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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 Bletry, 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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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 ajtd 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 Muller 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 modem 
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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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, and 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 structures 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 conations to do so.





Opening Address II

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 o f 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 Eastem 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 Eastem 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 Eastem Europeans striving 
for the political independence of their historical p-thniciries. 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.





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 society, 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.

xix





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 Eastem 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 Eastem shores of Italy 
and drifting through the streets of Bari in the summer of 1991 were still vivid. The advent

1
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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.

 ̂ 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 exanoined 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 taken 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 battie.

 ̂ Germany resorted to this recognition on the 25th of December 1991, as did the European Community ou tlie 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 of 
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. C/.: 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.

* * *

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 
miUtary 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. It le.aves 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.
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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.

* * *

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 Munchen, 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.
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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 CPE 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 regimes. 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 Comeliu Vlad, 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:

• S/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;

• S/23280 - 11 December 1991 - report on the fourth mission of Mr. Vance and containing i.a. in annex the 
text of the plan for the UN peacekeeping operation;

• S/23363 5 January 1992 - Report on the fifth mission of Mr. Vance, containing i.a. in annex the Sarajevo 
implementing accord of 2 January 1992;

• S/23513 - 5 February 1992 - Report on the situation in Yugoslavia;
• S/23592 and Add.l 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 AjfairslRevue 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.

8



Introduction

Chantal de Jonge Oudraat

Aujourd’hui, il ne se passe pas un jour sans nouvelles deconcertantes en provenance de 
I’Europe du Sud-Est. Durant la periode de I’aprfes guerre, et plus particuli^rement durant la 
Guerre Froide, cette region n’occupa qu’une position relativement marginale. Le conflit Est- 
Ouest s’6tait cristallise autour de I’Allemagne et de I’Europe Centrale. L’Europe du Sud-Est, 
bien que partie prenante, restait en marge de I’objet principal des n6gociations europ6ennes 
sur la limitation des armements tels que les MBFR et des negociations leurs succ6dant, la 
CDE (CSCE) et les negociations FCE.

Toutefois, cette partie de I’Europe, dans le pass6 plus communement connue sous le nom 
de Balkans, a toujours ete une source d’instabilite et un lieu de conflits pour le continent. Ne 
se referait-on pas, dans un passe pas trop lointain, suivant une formule famili^re, h la 
"poudriere" de I’Europe quand on parlait des Balkans ?

La chute du Mur de Berlin, I’unification allemande et I’effondrement des Etats 
communistes de I’Europe du Sud-Est ont reveilld des tensions d’ordre ethnique qui 
sommeillaient depuis longtemps. Les tensions et les conflits qui suivirent apparaissaient d’une 
nature particulierement destabilisante et mena9 ante pour la security. La possibility que de tels 
conflits puissent serieusement menacer la securite et la stability, non seulement des Balkans 
mais de I’Europe en general est reelle et doit etre prise en consideration. L’intdret pour les 
Balkans est aussi provoqu6 par sa position geopolitique aux carrefours des mondes chr6tiens 
et musulmans.

Le regain d’interet porte a la region a ainsi donne a la Conference Internationale organisee 
par rUNIDIR - en cooperation avec la Fondation Hell6nique pour la Defense et la Politique 
Etrangere (ELIAMEP) et le Centre Europ6en pour la Security Internationale (CESI) - une 
particuliere actuality. L’objectif de la Conference etait d’examiner revolution et I’dtat present 
de la sdcurite tels qu’ils 6taient per9us  ̂I’interieur de la region elle-meme, de passer en revue 
des propositions de cooperation et d’analyser les positions des pays concemes dans le 
domaine du desarmement. Plus generalement, la question sous-jacente etait de savoir de quelle 
maniere les problemes de securite de I’Europe du Sud-Est evolueraient dans le contexte de 
la situation radicalement nouvelle de la securite en Europe, et quels effets ces problemes 
auraient sur le continent en general.

Les termes d’"Europe du Sud-Est" et de "Balkans" ont ete utilises d’une fafon 
interchangeable durant la Conference et dans cette publication. Comme I’a fait remarquer 
Serge Sur dans ses remarques conclusives, la preference avait ete donnee initialement au 
terme plus neutre de "I’Europe du Sud-Est". "Les Balkans" semblaient etre investis "d’une 
image evoquant ou bien une periode ancienne de troubles et de violences ou bien les 
perspectives ireniques d’une cooperation sur une base regionale homog^ne et bien deiimitee". 
Toutefois, la connotation historiquement chargee du terme "Balkans" parait etre ressentie plus 
n6gativement h I’exterieur qu’̂  I’interieur de la region, ou les termes "Balkans", ou "Europe 
du Sud-Est" sont utilises sans distinction sensible.

