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JOHN SITILIDES:  (In progress) – Western integration and trans-Atlantic security.  And it’s a pleasure to welcome our distinguished guests today -- Crown Prince Alexander of Yugoslavia and the Ambassador of Serbia and Montenegro to the United States, Dr. Ivan Vujacic – and to welcome colleagues and many new friends here today for today’s program.  Before I begin, I need to thank my colleagues who organized today’s event.  Colonel Steve Norton is a moderator for the second panel on the security dimension, and I believe we’ve distributed programs on all the seats.  And we’re joined outside the Western Policy Center by our collaborative partner today, Martin Sletzinger of the Woodrow Wilson, who will be the moderator for the political dimension panel, which is the first one on the agenda for this morning.


I also want to thank Andri Peros of our office, who actually made all this come together.  It’s the nuts and bolts of a conference like this that actually helps us realize its success.  And a special thanks to the Motorola Corporation, whose generous support for the Western Policy Center and specifically for this conference, has also helped to bring us together today.


Ladies and gentlemen, in 1999, the United States led the NATO bombing of Serbia, the culmination of a campaign to end the decade of rule by Slobodan Milosevic, that sped the dismemberment of the former Yugoslavia and the branding of his countrymen, unfortunately, as the Nazis of the ‘90s.  Then-Secretary of State Madeleine Albright took great pride in that war, under the impression that she was preventing a latter-day Holocaust in the Serbian province of Kosovo.  But two months ago, current Secretary of State Colin Powell thanked his Serbian friends for offering to send over 100,000 infantry troops and police officers to Afghanistan and perhaps hundreds more to Iraq.  


Indeed, rather than descend into chaos and instability following the March assassination of Prime Minister Djindjic, Serbia has accelerated its efforts to reform its political system to incentivize foreign private investment to spark its moribund economy and to partner with the United States and other NATO countries to combat militant Islam in this still volatile region in Europe.  This is a remarkable story of rapid transformation, at the very least an inspired effort at such in the three years since the October 5th, 2000, democratic revolution that ended the Milosevic era.


The questions before us this morning are many, predicated on what we posit is the strategic goal of the United States in the Balkans, and that is to secure the cooperation of Serbia and Montenegro and other Balkan countries in a long-term war against militant Islam and against international terrorism through the promotion and the institutionalization of freedom, security and democracy.  Will Serbia succeed in climbing out of the black hole of the previous decade?  And what can the United States do to help foster civil society, good governance, anti-corruption and economic modernization within Serbia’s current political system?  What can the United States do to help Serbia curb the lawlessness that is prevailing in regions where organized criminal enterprises thrive, where war criminals continue to evade justice, and where international terrorists sanctuary?  And how can NATO and the European Union serve as international institutions that can help build genuine security in Serbia and Montenegro’s admittedly tough neighborhood?  Can the Kosovo question be resolved to the satisfaction of both Serbs and Kosovar Albanians?  Urged by Washington and by Brussels, talks between Belgrade and Pristina are now scheduled to begin in Vienna next week initially, as we understand it, on subjects such as wartime refugees, missing persons, energy, and transport, but potentially paving the way for negotiations on Kosovo’s final status.


And so, with the insight, the experience and the wisdom of our distinguished speakers today and of our panelists, these are some of the questions that we seek to answer in organizing today’s conference and in exploring the degree to which Western integration and trans-Atlantic security can truly propel Serbia’s ongoing transformation from pariah to partner.  


To begin our program, it’s a distinct pleasure for me to introduce a new friend and colleague here in Washington, Ambassador Vujacic.  He was – he’s begun his service as Ambassador of Serbia and Montenegro here in Washington as of December of last year.  He had previously served as professor of economics in the Department of Economics in the University of Belgrade in Serbia, where he earned his PhD, and he’s also conducted substantive research at the London School of Economics and served as a Fulbright Scholar in 1983 and 1984 at the University of Michigan.  We’ve asked Ambassador Vujacic to present an official overview of Serbia’s relations with the United States and some of the issues that confront his country and the region in the years ahead.  Ladies and gentlemen, it’s a distinct pleasure to welcome Ambassador Ivan Vujacic.


(Applause.)


IVAN VUJACIC:  Thank you, Mr. Sitilides.  First of all, let me thank the Western Policy Center for organizing this.  They’ve done a tremendous job, and as I can see, the interest is there obviously.  The place is full, and I’m really glad that all of you are participating and that we will have this conference where we can all learn from each other.


Let me start by saying that as it was pointed out, three years ago on the 5th of October, a lot of us had worked for that day for over ten years, close to ten years, to topple the regime of Slobodan Milosevic.  It was extremely difficult.  We had gone through three wars, hyperinflation, NATO intervention.  Most of us were branded as traitors, and somehow, through a lot of organization, a lot of effort, on that miraculous day, on the 5th of October, that regime fell, and in that shining moment, there was a new dawn for Serbia.  On the 6th of October, we weren’t sure what would happen.  Milosevic conceded on the 7th of October the state; President Kostunica gave his oath of office.  And then we had great expectations and also inherited a devastated country with tremendous, tremendous problems.


How have we faired, in terms of what we had set out to do?  A lot of things we did very well; in others, we were less successful.  In others, we failed.  But generally speaking, I would like to say that although a lot of problems will be raised today and issues that we should discuss and we also will probably have some controversy and some criticism on what has been going on and what is going on, I think that generally speaking, we can say that we’re on the right – finally, from that day on, we were finally on the right road to our full integration in the family of democratic nations of Europe and building trans-Atlantic relationships with the United States and other countries across the Atlantic.


Now, let me just say a few words, because I think we should also remember some of our successes.  What we inherited was really a terrible situation in the south of Serbia – guerrilla warfare basically on its lowest level, lowest scale.  We inherited a totally unresolved situation with Montenegro.  These two things, after the satisfaction everything had worked out, and I think most of you are familiar with how that came through.  As of February 4th, we’re no longer Yugoslavia.  We’re the state union of Serbia and Montenegro, and we’re trying to work with – (inaudible) – for the next three years, on our mission of approaching the European Union.


Now, in terms of economics, we’ve had successes.  We have a stable currency; we’re liberalized.  Privatization is going on very quickly.  This last year was the high point of privatization.  We had the growth rates of 5 and 4 percent.  This year will be 0, because we’re going through restructuring, but also this year, we’ve had the highest foreign investment in terms of privatization proceeds.  We had over a billion -- $200 million, most of which incidentally is coming from the United States.  So the United States is now our most single foreign direct investor at this point, and that is also in its way remarkable.


In terms of our international policy, we’ve tried to be good neighbors.  We are part of every southern eastern European initiative there is.  We’ve normalized our relations with our neighboring countries, including the countries of the former Yugoslavia.  We’ve gone a long way in that, with Bosnia, with Croatia, Macedonia and the other countries that surround us.  We feel that we should be good neighbors, and by proving that we’re good neighbors, we can prove to others that we can be good neighbors in Europe, in a larger neighborhood.  And we are very proactive in this, and we are very, very concerned that this process of regional cooperation continues to advance and flourish.


