the philosophical basis for the respective doctrines of
the republics.

The official doctrine, which is termed Doctrine of a Total People’s Defensive War, begins
with the explicit constitutional prohibition of anyone be it an individual or a social or
governmental body - signing or acknowledging capitulation or occupation of Yugoslavia in
its entirety, or of any part of its territory whatsoever. On the contrary, the doctrine of defence
is designed in such a way as to offer to each Yugoslavian citizen the best opportunity to
participate, using arms or in some other way, in the defence of his own country.

The Yugoslavian doctrine, designed by Marshal Tito and tested during World War II in
Yugoslavia, has been continuously updated and adapted to new internal and external
circumstances.

According to the stipulations of the doctrine, Yugoslavia, without exception, would wage
war only for the purpose of defending its independence and territorial integrity under attack.

The Total People’s Defensive War means the active participation of all the people, of the
whole population as well as all resources for the defence and protection of the country. This
“total defence" combines all types of combat and overall people’s resistance in the fields
of economy, politics, culture and so on with the armed struggle and resistance. Armed
struggle is the basic and decisive form of combai and resistance in the total people’s
defensive war and has been chosen because the intention is to strike the aggressor at his most
vulnerable point manpower.

The doctrine has adopted a combination of frontal and partisan forms of armed struggle
which is more than a simple sum of the two parts; rather, it introduces a new quality in their
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combination, which is its essential feature. The combined form of armed struggle means
conducting high-intensity and large-scale combat operations and campaigns along the main
operational and strategic avenues of approach on the front line and in the temporarily-seized
territory (in the aggressor’s rear), and, when necessary, even in the defenders’ rear, fighting
the aggressor’s airborne assaults. The ratio of frontal to partisan components would depend
upon the overall ratio of forces and on other conditions in the theatre, whenever the general
ratio of forces would guarantee a certain and quick military victory, the defenders would carry
out combined operations with the main emphasis on a frontal form of armed combat,
attempting to terminate the war as quickly as possible. On the other hand, in the event that
the general ratio of military forces and other conditions are not favourable for the defenders,
the doctrine puts greater emphasis on partisan operations within the temporarily-seized
territory. If the situation is unfavourable, the defenders would continue a high-intensity armed
struggle with the aim to turn a blitzkrieg war - a set of decisive attacks that the aggressor
would wish to deliver quickly and cleanly - into a long-lasting war of attrition, where all the
comparative advantages of that doctrine would become prominent.

In applying the doctrine to the confrontation of a blitzkrieg war, the basic aim is to expand
the battlefield both along