A I’epoque de la Conference (6-7 septembre 1991), I’euphorie initiale qui a suivi 
I’effondrement du syst^me socialiste etait quelque peu apaisee. Elle commen9ait k etre 
remplac6e par I’anxiete quant au devenir de la securite en Europe. Les images de detresse des 
refugies albanais debarquant sur les cotes orientales de I’ltalie et errant dans les rues de Bari
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durant V6t6 de 1991 dtaient encore vives dans tous les esprits. L’arrivee au pouvoir d’une 
dictature militaire dans ce qui etait encore I’URSS avait ete une reelle possibilite. Le coup 
d’Etat du mois d’aout n’avait-il pas presque reussi ? La perspective d’autres tentatives n’etait- 
elle pas realiste ? La situation en Yougoslavie ^tait, de meme, loin d’etre rassurante. La 
question des minorites ethniques ou nationales, latente h travers tous les Balkans, atteignait 
un sommet paroxysmatique dans ce pays. L’Europe n’6tait-elle pas en train de decouvrir, au 
sud, dans son bas ventre, une situation similaire k celle du Liban ?

* * *

Tout comme les Balkans furent, a un point donn6 de I’histoire, consid6r6s comme une source 
potentielle de guerre pour 1’Europe, la situation yougoslave peut contenir des germes de 
fragmentation et de conflits qui pourraient se propager sur les vents du m6contentement 
politique et des tribulations dconomiques k la region entiere voire k toute I’Europe.

Les combats ont commence apres la proclamation de I’ind^pendance de la Slov^nie et de 
la Croatie, le 25 juin 1991.* Le cessez-le-feu de Brioni du 7 juillet 1991 - qui avait 6t6 
negocie avec 1’intervention de la Communaute Europeenne et dans lequel les deux republiques 
acceptaient d’ajourner la mise en oeuvre effective de la proclamation de leur ind6pendance 
jusqu’au 7 octobre 1991 a 6t6 rompu presque aussitot et la bataille s’est intensifi^e, 
particulierement dans les territoires croates de la Slavonic et a Krajina, le long des fronti^res 
de la Croatie et de la Bosnie.^

Le 27 aout 1991, la Communautd europeenne, par I’entremise du Conseil europeen, 
d^clarait :

La Communaut6 et ses Etats mernbres ne peuvent pas rcster indiffdrcnis face a I’augmentalion journali6re 
de la violence et  ̂ ses consequences qui se d6veloppent chaque jour en Croatie. Un accord sur le 
contrSle du cessez-le-feu et le maintien de celui-ci doit permettre & la Communaut6 et ses Etats mernbres 
de convoquer une Conference de paix et de mettre en oeuvre une proc6dure d’arbitrage.

Trois principes de base devaient guider les travaux de cette Conference : aucun changement 
unilateral des frontieres par la force; le respect et la protection des droits de tous ceux qui 
vivent en Yougoslavie, y compris les minorites; et le besoin de prendre en consideration tous 
les aspirations et interets legitimes.^

Comment, toutefois, organiser une conference sur I’avenir de la Yougoslavie sans le 
reglement de questions plus immediates, telles que I’etablissement et le controle d’un cessez- 
le-feu effectif ? Comment, au surplus, I’organiser sans le consentement de toutes les parties 
concemdes ? Cette conference n’etait-elle pas vouee a I’echec des le depart ? Une tache

' La Macedoine a proclame son independance le 15 septembre 1991. Un referendum a eu lieu le 8 septembre 1991, avec 
95% des volants favorables a 1’independance. La Bosnie-Herzegovine a proclame son independance le 3 mars 1992, apres 
qu’un referendum ait eu lieu le 1 mars 1992, qui vit 99% des electeurs voter en faveur de Tindependance. Le Montenegro, 
qui avait egalement organise un referendum le 1 mars 1992, a vote en faveur de TUnion avec la Serbie.

 ̂ Le 10 juillet 1991, apres 1’accord de Brioni, la Communaute europeenne a envoye une equipe multinationale 
d’observation forte de 30 a 50 personnes, avec Taccord qu’elle pourrait etre deployee en Croatie a une periode ulterieure, 
en cas de necessite. Le 2 aout la Communaute europeenne a essayee d’etendre la mission d’observation a la Croatie. Les 
observateurs europeens ont ete envoyes dans les zones de combat, en Croatie, le 11 septembre 1991, ramenant ainsi le 
nombre total des observateurs a approximativement 200 en janvier 1992.