In terms of the European Union and the United States, we’ve had a lot of aid at the beginning, and this of course will be phased out because we don’t want to be an aid-dependent country.  But I have to say that we’re very grateful for all the material and moral and other assistance that we had from the West, including of course the United States of America.


Let me just point out a few things concerning our relationships with the United States.  First of all, as most of you know, Serbia and Yugoslavia before had excellent relationships with the United States, all the way from the beginning, from the founding of these – establishment of these relations back in 1883 all the way to 1990.  Even under the Communist times under Tito, we’ve had good relations with the United States for reasons that I don’t want to go into but that you are very well aware of.  And so the ten years of 1990 to 2000 were really an aberration in this respect, and we really wanted to bring our relationships back to what they were.  It is difficult; we were bombed.  There are constraints.  But since that time, since 2000, since October 2000, we’ve really gone a long way.  And I must point out that we’ve gone a long way in terms of advancing our relationships in the last year.


When I got here in October, before I present my papers, we had the weapons – the Iraqi weapons affair.  We had our assets frozen by OFAC still.  We had executive orders that proclaimed the national emergency in the case of Serbia, Montenegro, Yugoslavia.  Since that time and that day, we’ve overcome a lot of these impediments and are going to really full normalization.  The Iraqi weapons affair was handled very wrong.  We’ve done a lot in terms of monitoring our weapons sales and consulting with our Western partners, including the United States, over this.  We’ve cracked down on the firm that had done that job.  We’ve cooperated with the United States to a great extent of sharing information concerning Iraq.  The private assets weren’t frozen for New Year’s.  In April, beginning of April or late April, the rest of the sovereign assets weren’t frozen, so this was not an issue anymore.


During the spring, the president had dropped the national emergency clause, using executive order, concerning our country.  The president has also enabled the sale of weapons to Serbia and Montenegro, which is another symbolic and great act of normalization.  And I should not of course forget that it was much appreciated that Secretary Powell came during the Iraq war from Turkey on his flight to Brussels to visit Belgrade.  It was an act of friendship and support that was much, much supported at home, following the unfortunate assassination of Dr. Zoran Djindjic on March 12th.  Zoran’s a great friend of mine for 30 years; we met as very young men.  He’s definitely a man that should be remembered today on the anniversary of – (inaudible) – 5th of October, a man who I think did the most, in terms of organization and energy and effort and commitment to overthrowing Milosevic
and send him to the – (inaudible), a man of tremendous courage.  It’s much appreciated that Secretary Powell had the time to come and support the new prime minister and the country in a state of emergency to crack organized crime.  

Finally, this summer, we had an extremely positive visit of Prime Minister Zivkovic and the foreign minister Svilanovic to Washington in late July, in which – which came up as a follow-up actually, or as a return visit of Secretary Powell.  And in that – during that visit, we not only met with Secretary Powell, but also National Security Adviser, Dr. Rice, and also members of Congress and the Senate.  And this was a very good trip that will contribute to the advancement of our relations.  

Out of this, I should not forget, because we are talking about security issues, came a proposal of joining foreign peacekeeping missions, on the part of the army of Serbia and Montenegro.  I should mention, because these security issues will be talked about, that there was a visit of some army officers to Serbia before that, during the spring, and I had the privilege to address them at our embassy before they want on this trip.  

So much remains to be done, but definitely I think that our relationships with the United States are growing and are advancing.  We have one, unresolved issue, one very important issue left.  That is the achievement of our normal trading relations, what used to be called the most – (inaudible) – nation status.  There are no conditions on this.  It is stuck in Congress at the Senate for other reasons with the – (inaudible) – tariff bill, but this is a very important issue for us and for our economy, and we hope that this issue, the last issue that will normalize our relations, will be resolved quickly. 

Having said all this, in terms of our country, a lot of problems remain.  And in spite of the success is a lot of people live in dire poverty.  We should not forget them.  They should be included in the process of development and should be integrated into society.  We have 630,000 refugees; they are misplaced persons.  We have a tremendous burden in terms of our economic program, which requires, in our deals of IMF and others, to have a two-digit growth rate of exports every year, which we’ve had for the last three years, but it is making things a little difficult.

And of course, we have unresolved issues with Kosovo that we should discuss and start discussing through a dialogue on other issues and technical issues on the return of – (inaudible) – this October.  So we are looking forward to this dialogue that will eventually bring some kind of a solution in the future.  

In any case, I think that there is a very positive effort on our part to be included and to be good neighbors and to be good members of the community of democratic nations.  Much remains to be done, and there are a lot of problems.  I hope that I will hear your fine thoughts on many of these points during today’s discussion, and I want to thank you again for organizing all of this.  Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

MR. SITILIDES:  Thank you for that cogent executive summary, Mr. Ambassador.  We’ll begin our first panel right away.  Please, we’ll ask everyone to remain seated, and Marty, the floor is yours.

(Applause.)

MARTIN SLETZINGER:  Well, I guess we’ll get started immediately.  Just a few words by way of introduction – I’d like to echo Ambassador Vujacic’s words and thank the Western Policy Center and John Sitilides and Colonel Steve Norton for holding this very timely and important subject.  I think the audience and the kind of people involved here show that this is still an important issue, that although our attention has turned elsewhere, there are still unresolved issues a little closer to home than Iraq, and we need to continue to focus on them.

I had been asked to panel this session on the political dimension.  You have the bios of the people in front of you, so I won’t go through that.  I will tell you, though that they will be speaking for no longer than ten minutes, and I’m supposed to be a very strict chairman, and we want to leave as much time as possible for question and answer, and so they will have ten minutes each.

The question of the political dimension – it certainly has been covered by the ambassador just now.  Many of you are familiar with it, but I think what the panel here today will be discussing three or four interlocking issues.  First off, there’s the issue of whether democracy -- whether elections in Serbia, not just presidential but parliamentary, because these kinds of elections are necessary to produce the government that’s necessary to deal with the issues confronting Serbia.  In the first instance, what is Serbia and Montenegro, the nature of the future association there, and perhaps even more importantly, the future of Serbia’s relationship or lack thereof with Kosovo?  And that then in turn is linked to where Serbia fits into the all-important processes of Euro-Atlantic integration, integration into EU and with NATO, and its bilateral relationship with the United States – issues of conditionality and I would say hopefully not sharing the fate of some of its former Yugoslav brethren by being caught between the conflicting demands of the European Union and NATO as it proceeds down this path 

So enough from me, and we’ll now start the panel with Mr. Damjan de Krnjevic-Miskovic, who is the deputy managing director – editor, rather, of The National Interest, someone well known to all of us, who will be discussing is Kosovo ready for final status?  And I’ll put in my first objection by saying, what final status?  What we’re dealing with here is the next status, but final status I guess is the language enshrined in U.N. Resolution 1244.  So, Damjan, please.