 ̂ Cf. les declarations de la Communaute europeenne du 3 et du 19 septembre 1991.
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impossible n’avait-elle pas 6t6 confine au President de la Conference sur la Paix en 
Yougoslavie, Lord Carrington ?

Au surplus, de profondes divergences existaient a I’interieur de la Communaute 
europ6enne au sujet de la crise yougoslave, aussi bien quant a la question de la 
reconnaissance qu’  ̂celle de 1’intervention. Pour ce qui est de la premidre, il peut etre rappel6 
qu’  ̂ I’ouverture de la Conference, le 7 septembre 1991, le Ministre Allemand des Affaires 
etrang^res avait averti qu’en cas d’echec de la Conference, I’Allemagne reconnaitrait 
immediatement la Croatie et la Slovenie en tant qu’Etats independants et souverains.'^ La 
Communaute europeenne d6cida le 16 decembre 1991 que I’examen de la question de la 
reconnaissance aurait lieu le 15 janvier 1992. Un certain nombre de conditions avaient ete 
definies, et il avait ete convenu que les demandes de reconnaissance seraient examinees par 
la Commission d’Arbitrage. Cette Commission d’Arbitrage avait ete cr66e afin d’assister la 
Conference sur la Yougoslavie, et chargde plus particulierement d’examiner les questions 
constitutionnelles et juridiques relatives h. la dissolution de la Yougoslavie.^

Concernant cette derniere, il faut rappeler que certains recommandaient le deploiement 
d’une force tampon europeenne, voire preferaient une intervention active avec une force de 
maintien de la paix ou meme d’etablissement de la paix de I’UEO, tandis que d’autres 
inclinaient vers une attitude plus prudente. Ces demiers mettaient en avant le fait que seul un 
objectif politique clair accompagne d’une invitation de toutes les parties en faveur de 
I’intervention pouvait justifier le deploiement de forces europeennes. Les violations repetees 
des differents cessez-le-feu que la Communaute europeenne avait rdussi a negocier etaient de 
mauvais augure a cet egard. Dans I’immediat, il etait imperatif que le conflit ne s’etende pas 
aux pays voisins. L’endiguement devenait ainsi le mot de passe, I’ordre du jour.

Les discussions dans le cadre de la Communaute europeenne, de la CSCE ou de I’UEO, 
n’ont abouti a aucun resultat decisif. Un accord sur des mesures economiques limitdes 
couvrant toute la Yougoslavie a certes ete conclu par la Communautd europeenne le 8 
novembre 1991. Du fait de la nature meme de ces mesures, leur effet ne pouvait etre 
immediat.^

Les Nations Unies ont ete saisies de la question de la Yougoslavie le 25 septembre 1991. 
Par sa resolution 713 (1991), le Conseil de securite exprimait son soutien aux efforts des 
instances europeennes et imposait un embargo general sur les armes pour la Yougoslavie. Le

“ Une reconnaissance a laquelle I’Allemagne procede des le 25 d&embre 1991 et la Communaute europeenne le 15 
janvier 1992.

 ̂ La Commission d’Arbitrage, preside par Robert Badinter, rendra publics ses avis sur les demandes de reconnaissance 
ie 15 janvier 1992. Elle conseille la reconnaissance de la Slovenie, la Macedoine et la Croatie (sous certains conditions). 
Toutefois la Commission a considere que les conditions pour la reconnaissance de la Bosnie-Herzegovie n’etaient pas encore 
reunies. La Communaute europeenne procedera a la reconnaissance de la Croatie et de la Slovenie le 15 janvier 1992. Sous 
la pression grecque, elle repousse toutefois la reconnaissance de la Macedoine a plus tard. La position grecque semble reposer 
sur la crainte qu’une republique independante de Macedoine pourrait, meme malgre une declaration contraire, revendiquer 
le territoire de la province grecque de Macedoine.

 ̂ Les mesures incluses etaient les suivantes : la suspension de i’application et la decision de tenniiier le traite de 
commerce et de cooperation avec la Yougoslavie; la restauration des quotas pour les textiles; Texclusion de la Yougoslavie 
de la lisle des pays beneficiaires du Systeme General de Preferences; la suspension formelle des benefices accordes par le 
programme PHARE. La Communaute europeenne a invite le Conseil de securite des Nations Unies a prendre des mesures 
afin d’imposer un embargo petrolier. Un tel embargo ne sera, neanmoins, jamais instaure. Le seul embargo decrete par le 
Conseil de securite concerne I’̂ uipement militaire et I’armement. (Resolution 713 (1991) du Conseil de securite des Nations 
Unies du 25 seplcmbre 1991, paragraphe 6.) L’embargo est renforce par la Resolution 724 (1991) du Conseil de securite du 
14 dccembre 1991, paragraphe 5; et reaffirme dans la resolution 727 (1991) du 9 janvier 1992, paragraphe 6.
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cessez-le-feu recherche n’entra cependant pas en vigueur, pas plus que I’idde d’envoyer une 
force d’urgence ne regut de soutien.’

Le 8 octobre 1991, le Secretaire general des Nations Unies designa Mr. Cyrus R. Vance, 
ex-Secretaire d’Etat des Etats-Unis, comme son Envoye Personnel. Monsieur Vance effectua 
plusieurs missions en Yougoslavie et negocia un cessez-le-feu signe a Geneve le 23 novembre 
1991. II eiabora aussi un concept et un plan pour une operation de maintien de la paix des 
Nations Unies en Yougoslavie. Bien que I’accord de cessez-le-feu n’ait pas ete respectd et que 
des offensives de demidre minute aient 6t6 lancees, un texte a 6t€ signe le 2 janvier 1992 a 
Sarajevo, pour effectivement mettre en oeuvre 1’accord de cessez-le-feu signe le 23 novembre 
1991. Le conflit paraissait arrivd au point d’epuisement. Rien de plus ne pouvait etre gagne 
par le combat.

Face a I’echec evident des efforts europeens et face a la fatigue des protagonistes, le 
Conseil de sdcurite des Nations Unies decida, le 21 fdvrier 1992, suivant la proposition du 
Secretaire general des Nations Unies d’envoyer enfin une force de maintien de la paix de 
quelques 14.000 hommes en Yougoslavie.* Entretemps, apres plus de 8 mois de guerre, un 
nombre estime de 600.000 personnes avaient ete deplacees et quelques 10.000 tues.

Le but de I’operation de maintien de la paix des Nations Unies est de creer les conditions 
de paix et de securite requises pour la negociation d’un reglement global de la crise 
yougoslave. Cette negociation devrait avoir lieu dans le cadre de la Conference sur la 
Yougoslavie qui se deroule sous I’egide de la Communaute europ6enne. Contrairement a la 
pratique, le Commandement general de I’operation des Nations Unies a 6t6 remis au 
Commandant de la Force et non h un chef civil de mission, comme initialement envisage. La 
raison mise en avant est qu’il fallait clairement maiqucr el distinguei d’un cote le role de 
maintien de la paix des Nations-Unies, et de 1’autre le r61e de createur ou realisateur de la 
paix de la Communaute europeenne.

Jic *  *

Au moment de la Conference de Rhodes I’echec de la formule europeenne pour r^soudre la 
situation yougoslave n’etait pas encore pleinement consomm6. Mais de sombres perspectives 
etaient d6j^ apparentes.

La Yougoslavie peut, a plus d’un titre, etre consideree comme un concentre, non seulement 
des problemes de 1’Europe du Sud-Est, mais aussi de la relation entre la region et I’Europe 
toute entiere. Maints auteurs ont deja soulign6 la nature archaique des conflits entre les 
minorites en Yougoslavie. Le danger de I’isolation complete a ete peut-etre moins mis en 
avant. II constitue toutefois probablement le plus grand danger auquel la Yougoslavie doit 
faire face, et au-dela de la Yougoslavie, toute la region des Balkans.

En effet, contrairement a la periode d’apres-guerre, aucune des Grandes Puissances et 
certainement pas les Etats-Unis ou la Russie n’ont a picscnt d’iiicerets directs dans la region. 
Ni la Yougoslavie, ni I’Europe du Sud-Est ne sont aujourd’hui la "poudriere" de I’Europe. Le

’ Pour les references des documents pertinenis des Nations Unies, voir Annexe.
* Voir la resolution 743 (1992) du Conseil de securite par laquelle il est decide d’etablir une Force de Protection des 

Nations Unies (FORPRONU), pour une periode initiale de 12 mois. La Force est deployee pour creer les conditions de paix 
et de securite requises pour la negociation d’un reglement 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 
Secretaire general, Op.cit. note 6.
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depassement de la division Est-Ouest prohibe un tel role. La plus grande menace pour 
I’Europe du Sud-Est ^mane de la region elle-meme. C’est une menace qui se nounit de 
vieilles divisions historiques et religieuses, une menace qui se drape en d6terminisme 
historique. Quand on considere le pass6 recent ou plus lointain, cette region semble en effet 
avoir ete dotee d’un prodigieux heritage dans ce domaine. Mis h part un demi de si^ le  de 
communisme, des auteurs mettent actuellement de mani^re plus insistante I’accent sur les 
traditions religieuses et orthodoxes de la region et sur le fait que ni la Renaissance, ni la 
Reforme, ni la Revolution Industrielle n’ont jamais r6ellement pris racine dans cette partie de 
I’Europe. Le faible niveau de d6veloppement de I’Etat Nation et de la soci6t6 civile est 
dgalement souligne.®