DAMJAN de KRNJEVIC-MISKOVIC:  Thank you, Marty.  The remarks that follow will consider whether – (inaudible) – Kosovo is ready for final status.  Belgrade’s position is that it is not, and I will begin from there, not because I am a Serb, but because I find the arguments persuasive.  And of course, this is the position of the Bush administration happily.

The White House recognizes that continuing American support for doing things slowly in the Balkans means that the West will only have to do them once.  In the example of the Djindjic assassination, to recall this recent ugly event, we see what happens when the West pressures those who are most like them in parts of the world unlike theirs to act quickly, without granting much in return.  Indeed, the absence of war in Kosovo and in the region in general should not provoke the international community into declaring Kosovo a nation-building success.  The Pula Potemkin (?) sleight of hand remains strong for those who think that getting out is the answer to stability.  But this is going too far too quickly. 

Let me begin anew with my understanding of Belgrade’s position, and let us be mindful of the broader strategic context which is to say of the current state of U.S.-Serbian relations, as the ambassador has already done.  Serbia today is an emerging democracy with a bright future.  Since the fall of Milosevic, it has reformed its military insecurity sector, privatized its economy, established the rule of law and strongly cooperated with the Hague war crimes tribunal.  All in all, Serbia’s well on its way to full integration with the key institutions of the west.  

And the Bush administration I think recognizes that a strong, prosperous Serbia is the lynchpin of America’s security interests in the Balkans.  The recent announcement that Serbia will send at least a thousand soldiers to Kandahar or to the Kandahar region in Afghanistan in support of the war on terror and the reconstruction efforts is not only truly welcome news, but another indication that relations between the two countries are getting much better.  And yesterday I came across an amazing editorial in the Wall Street Journal, quoting “Who’d have thought that the Serbs would turn out to be better friends of America than the French?” the Journal editorialized.  And the Journal quoted a U.S. embassy official in Belgrade describing current U.S. and Serbia relations as the best certainly since 1991, maybe even since World War II.  And just four years ago, Serbia was America’s enemy in war.  The Washington-Belgrade relationship has never been set on firmer ground, because both sides have begun to trust each other’s intentions. 

The importance of this new relationship for both sides should not be underestimated.  Serbia’s reasons for wanting closer ties to Washington are obvious, but in Serbia, America now has an example of a people to which it has helped deliver responsible liberty, even without the presence of vital interests in the calculus of U.S. policymaking.  And of course, America has become the single largest foreign direct investor in Serbia, as the ambassador mentioned.  

All this brings us to Kosovo.  First -- and I don’t want to spend much time on this, we have the Vienna talks that are coming up – Kosovo’s new SRSG, Hari Holkeri, the former prime minister of Finland, has repeatedly indicated that the Belgrade-Pristina talks are not negotiations or pre-negotiations are the question of final status.  And by the way, again, just to repeat, final status for Kosovo is a specific, legal term that we find in Resolution 1244.  But rather, these talks are to cover practical issues, such as energy, security, traffic, telecommunications, and missing persons.  Also, I’ve been told Belgrade will have much to say concerning the question of property rights, the unresolved issue of property rights -- a lot of Serbian property has been expropriated by UNMIK and the Albanians – and the question of the state’s debt, because of course, Kosovo is not paying its share of the common state’s debt, but nothing to do with the change in the legal status of the entity, which remains an integral part of Serbia.

The document that reaffirms Serbian sovereignty over Kosovo and Metohija is the U.N. Security Council Resolution 1244, the same document that establishes the only legal mechanism to change this fact of sovereignty, which is why I’m going to keep coming back to 1244 and why this Serbian parliamentary declaration that I’m going to talk about also emphasizes 1244 over and over again. 

UNMIK has made it as clear as possible that final status will not be considered until the benchmarks have been met.  And thus it seems to me it’s in the interest of Pristina to accept as a matter of law Belgrade’s factual claims for recognition as the only way to alter that which has been recognized.  Pristina must recognize that it is bound to Belgrade before it can present an argument for why it should be unbound from Belgrade.  

So let’s come to this declaration that was issued in late August unanimously by the Serbian parliament.  The document declares that no debate on Kosovo’s final status may be launched until the provisions of 1244 have been met.  And this is UNMIK’s doctrine of standards before status.  

A little more on these standards – they’re recognized I think to everyone in this room as necessary for success in the international arena and reinforce the language and intent of 1244.  These provisions include the founding of effective representative and functioning institutions of governmental authority, the promotion of civil society, structures and human rights, institutional transparency, accountability.  They call for the rule of law and judicial impartiality.  They insist on the unrestricted freedom of movement for all residents of Kosovo and on securing the conditions for the safe and sustainable return of refugees.  They affirm the necessity of establishing an institution of legal basis for a market economy.  They insist on the necessity of a dialogue with Belgrade and a transformation of the Kosovo protection core, where a lot of former KLA types gravitated, into little more than a multiethnic emergency response vehicle.

Well, we’re a couple of days before the Vienna talks.  Pristina is stalling.  The parliament delays granting authority to senior Albanian officials to attend the talks.  They and others besides quibble about procedure and obfuscate every step along the way, giving the distinct impression that they don’t want to talk to Belgrade, perhaps because the streets of Kosovo and the KLA thugs that rule them still see this as betrayal.  And this is childish nonsense, and it has to stop.  This is not the way we enter Europe.

To return to the Covic declaration, it insists additionally that the Kumanova military technical agreement and the joint document on cooperation between Serbia and UNMIK must be honored.  Among other things, this would put Serbian forces in positions where they can guard against the credible threat of vandalism or terrorism, against religious and cultural shrines, and also calls on UNESCO to establish protective zones around Serbian monasteries and churches.  So this is basically the declaration.

It also – and this is very important – emphasizes Serbia’s obligation to cooperate with the Hague and basically says that anyone who committed crimes before, during or after the NATO intervention needs to be held accountable.  Of course, the declaration emphasizes that this needs to take place in Pristina as well, and Belgrade’s position is that Kosovo’s Albanians have not done their part.

Now, ultimately, this declaration says once all of these standards have been fulfilled, then we can talk about final status.  And the declaration’s explicit position is that final status is basically going to consist of substantial autonomy.  Now, substantial autonomy is not independence, of course.  But the legal and political burden, it seems to me, falls on Pristina to convince the international community in Belgrade of course that an independent Kosovo can be a viable state.  That should be the standard – not whether you deserve it or whether this is going to right an injustice and so on – no, whether it can be a viable state.


And so far, I see very little evidence that supports such a contention in this Covic declaration and elsewhere.  Belgrade, on the other hand, argues that the most effective mechanism for resolving the problem of Kosovo is full European and Euro-Atlantic integration, along of course with the continuing implementation of 1244.  So this is the document we have from Belgrade, which says that the time for final status negotiations is not right, and it employs – (inaudible) – criteria, which is very clever and also happens to coincide with reality.