Est-il possible de parler d’unite et de cohesion dans une region oil apr^s tout deux Etats 
etaient membres du Pacte de Varsovie, oii un Etat faisait partie du mouvement des non- 
align^s, oil deux Etats sont membres de I’OTAN, et ou un Etat est inclassable dans I’un de 
ces groupements politiques, existants ou ddfunts ? Le lien commun entre les membres de la 
region, meme s’il est r6el et peut etre observe par les chercheurs et universitaires de la region, 
est done tres negativement charge.

En fait, on pourrait dire que les Balkans ne constituent pas v^ritablement une region, mais 
plutot un regroupement de preoccupations bilaterales. D’un c6t6, en effet, la region semble 
etre definie a travers des contentieux bilat6raux. Les six Etats de la region ont au moins une, 
sinon plusieurs, pommes de discorde avec chacun de leurs voisins. II n’y pas de reelle 
communaute positive entre les pays de la rdgion. De I’autre, il peut meme etre avance que 
la puissance des pays de I’Europe du Sud-Est est de nature plus accidentelle et residuelle 
qu’originelle, en ce sens que les Elements de puissance resident en dehors de la region. Lk 
encore, le cas de la Yougoslavie en est une illustration poignante. La Seconde Guerre 
Mondiale et la partition de I’Europe en Est et Quest qui a suivi ont permis au Mar^chal Tito 
de f6d€rer et ensuite d’unir les differentes rdpubliques constituantes de la Yougoslavie. Une 
des conditions de sa viabilitd etait, toutefois, le non-alignement sur Tun ou I’autre des blocs. 
La Yougoslavie en tant que trait d’union etait une option viable. La situation en Yougoslavie 
ne devint-elle pas lentement mais inexorablement impossible apres la mort du Mar6chal Tito 
et apr^s une tendance h un alignement rampant sur le bloc sovietique ? De meme, les Balkans 
n’ont-ils pas implose des lors que leur fonction de trait d’union entre I’Est et I’Ouest n’̂ tait 
plus necessaire ? A cet dgard, les developpements paraJleles en Yougoslavie et en URSS sont 
eclatants, les evenements dans les deux pays avaient un effet de miroir.

* * *

Les rapports presentes a la Conference ont ete organises autour de quatre grands themes, 
correspondant aux quatre seances de la Conference. La Partie I est consacrde a revolution du

 ̂ Voir a cet egard , la these de Krystof Pomian, historien et philosophe, Directeur de recherche au CRNS, Paris. Voir 
son ouvrage UEurope et ses Nations, Paris, Gallimard, et son interview dans le quotidien frangais, Liberation, 10 janvier 
1992, pp.23-24. Voir aussi Tinterview avec le geographe fran9ais Michel Foucher dans Le Monde du 7 mai 1991. Suivant 
ces theses, I’Europe est divisee en deux zones - non I’Europe Occidentale d’une part et TEurope Centrale et Orientale de 
Tautre - mais entre 1’Europe de I’Ouest et Centrale d’une part et TEurope de TEst de Tautre. Cette division, d’un point de 
vue religieux, correspond aux zones dominees repectivement par I’Eglise Latine, Catholique Romaine et I’Eglise Orthodoxe 
grecque. Cette ligne est tracee de la Mer Blanche au Nord jusqu’a TAdriatique. Elle laisse la plus grande partie de la 
Finlande, les Republiques Baltes, une petite partie de la Bielorussie, la Pologne , la Republique Federale Tcheque et 
Slovaque, la Hongrie , la Transylvanie (en Roumanie), la Slovenie et la Croatie a I’Ouest.
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contexte de la securite de I’Europe du Sud-Est ; la Partie II examine I’etat actuel de la 
security des pays du sud-est europeen ; la Partie III traite des pays de I’Europe du Sud-Est 
et des negociations et accords de d^sarmement et de limitation des armements ; la Partie IV 
passe enfin en revue les propositions de cooperation entre les pays sud-est europ6ens en 
mati^re de security. Les remarques conclusives ont 6t6 presentees par Serge Sur, Directeur 
adjoint de I’UNIDIR.