And I am pleased that statesmen from across America’s political spectrum are saying the same thing.  Example – Richard Holbrooke, this past Sunday in Pristina, said that there could be no progress in the province while there was no security for the Serb community.  President Clinton, on the 19th of September also in Pristina, quote, “I want to see you” – he’s addressing the Albanians – “I want to see you move towards self-government, economic prosperity, a civilized and lawful society, and religious and ethnic freedom,” adding that it was Kosovo’s Albanians who were in the driver’s seat now, and so success or failure was their responsibility, their choice.  But take note of the language – I want to see you achieve this and that, he suggested, which to me means that they’re not there yet.  Kosovo has not achieved all of these things that he talked about, including a civilized and lawful society and religious and ethnic freedom.


Donald Rumsfeld, in a recent op-ed in the Washington Post, inferred strongly that the experiment in nation building in Kosovo had so far been a failure, where as he put it, the exercise in nation building in Kosovo has had, quote, “unintended, adverse side effects.”  I assume he was talking about the reverse ethnic cleansing of 200,000 Serbs from the province.  Now, this bipartisan turn away from the morality of intentions to the morality of results is welcome news to those who have followed the direction of Washington’s past policies in the Balkans, for it makes it more likely that American power will be put at the service of securing stability and prosperity, not righting the apparent wrongs of history.  

Now, I’d like to put quickly Rumsfeld’s statement together with the State Department’s reaction to the strange recent offer by Ibrahim Regova, the president of Kosovo, this past February and repeated last week by the speaker of Kosovo’s parliament.  To send KLA troops, Kosovo protection troops – Kosovo protection core troops, excuse me – on peacekeeping missions – this is in response to Serbia’s offer that has been accepted – and the assistant secretary of state for European affairs, Elizabeth Jones, according to a newspaper report, replied to Regova’s offer in the following way:  “The best thing that Regova could do to contribute to the campaign against terrorism was to build a stable, democratic Kosovo.”  Fantastic response.  

And we’re a long way from stability, with ethnic-based violence – we call those hate crimes on this side of the Atlantic – remaining a huge issue.  Crimes are almost never resolved, despite the presence of eyewitnesses and forensic evidence and the usual stuff.  Recent barbaric shootings, from the murder of children near Pec to the torture and execution of a family in Obrilic a couple of months ago, do not send the right signal to Serb IDPs.

Now, this doesn’t mean that the Albanians, or at least the Albanian leadership, doesn’t understand that things are not good.  There was a declaration they signed in early July that said the following, or at least they talked about the fact the victims of reverse ethnic cleansing have to leave behind the past, return to Kosovo, and we’ll all have a bright future together.  Now, this is nice, but unfortunately, it was written by the U.S. mission in Pristina.  Certainly, of course, the position of Kosovo Serbs improves with each organized return, but unfortunately, 1,000 Serbs have returned this year – 1,000 Serbs.  

Now very quickly, I’m going to talk about what I think should happen once we get to final status.  The Covic declaration does not allow for the legitimacy of independence.  On the other hand, we’ve heard examples, both when before Djindjic was assassinated and from other people, that basically said we will grant independence to the Kosovo Albanians in exchange for the retention of extraterritorial sovereignty over Serbian holy places, as well as over a majority of Serbian areas.  Nobody has used the word partition, but that’s essentially what it means.  

And to me, that makes a certain amount of sense.  It’s neither in the interest of Serbia to retain sovereignty over Kosovo as its present borders define it, and it is not in the interest of Kosovo’s Albanian majority to continue to hassle the Serbian minority.  Either grant them the equality, justice and liberty they deserve, or accept that the administrative borders will change.  And I hope that the international community will not grant independence to an entity that legitimizes ethnic cleansing.

So, today in Washington, in New York, and in Brussels, we have begun to see a turn away from the view that all have legitimate security and political interest in the Balkans, except for Serbia.  Southeastern Europe’s metropolitan power is back, and things look good for the region as a whole.  As an old teacher of mine in college used to say about how too many local Balkan politicians make choices, “The train is leaving the station.  You either get on the train, or you blow up the train.”  And I think we can all agree the era of uncompromise and violence is over.  You’re a – (inaudible) – and America encourages.  Otherwise, there is a real prospect of being left behind by the future, because we’re unable to conquer our past.  Thank you.

(Applause.)

MR.SLETZINGER:  Thank you, Damjan.  Our next speaker, as we proceed down the row, is Mr. Paul McCarthy, who is a senior program officer for southeast Europe at the National Endowment for Democracy, who will address, not coincidentally, Serbia’s struggling democracy, who’s up, who’s down, and why Kosovo matters.  Paul?

PAUL McCARTHY:  Thank you very much, Marty, and thanks to the organizers for inviting me.  When John Sitilides called to invite me to speak at this session, my initial inclination was to be the optimist, because working at the National Endowment for Democracy, you have to be.  Otherwise, you get out of the business.  Democratization is a very long-term process, full of frustrations.  And the NED, as many of you know, has been a booster for Serbia over the years, in the sense that during the dark days of the Bosnian war, there was an inclination in this town to build a wall around the place and let them all rot.  

And it was with the infinite wisdom of people like Senator Richard Lugar, who was on our board at the time, to point out that as Serbia goes, so goes the rest of the Balkans, to underline the fact that democratization in Serbia was of the utmost importance for the future of the region.  And in the end, we put our money where our mouths were, putting quite a bit of support into the Serbian opposition and Serbian opposition movements, leading to the downfall of Milosevic.  

Having said that, as I began thinking about what I was going to say, I realize that more and more, I’m looking at the situation in Serbia with a greater degree of pessimism with each passing day.  And I hate to say this, because I said, I’m usually the eternal optimist.  What a difference half a year makes.  The public sympathy and support for the government during the 42-day state of emergency following the unfortunate assassination of Prime Minister Djindjic has largely dissipated.  Why is this?  Well, the most obvious reason, particularly if you read the Serbian press, is that the government has been plagued by scandal after scandal, which has engaged it sometimes unwillingly in some nasty political battles.  These accusations are largely the result of a political war, as I would describe it, with G17, but in particular, the former Serbian National Bank governor, Mladjan Dinkic, which culminated in his ouster in July with the passage of a new law in the Serbian National Bank.

Almost immediately after his removal, Dinkic and G17 began hurling accusation after accusation at the government.  First of all, there was the accusation of government vote-tampering in the parliamentary session, at which Dinkic was removed, and a new Serbian bank governor was appointed.  Then there was the accusation that the director of the agency, that security adviser to Prime Minister Djindjic and the director of the agency for bank rehabilitation were laundering money through companies in the Seychelles and in Cyprus.  And then there were charges that minister of transportation and telecommunications was giving preferential business contracts to family members.

I’m not going to go into blow by blow.  The Serbian press is full of allegation after allegation.  It makes for very depressing reading these days.  However, the government’s response has been interesting to these accusations. It’s been remarkably slow to them, often giving contradictory and sometimes confusing responses to the allegations, leaving the public with the impression that some of it or all of it is true.  And one reason for this is that Prime Minister Djindjic – it’s dawning on people now that Prime Minister Zivkovic, excuse me, cannot match Djindjic’s skills as a political leader.  To be fair, few can. 

The unity of the DOS Coalition increasingly is hard to maintain in the absence of Djindjic’s strong leadership.  To many inside and outside the coalition, Zivkovic is looking increasingly weak and indecisive, particularly in his tepid responses to accusations hurled at his government by G17, among others.  

More troubling, perhaps, is that a number of analysts have begun pointing to the existence of a wing within the DS, the Democratic party, which maintains close links with Milosevic-era oligarchs, who are alleged to be financing DS, its coalition partners and opposition parties as well.  The theory here goes that an anti-reform axis, both inside and outside government, is undermining true reformers within that government, in particular Serbian Finance Minister Djelic, among others.  The erosion of support for DS and the coalition is undermining the unity of the 16 parties within that unwieldy coalition, and some smaller parties have begun to send out feelers to the opposition G17 and DSS about possible future coalitions.  

So what do the polls look like now?  The latest SMMRI poll shows DSS at 18 percent, DS at 15 percent, G17 at 13 percent, and the radical party at 10 percent.  Now, G17 has seen its support rise, as it has begun increasing its accusations against the government.  Public sympathy generally has been with Dinkic, but I would argue that G17 is in danger of overplaying its hand.  If in search for scandal, G17 begins hurling too many unsubstantiated allegations at DS, it’ll find that public support is waning.  There is such a thing as scandal saturation, and I think we may be seeing that point in Serbia.  And that may be, oddly enough, the silver lining.  And what we are seeing in the poll is that G17’s support is actually plateauing and in some polls declining a bit right now.   

DSS has maintained its steady base of support, and among all the parties, it has the largest steady base of support of any political party.  This is in particular due to the fact that Kostunica remains a very popular leader.  DSS continues to attract DOS swing voters turned off by allegations of malfeasance, but I would warn DSS that inertia is not a program.  Staying out of the fray is not putting forward a positive program to the people for governance, and I have not yet seen DSS put forward a platform which offers a true alternative to the current government.  So if parliamentary elections are called, DSS is going to have to stop hanging back and present the public with its own positive platform.  

And early elections are increasingly a real possibility – early parliamentary elections, that is.  And all polling shows that the electorate wants elections now or at the latest by the end of the year – two-thirds in all polls.  However, at the same time interestingly enough, those who say they’ll vote is dropping, which I think is a reflection of an increasing voter cynicism.  With a parliamentary majority not willing to face an increasingly angry electorate, DS obviously is hanging back on the parliamentary elections but decided in mid-September to split the difference by calling presidential elections.  However, most observers agree that these third elections will fail to reach the 50 percent turnout requirement.  DSS and G17 have said they will boycott, as they are very interested in holding parliamentary elections.

But the calling of the elections, oddly enough, has put the opposition on the defensive for the first time, where they have to say why they don’t want presidential elections, at the same time be saying that they want parliamentary elections.  DS I think knows that this is a half-decision, just by the very fact that it’s saying that it will regard a turnout of 40 percent as a sign of success, showing that there is a large support of the government’s program.  In the end, having no Serbian president suits DS fine I think, as we all know.   Natasa Micic will remain acting president if these presidential elections fail, and the DS knows that if Kostunica or Labus ran, they would probably defeat its candidate, Micunovic.

Another issue is an important issue, which Damjan covered quite extensively – is the Kosovo issue, and I’ll only speak to it as far as its internal political ramifications go.  Economy and jobs are naturally the top issues for voters, as they are in any country, but polling is increasingly showing that Kosovo is moving up as an issue in some polls being the second most important issue after jobs and economy.  Under attack and facing an increasingly skeptical public, one of the few trump cards remaining the government’s hands is the Kosovo issue.  The plight of the Serb minority may be the only issue that can unify DS and the opposition and stave off early parliamentary elections.  

The government, in its heart of hearts, knows that Kosovo is lost, but to admit it is political suicide, given 200,000 displaced persons and increasing attacks against Serbs in Kosovo and in southern Serbia.  In the Serbian context, then, the Kosovo declaration was politically wise -- very much so -- if impractical.  The government is safe in the knowledge that the international community does not want to discuss the status at this juncture and that – because it will not be on the agenda on October 14th in Vienna.  

I would argue that much more worrying is the situation in southern Serbia.  There’s increasing evidence that groups part of or connected to the Albanian National Army are increasing activities there.  There have been increasing attacks on police and so forth.  More troubling is that the local population is increasingly looking to radical solutions to the situation there, with greater support going for those political parties, which, although not always publicly stated, seek to have the Presevo Valley and next to Kosovo.  They’re seeing Presevo as very much eastern Kosovo.  With negotiations between Belgrade and Pristina soon to start, local Albanian leaders want to put the future of southern Serbia on the table -- very much so -- and it’s going to be very hard for the government to ignore these provocations during an election season.  

Now, my time is up, but I just want to say a few things about the media situation in the country and the situation with NGOs, as I agreed with John that I would bring up those two issues.  Relations between the government and the media have never been so sour as they are right now, and this is partly because that the media has a generally antagonistic attitude toward the government, as it often should have, but also because of some of the actions by the government’s director of communications, Vladimir Popovic, who goes by the moniker “Beba,” or Baby.  He left office in July 15th, but I think while he was in office, from after the Djindjic assassination to July 15th, he did an extraordinary amount to sour relations between the DS in particular, the government in general, by leveling personal libel allegations against many media figures and trying his best to control the editorial policy of certain newspapers and electronic media.  So I think that that was a problem.

The other problem is that the broadcast council has led to a major war between the independent media – some independent media and other independent media – (END OF SIDE A, TAPE 1) – against the main independent electronic media – Radio-TV B92.  Now I’m not saying that Radio B92 does not have its problems.  I have some questions about the way that company was privatized myself, but I think that things need to cool off a little bit, because I think if they do on the government’s side, that in the end, it will serve the government’s purposes more because they may find them – they may find that the media will have a more friendly attitude towards it.

Just in conclusion, at least some in the government have trouble taking criticism, and I think that’s obvious, and would like to curtail the activities and in some cases eliminate nongovernmental actors, who are critical of their actions.  The international community should continue to make clear in no uncertain terms that in order for Serbia to enter Euro-Atlantic structures, it must have a healthy democracy.  And to have a healthy democracy, leaders must be accountable for their actions, media freedom must be respected and criticism tolerated.  Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

MR. SLETZINGER:  Thank you very much, Paul.  Our third speaker is Ms. Valda Vikmanis Keller, part of the Serbia-Montenegro team at the Department of State, who will be talking about U.S. policy towards Serbia and Montenegro.  Valda, please.