La discussion de la premiere stance, qui traitait de 1’evolution du contexte de la s6curite 
de I’Europe du Sud-Est a 6t6 pr6cedee par la presentation de trois rapports. Le premier, 
prdsent6 par Miodrag Mihajlovic, ancien Ministre Plenipotentiaire du Secretariat Federal des 
Affaires Etrangeres de la Yougoslavie, porte sur les changements internes dans les pays de 
I’Europe du Sud-Est; le deuxieme rapport, par I’Ambassadeur Traian Chebeleu du Ministere 
des Affaires Etrangeres de Roumanie, examine I’attitude des Etats-Unis et de I’URSS envers 
la region ; enfin, le troisieme rapport, prdsent6 par Franz-Lothar Altmann, Directeur-adjoint 
du Sud-Ost Europa Institut a Munich, Allemagne, traite de I’impact des organisations 
europeennes existantes sur la region.

Les discussions ont naturellement ete grandement influencees par la situation en 
Yougoslavie. Ici, comme dans la realite, de vifs debats ont suivi. La mosaique des minorit6s 
ethniques ou nationales revendiquant des parties de territoires sp6cifiques a I’intdrieur des 
Etats, ou appartenant au territoire de plusieurs de ces Etats, fait beaucoup penser a une dpoque 
revolue, celle de I’entre deux guerres, voire a I’epoque anterieure au Trait6 de Versailles. Les 
differents rapports presentes a la Conference et publics dans ce volume soulignent trds 
clairement ce point, c ’est-a-dire le caractere en definitive territorial des conflits des minorites.

Pour ce qui est de I’attitude des Etats-Unis et de I’URSS (Russie) envers cette region, il 
a €i€ observe que la diminution de I’intdret pour la region, tant de la part de I’URSS (Russie), 
que des Etats-Unis, 6tait tout autant une chance qu’une malchance ; une chance parce que ce 
ne sont plus des elements Strangers a la region qui definissent les relations entre Etats 
concem^s; une malchance parce que ce declin souligne la position marginale et possiblement 
isoiee de la region, non seulement au niveau global mais aussi europden.

Le declin de I’interet de la region pour les Etats-Unis n'est toutefois que partiel. En effet, 
son regard presentement centre sur le Golfe Persique et sur le Moyen Orient fait ressortir 
I’importance, du point de vue de la securite, de ses relations avec I’un des pays des Balkans - 
a savoir la Turquie. De meme, il a ete soulignd que le declin de I’interet de la Russie dans 

la region n’etait que temporaire et qu’il n’etait dicte que par la terrible situation economique 
de ce pays ; tot ou tard la Russie retrouverait ses interets naturels dans la region. Ce dernier 
fait pourrait peut-etre expliquer la quasi-unanimite par laquelle une organisation telle que 
rOTAN a ete saluee, tout particulierement parmi les pays membres de I’ex-Pacte de Varsovie. 
Le succes de I’OTAN est, bien sur, egalement attribue a I’echec des institutions purement 
europeennes face a la situation yougoslave. A cet egard, la CSCE, en particulier, a montre ses 
limites. La ndcessite de ddfinir un nouvel ordre du jour pohtique pour cette institution pan- 
europeenne n’en est que plus manifeste.

L’etat critique de la situation economique des Etats de la region a ete maintes fois 
souligne. Les grands ecarts entre les developpements economiques, entre les pays de la region 
eux-memes ainsi qu’avec les pays occidentaux, voire certains pays d’Europe centrale, ne 
peuvent que creer tensions et frustrations. La primaut6 des facteurs economiques dans la 
definition du contexte de la securite de I’Europe du Sud-Est donne ainsi de nouveau credit, 
avec Tune de ces toumures ironiques dont I’histoire est friande, a Tun des pr6ceptes de base 
de Marx.
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La seconde et la troisieme seances se sont pench^es non seulement sur les changements 
globaux des postures militaires et des doctrines, mais aussi sur les aspects moins connus et 
sub-r6gionaux de I’equation de s6curit6 dans la region. Dans les deux sessions, les aspects non 
militaires de la securite, particulierement celles relatives au d^veloppement de la democratie, 
des droits de I’homme et de I’environnement, ont 6t6 soulign^s.

Trois rapports ont ete present6s a la seconde stance, durant laquelle etait examind I’etat 
actuel de la sdcurite. George Katsirdakis, de la Division de Politique et de Planification de 
rOTAN, a pr6sente un rapport sur les postures et doctrines militaires des Etats de la region; 
le G6n6ral Stoyan Andreev, Conseiller de s6curit6 nationale aupr^s du Pr6sident bulgare, a 
examine le cas de la Bulgarie, particulierement sa position h I’dgard des alliances militaires; 
enfin Nikos Protonotarios, economiste de defense de I’lnstitut international des 6tudes 
strategiques (IISS) de Londres, a presente un rapport sur la perception des menaces par les 
pays de I’Europe du Sud-Est.

La troisieme seance a ete consacr6e h I’ordre du jour traditionnel et extra-regional du 
ddsarmement ainsi qu’aux positions des pays de I’Europe du Sud-Est sur ces questions, des 
rapports ont 6te presentes par A/i Karaosmanoglu, Professeur a I’Universitd Bilkent d’Ankara, 
qui a examine la question des armements conventionnels et en particulier les ndgociations 
CSCE et FCE ; Abdi Baleta, Membre du Parti democratique albanais, membre du Parlement, 
a examine la question nucleaire; et V Am\idiSSddt\\r Evgheni Alexandrov du Minist^re Bulgare 
des Affaires Etrangeres a trait6 de la question des armements chimiques.

En ce qui concerne les questions plus sp^cifiques de sdcurit6 militaire, la necessite d’une 
transparence accrue a ete affirmee comme de premiere importance, plus particulierement dans 
la mesure ou la nature et la perception des menaces sont considdrdes comme dtant de plus en 
plus, voire presque exclusivement de nature intraregionale.

L’ordre du jour traditionnel du desarmement et de la limitation des armements a €i€ 
consid6rd comme une priorite moins importante. II reste a voir si cela peut etre expliqu6 par 
des facteurs objectifs propres k l’6quation de sdcurite de la region, ou si cela n’est que 
I’illustration d’une tendance plus g6ndrale. II semble en effet se ddvelopper un courant plus 
large, qui tend ^ ddlaisser cette approche classique, I’dlaboration d’accords spdcifiques et 
singuliers, en faveur de I’elaboration de regimes plus gendraux de limitation et de restriction 
d’armements. Cette observation est vraie non seulement pour le domaine nucleaire mais aussi 
pour le domaine des armements biologiques ou chimiques. Les regimes de contrSle en la 
matiere comprennent de plus en plus non seulement des trait6s de caractdre formel k vocation 
universelle mais aussi des accords de nature rdgionale, bilaterale ou partielle, ainsi que des 
actions plus informelles, 6tablissant non pas des obligations bien d^finies mais des codes ou 
suggestions de conduite. La question des armements tend ainsi a etre de plus en plus 
consid6ree dans un contexte plus general dc securite internationale. La prevention et la gestion 
des crises ont alors une importance plus immediate. On est en presence ou bien de situations 
relevant du Chapitre VII de la Charte des Nations Unies - actions h I’egard de menaces contre 
la paix, violations de la paix et des actes d’agression, ou bien des situations relevant du 
Chapitre VIII et supposant 1’intervention d’organisations regionales ou des arrangements 
r^gionaux.

Durant la derni^re session, les formes intraregionale de cooperation ont ^te examinees. 
Duygu Sezer, Professeur a I’Universite Bilkent d’Ankara, a present^ un rapport sur la 
cooperation regionale ; Theodore Couloumbis, Secretaire general de I’ELIAMEP et 
Professeur a I’Universite d’Athenes a presente un rapport sur la cooperation bilaterale. Enfin,
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Corneliu Vlad, Redacteur en chef de la rubrique 6trangfere du quotidien roumain Romania 
Libera a presente un rapport sur les mesures de confiance, de security et de stabilit6.

II a et6 soulign6 que les Etats de la region ont toujours activement soutenu des projets de 
cooperation regionale, meme k 1’apogee de la Guerre Froide. Aucun de ces efforts 
intrardgionaux, n’a eu, toutefois, beaucoup de succes, probablement parce qu’il n’y a jamais 
eu une r^elle communautd d’int6rets. Peut-etre, aussi, avaient-ils primordialement des objectifs 
bilat^raux et visaient-ils  ̂ controler les revendications territoriales des diff^rentes minorit^s 
nationales. II a 6t6 soulign6 qu’il 6tait n^cessaire de renforcer les relations intrar^gionales et 
que des mesures regionales de confiance pourraient produire des resultats b6n6fiques. L’accent 
a 6galement 6t6 mis sur I’importance primordiale de l’int6gration de la region dans une sphere 
europeenne plus vaste notamment la Communaut6 Europ^enne, pour son potentiel 
economique, et I’OTAN, pour son potentiel de security. Le relatif peu de confiance exprimd 
a regard du mdcanisme de la CSCE peut etre compris a la lumifere d’un sentiment plus 
g6ndral : la fin de la Guerre Froide ne marque-t-elle pas d’une certaine maniere la fin du 
processus de la CSCE ? Elle illustre tout au moins que I’dpoque de I’apres-guerre froide pose 
un sdrieux d6fi a la CSCE. Pour qu’elle constitue un mdcanisme significatif et effectif, un 
nouvel ensemble d’objectifs et de moyens doit etre defini.