VALDA VIKMANIS KELLER: Thank you.  Good morning.  I’m afraid that my remarks may echo in large part what we’ve heard from Ambassador Vujacic, but I’ll proceed nonetheless.

I want to start by saying the U.S. relationship with Serbia and Montenegro, I think, is overall on a very positive trajectory.  A Europe that’s whole, free and at peace remains the overriding U.S. interest in south central Europe, and Serbia and Montenegro is key to peace and stability in this region.  Clearly, that’s the lynchpin.  If it doesn’t exist there, I think it threatens stability and prosperity throughout the region.

We support peace and stability by promoting ethnic reconciliation, development of market-based economies, and as all – I believe all panelists have mentioned, integration into Euro-Atlantic institutions.  Through our regional and bilateral efforts, the U.S. also helps to fight trafficking in people, organized crime, and corruption, which remain areas of concern throughout the Balkans.

We support the development of democratic institutions, which includes a strong and independent judiciary, a free media, development of the NGO sector, and civilian control of the military.  To strengthen local economies, the U.S. supports private sector development efforts and development of a business environment that supports foreign investment.  And as Ambassador Vujacic noted earlier, the U.S. is now the largest direct foreign investor in Serbia and Montenegro.  And within the past year, we have seen the U.S. steel deal in Serbia and Montenegro, Phillip Morris Tobacco deal, and Galaxy Tires, all of which have been significant in improving U.S. investment and creating an environment in which foreign investors feel comfortable, safe.  It builds confidence and should encourage further investment.

We continue to support capacity building efforts and law enforcement in the judiciary to empower them to take action against organized crime and trafficking in persons.  And I would point out that within the past month, we have sent a regional legal advisor, or RLA, to Belgrade to assist in developing domestic war crimes for prosecution capacity and also to address the issue of trafficking in persons.  So that’s been a major step forward that we’ve seen within the past month.

One of the most significant areas of improvement where we have seen our relationship perhaps most enhanced with Serbia and Montenegro has been in the process of moving forward in a bilateral, military-to-military relationship.  And that is explained in large part because of the significant military reforms that have taken place in the country.  I know that the next panel is going to address that.  I just want to touch on some of the major points and how that has affected our policy toward Serbia and Montenegro in this area.

When Serbia and Montenegro replaced the federal public of Yugoslavia and the office of the Yugoslav president, which was then held by President Kustonica, was abolished, I think this opened up an opportunity for military reform.  That was followed very closely by the tragic assassination of Prime Minister Djinjic.  I think that the occurrence of these two events so close to each other, and the crackdown on organized crime and some of the things that happened following the assassination, helps to explain why, at that key juncture, that military reform was able to proceed and proceed I think with great speed.

The military was an institution which, following the overthrow of the Milosevic regime in 2000, had never really been reformed.  There still were elements up until this past year that were obstructing cooperation with the international criminal tribunal for the former Yugoslavia, Milosevic-era holdovers.  

A purge of the military has begun.  The new minister of defense, Boris Tadic, has decreased the size of the military, has fired many generals that were holdovers from the Milosevic era, has called for all elements of the military, all personnel, both civilian and active duty, within the military to cooperate fully with the criminal tribunal and to report on the location of fugitives and war crimes indictees.  Red Beret, the paramilitary special ops unit that’s been implicated in the assassination of Prime Minister Djindjic, as well as in other criminal activities, has been disbanded and was peacefully disbanded, I might add.  And perhaps most importantly, the Supreme Defense Council has exerted civilian control over the military for the first time since World War II, an accomplishment that I don’t think can be overstated – the importance of that accomplishment.  

Serbia and Montenegro has expressed its desire to join Partnership for Peace – NATO’s Partnership for Peace by the end of 2003, which is approaching rapidly.  While we would – were happy to receive this request, Serbia and Montenegro understands that there are conditions that NATO has set for membership and partnership for peace, which include resolution of an outstanding ICJ suit against eight allies for the bombings, and also the issue of Mladic and the fact that he still remains at large.  They understand that these are requirements that NATO has set, and during visits, as Ambassador Vujacic mentioned, of Foreign Minister Svilanovic, as well Prime Minister Zivkovic, and in their meetings recently in New York at the United Nations General Assembly, I think all parties have expressed their willingness and their desire to put – to join Partnership for Peace and to put the issue of Mladic behind them and to move forward and to get this issue resolved.

Mladic leads me to note some improvements that have been made with cooperation with the international criminal tribunal.  Since the secretary was able to certify that Serbia and Montenegro had cooperated with the tribunal, was able to certify on June 15th of this year and thereby assistance funding to Serbia and Montenegro could go forward – since that time, there have been four indictees who have been arrested, three of whom have been transferred to the Hague.  One transfer is pending but should take place very shortly.  At the end of September, four Serbs, who were responsible for the massacre of 17 Yugoslav Muslims in the incident known as Syeverin (ph) Massacre -- they were sentenced in a domestic court and given 15 to 20 years in prison.  Two of those people were convicted in absentia, but two were tried, and that in a domestic court.  And this is very positive; it shows that Serbia and Montenegro is developing a very important capacity to try war crimes domestically.  And this will be important, because there is at some point an end to an international criminal tribunal, and we are working very hard to help develop these capacities domestically, and this is a positive step forward.

Serbia and Montenegro has established a special war crimes court, as well as a special war crimes prosecutor to handle these issues specifically.  And I would also note that in military court in July of 2003, Serbia’s Supreme Military Court increased the sentences of four Yugoslav Army officers, who had been convicted of war crimes.  They actually increased their sentences anywhere – I believe it was from two to five years -- also significant, showing that the military courts were able to adequately address some of these issues that were placed before them.  I think the people – this was the first time that that had happened, and it built confidence in the fact the judiciary was really moving forward.

The organized crime crackdown that happened in the wake of Prime Minister Djindjic’s assassination – there have been claims and accusations that were made against the government, saying that the police and government authorities exceeded their mandate or their authority during the state of emergency, and in the arrest and detention of – initially, I think it was approximately 10,000 people who were detained, and then a lesser number who were actually arrested.  To the credit of the government, these claims have been aired publicly in the media, in the newspapers; they’ve been written about.  In certain cases, the constitutional court has ruled in favor of the people bringing the claims against the government, that the government abused its authority.  And if imperfect, it shows that the government is able to address these claims against it, rather than sweep them under the carpet -- again, I think a significant improvement and movement forward.

Kosovo – a big issue.  The talks will start in Vienna October 14th.  The U.S. delegation will be headed by Ambassador Rossin, who is currently the deputy assistant secretary for south central European affairs at the Department of State.  We are there to facilitate.  We support unmixed standards before status.  We hope that both sides will approach the dialogue in good faith and willing to come to the table with an open mind and see if the basis for continuing dialogue can be established.

We are watching the Serbian presidential elections, scheduled for November 14th, the development of the Serbian constitution, which we expect some time in the beginning of 2004, as well as the no confidence vote that is scheduled for October 14th.  That was called by President Kustonica’s DSS party.