Cette question ainsi que les tentatives vacillantes des institutions europ6ennes en vue de 
r6gler la crise yougoslave sont plus amplement 61aborees par Serge Sur dans les remarques 
conclusives. La nature et le caractere de la region comme sa position de zone de contact avec 
d’autres regions et civilisations y sont egalement soulign^s. La marginalisation de cette r6gion 
est un danger r6el. En effet, si les pays concern6s n’arrivent pas a mettre un terme a leurs 
contentieux bilatdraux, ils pourraient provoquer des politiques d’abstention, de retrait voire 
de quarantaine de la part des puissances extdrieures, cr6ant ainsi ce qu’on pourrait appeler un 
"trou noir balkanique" qui pourrait ensuite engloutir et d6truire tous les espoirs d’Helsinki et 
de la Charte de Paris. Comme il a 6t6 soulign6 durant toute la Conference, I’avenir de 
I’Europe du Sud-Est est d’abord entre les mains des pays balkaniques eux-memes.

Mars 1992



Annexe 
Documents des Nations Unies concernant la situation en Yougoslavie

Pour les differentes Resolutions du Conseil de s6curit6 des Nations Unies voir :

• Resolution 713 (1991) - 25 septembre 1991 - decide de I’installation d’un embargo sur les armements ;
• Resolution 721 (1991) - 27 novembre 1991 - demande aux parties yougoslaves de se confonner  ̂I’accord

signe le 23 novembre 1991 & Genfeve (i.e. le cessez-Ie-feu inconditionnel) et au Secretaire general de 
soumettre des propositions pour I’etablissement possible d’une operation de maintien de la paix des Nations 
Unies en Yougoslavie ;

• Resolution 724 (1991)- 14 decembre 1991 - renforce I’embargo sur les armements et approuve le rapport 
du Secretaire general (S/23280) du 11 decembre, contient i.a. un concept et un plan operationnei pour une 
operation de maintien de la paix ;

• Resolution 727 (1992) - 8 janvier 1992 - note avec satisfaction la signature de I’accord de la mise en oeuvre
des accords de Sarajevo du 2 janvier 1992 concernant les modalites pour I’application du cessez-le-feu
inconditionnel du 23 novembre 1991, et endosse I’envoi de 50 officiers de liaison militaire ;

• Resolution 740 (1992) - 7 fevrier 1992- approuve I’accroissement de I’effectif de la mission de liaison 
militaire a 75;

• Resolution 743 (1992) - 21 fevrier - I’etablissement de la FORPRONU.

Parmi les rapports pertinents du Secretaire general, voir ;

• S/23169 - 25 octobre 1991 - rapport sur la premiere mission de Mr. Vance, envoye personnel du Secretaire 
general des Nations Unies ;

• S/23239 24 novembre 1991 rapport de la troisi^me mission de Mr. Vance Ge rapport de la deuxidme
mission a 6te fait a huis-clos), contenant i.a. en annexe le texte du cessez-le-feu de Geneve du 23 novembre
1991 ;

• S/23280 - 11 decembre 1991 - rapport sur la quatri6me mission de Mr. Vance et contenant i.a. en annexe
le texte du plan pour les operations de maintien de la paix des Nations Unies;

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

• S/23513 - 5 fevrier 1992 - rapport sur la situation en Yougoslavie ;
• S/23592 et Add.l 15 fevrier au 19 fevrier 1992 - rapport sur la situation en Yougoslavie et contenant

quelques modifications en ce qui conceme le plan de maintien de la paix des Nations Unies et un appel au 
Conseil de securite afin qu’il donne des instructions au Secretaire general de proceder au deploiement des 
forces de maintien de la paix des Nations Unies.

N.B.
Le periodique Review of International AffairslRevue des Affaires Internationales (Belgrade) a publie
reguUerement les differents documents des Nations Unies, de la CSCE, de la CE, de la Conference sur la
Yougoslavie, de la Commission d’Arbitrage et les declarations des differentes Republiques.
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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 Eiu-ope 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 abeady 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 being 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 retumed 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 bum 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.

- I -

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 regime where human rights would be respected. With Moscow’s retreat from 
Eastem 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 Eastem 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 Eastem 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 Eastem 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 strengthen 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 Westem 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 pohtical 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








































































































































































































































































































































































