I’m going to wrap up and would be happy to answer questions later on.  Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

MR. SLETZINGER:  Thank you, Vlada.  And now we proceed to our final panelist, Mr. Bruce Jackson, who is the founder and president of the Project on Transitional Democracies, as well as the founder of the U.S. Committee on NATO.  He will be speaking about political issues and Serbian-American relations.  Sir, please.


BRUCE JACKSON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Before I begin, I’d like to sort of stipulate that what I’m about to say has a lot to do with the obstacles and the negative criticism of where we are.  Now, as an advocate in favor of Serbia, I’m in complete agreement with the ambassador that Serbia is a success and will become a greater success.  And with that said, I will deny my ever having made the next ten minutes of my remarks.  But I’d like, as a defense attorney, to take the case for the prosecution and see how you would do it from the other side.

I chose the topic of the obstacles in U.S.-Serbian relations and then realized while I started to write that there are no obstacles in U.S.-Serbian relations.  The obstacle is Serbia’s obstacle to itself.  Serbia is actually -- the great challenge is the obstacles that prevent Serbia from discovering itself as a modern, democratic and integrated European state.  And so this is the discussion I wish to have.

The question I’m trying to frame is in 1988, Belgrade should have been the first of all countries into Europe.  It should have been the first into NATO, the first into the EU, and yet 15 years later, it is in last place in European integration. It is a distant 15th.  To frame this, Belarus is in PFP; Serbia is not.  It’s hard to get into that historical place.  So I’d like to look at this road map and basically talk about – and in all cases, I’m comparing Serbia’s impediments to the impediments that were encountered by Poland, the Czech Republic and other countries that have gone along this linear path, this historical path between their isolation and their European destination.

To put this in context, Havel tells us we are not entering the third phase of European history.  This – well, actually, the final phase in which 170 million divided into 14 countries will see close relationships with Europe, Turkey and the EU, and intensified dialogue for Kiev.  We could go on.  

In all cases the judgments are about the state as a nation, as a democracy, as European, and its ability to integrate.  And just again to frame this, the other quality is we don’t have much time in which to accomplish this.  This is – there’s a remaining window on history, perhaps five to six years in front of us, and as we talk today, Serbia is not at the starting gate yet.  I’ll defer to the Department of State to explain that in greater detail.

Framing this is a problem in U.S.-Serbia relations is basically to suggest it is in some manner in negotiation, where people can basically argue.  That is not the phenomena of European integration.  It is a large community which is being joined.  So I would like to just focus a little bit on the things we – instead of hitting objectives, we tend to hit obstacles, and I’d just like to tick them off, and perhaps we can discuss it.

Point one is there’s the problem of isolation.  In a period where Europe is characterized by integration, Serbia is one of the most isolated states in Europe.  If you talk to the children in the colleges, they talk about traveling more in the previous regime than they are allowed to travel now.  This is dangerous because isolation is an addiction; it basically confirms prejudice, and basically all of what’s happening in Europe is learning by participation.  By and large, Serbia is not participating in the institutional development of Europe, and in some manner, this is gradually becoming Albania – just being cut off from the main bloodlines of the European experience.

Secondly, in all countries that have come this path before, there has been a profound discussion of history, and one of the things that has not yet occurred that really must in Belgrade, is a failure – is the struggle to understand the failure of Serbia’s failure at nationalism.  If any country got 1848 badly wrong, it was Belgrade.

Havel tell us that consciousness precedes being, and basically this is historical consciousness.  This is a consciousness of the possibilities of modernity and institution building.  Largely that is not yet – doesn’t yet reside in Belgrade, and it’s not just 1389.  If you actually go and talk to people on the street and ask them questions about what would – what did Tito do, what did Milosevic do, what were the – what was the reason for the bombings of Belgrade, they will get it wrong.  It will be a B-minus, at best, on a history test.  There’s still a mythologic past that exists in Serbia, and it’s not a European past.  Basically, if you don’t get your past right, you don’t get your future right.  And if you look at all the other countries – you know, these vast institutions like Vad Yeshem and the holocaust museum, these historical commissions that help Poland and the Czech Republic struggle, you know, with reunderstanding the last 150 years, that hasn’t begun to the degree it has to in Belgrade, and that’s hurting us as we go forward.  We don’t need one or two people writing on this; we need 500 or a thousand writing on it every day.

Thirdly, there the question of time, which is closely related to history.  There’s still a sense in this part of the Balkans that stasis is good – kind of like using the clock of the Alamo.  We don’t think in time very well.  One of the things that actually has hurt our ability to support Serbia’s candidacy is this postponement of elections.  We had an electoral decision, it could have happened this fall, but yet we do it in the spring.  This puts us right up against the Istanbul summit, but we won’t have enough time to sell them the new Serbia before the summit.  Once again, we’ve given up six months, which we could have used to better effect if we had basically gone through the electoral process.  And there’s no sense of urgency or the flight of time, and this is why when Serbia does these achievements, as the ambassador correctly enumerated, we don’t get the credit we should in front of the State Department.  There’s a sense it’s a little – too little and it’s too late.  It would have been amazing a year ago, but now it’s late on arrival – so the ability to think in time.

Fourthly, we shouldn’t kid ourselves; you know, cultural differences matter, and of all the distinct nationalities in Europe, Serbia stands out for its exceptional – (inaudible, background noise) – qualities.  In the inner courts of Europe, however, it comes across as being defensive and argumentative, and there’s a sense of inferiority complex.  To use a metaphor, if Serbia had a soccer team, they’d rather fight with the referee than shoot at the goal.  That’s just important for them as a culture, and that doesn’t help us all that much.  I’m not – I except all these senior officials from Serbia, who I greatly admire, but I do tease my friends in Belgrade for having Ottoman marketing skills and World War II public relations.  This is not the way it’s done, it’s the not way -- press management, discussions, public diplomacy are not skills that are walking on the street in Belgrade every day.

The sixth point is the discussion of politics.  In Belgrade, we’re still pursuing domestic politics, and it tends to eclipse European politics or geo-politics.  We’ve been talking about Labus, Kostunica, Zivkovic – it’s the endless discussion, and if I were to tease my friends, we think that the California recall election is an aberration; it’s fine.  It’s always California in Belgrade.  It goes on for years.  Nobody ever comes to an election, nobody ever gets a mandate.  It still remains the politics of personality and doesn’t move to the politics of platform, the politics of purpose.  So the kids in the street do not know what the guy was running for.  They know what his personality is, but that doesn’t – they can’t hold him to account because he hasn’t given promises and platforms, which his administration should have to be measured by.

Seventh is – since it’s always useful to blame other people, it’s governance itself – there’s a significant weakness.  I’m as much of a fan of Javier Solana as the next guy, but coming up with a federalist marriage between a historically challenged state and a criminally challenged state does not seem to me what federalism really meant.  If it wasn’t ungovernable before, it sure is now after the EU fixed it.  Saddling Serbia’s challenge with an additional burden of this dysfunctionality between these two states, I think, we unfair, and somebody should go back to the EU and say – and talk to them about that, but I’m afraid we are where we are.

Eightly – and there’s only nine points so we can get back to the discussion – is the concept of corruption or the quality of corruption.  Corruption exists in all of the new democracies, but somehow in Serbia it seems a little more pervasive, and it’s far less financial.  It basically has a kind of a moral quality, and obviously as people have discussed, the institutions became corrupted in this long occupation and oppression.  When paramilitary crime lords can disguise themselves as patriots and call themselves an army, that’s a kind of institutional corruption that is profound.  Where you can still hear the names of war criminals used as basically victory chants at basketball games and volleyball games, that is a kind of corruption.  I mean, it didn’t happen yesterday, it may have been several years ago, but it’s still comparatively recent.  And one of the things we need to talk about is this country really needs a Vaclav Havel, a moral instructor.  I think Prime Minister Djindjic was growing into that man, but we lost him before he could basically have the Havel effect on a generation.  So there’s still a crying need for a moral education throughout the central Balkans.

And finally, as the State Department has mentioned, there is the – this basically critical test of justice.  Obviously, in the Balkans, justice is an unfamiliar concept that’s usually translated as revenge or grievance.  But when we look at it, Mladic is a comparatively modest request from the international community – nothing like what was levied on Germany or other countries.  This is relatively simple.  And it’s increasing – well, although the new government has actually – since the assassination, has done profound changes in commitments.  On balance, we really haven’t worked as hard on this one as we could.

The American ambassador actually went down to the post office to check and found hundreds of posters of cigarette smokers, but didn’t find one posted of war criminals.  That does seem to be a contradiction that’s impossible to answer in the court of world opinion.

So if I could summarize all this stuff – and I’m actually – I feel badly for making this negative case as hard as I’m making it, but what we’ve got is a gifted young democracy that’s – due to the inability to process certain information, has basically come up with civilizational autism and is having trouble making these connections.  

My conclusion is – (and I’m told the chair has ?) basically said to wrap up – we have eight million children that are clearly part of Europe and clearly should be in all the institutions as rapidly as possible.  Serbia and Montenegro should be leading the path to Europe, not being dragged along in the back.  This is probably the most dynamic country with the greatest possibilities in central and eastern Europe.  

It will take radical change and a – essentially the shock, much like the Djindjic shock, to create the moral revolution that is required.  Once that happens, my best is that Serbia and Montenegro will eclipse all records in the speed and efficacy of its integration.  The record was set by the Baltic States in 32 months; my bet is that Belgrade could beat that record once it begins. 

MR. SLETZINGER:  Thank you, sir.  Okay.   (Applause.)

I’d like to thank all four panelists for excellent, clear and succinct statements, and we are at 20 after ten.  The program says we must close down at 10:40.  I wonder if we add about five minutes or so so we will have maximum time – about 25 minutes.

Normally I would ask the first question here using my prerogative as director, but – (chuckles) – or moderator, I should say, but I think in this case, with limited time and with a very attuned audience, we’ll go to the audience.

First, I just ask you to do your part and please ask your question as clearly and as short and succinctly as possible.  There are two microphones, and when you’re identified, wait for it to come to you, and then please state your name and affiliation.  So nachnyom, as they say in Russian – let’s begin.

Who is the first one?  Yes, the gentleman in the back, please.

Q:  Thanks.  Jonathan Davidson with the European Commission delegation.  I think I’d like to echo your thanks, moderator, for very thoughtful and informative presentations.

I just – my question relates to the 800-pound gorilla that’s been alluded to, but not directly addressed, which is namely what is the European Union actually doing by way of help or hindrance, if you like, to the process of modernization and Europeanization?  It has a very profound strategy.  I don’t want to go into the details – it’s not the place – but it does have a staged plan with a number of benchmarks and a – kind of a graduated process towards reform and gradual integration.  There’s been no mention of the fact, for example, that we’re right bang in the middle of one of those steps at the moment; namely a feasibility study about a stabilization association agreement.

These are fundamental steps.  The question is whether this process is the right strategy for an outside force like the European Union, together with the tremendous force of the United States, which is largely behind this strategy – whether this strategy is in fact well suited to the process of helping a perhaps reluctant society take the very, very painful and difficult decisions towards reform, a strategy which involves very attractive carrots and some sticks.  

We’ve heard about all the obstacles; I don’t disagree with anything I’ve heard, but what about a word from one or two of the panelist about the combined impact of external pressure according to these twin strategies, if you like, of the European Union working together largely with United States to help the process of modernization and Europeanization over the very long haul?  Thanks.

MR. SLETZINGER:  Which of you would like that?  Okay.


MR.
:  I’ll speak to that.  I think – and we were talking about this a little bit before the session began – I think one of the sort of unsung – unsung success stories has been a general success in U.S.-European burden sharing in the development field.  That’s to answer one part of your question, Jonathan.  


The other part of your question is the EU’s approach generally speaking, and here I’ll have to be critical because I talk to a lot of people who have been or should be recipients of assistance in one way or the other on – outside of government, outside of the institutions.  And what I hear about the European Union’s approach is that it is overly bureaucratic and incredibly slow, and connecting this with Bruce Jackson’s point about time, we ain’t got a lot of time, and I think the European Union general development approach, particularly in the political field, needs to pick up a little bit of a pace.


The other thing that I’ll say about the European Union’s approach is that it’s overly institutional, leans too much, I would say, towards the government through government institution.  Although extremely important, I think it misses the element of the development of civil society, for example, that I would argue that the Americans were much better attuned to than the Europeans are – civil society assistance.


I would just point out one specific way of providing assistance that the European Union has that I’ve come across.  I may be wrong if this is the only way they do it, but requiring Serbian organizations, non-governmental organizations to have a European partner organization in every grant, I think, is cumbersome, it drains resources, keeps resources in western Europe when it should be going to Serbian organizations, and I’ll stop there.


MR. SLETZINGER:  Would another panelist like to address this?


MS. KELLER:  I would just add very briefly and in sort of a broader context, that EU – the EU and the U.S. policy towards Serbia and Montenegro I think we’ve seen – there’s very – there’s very little daylight between us.  I mean, I think it’s a – especially when it comes to the issue of the international war crimes tribunal.  And I think it’s very useful to have the – both the European as well as the U.S. position mirror one another so closely to exert maximum – maximal pressure towards movement and progress on that – on that particular issue, and I think that that has been successful.


MR. SLETZINGER:  Yes, Bruce?


MR. JACKSON:  Can I just take a shot at this one?  I think it’s a wonderful policy that the United States and the European Union have contrived together, and maybe we should actually try employing it.  We have volunteered that we’re going to pursue this policy of integrating with Serbia and the Balkans, but we often don’t do it.  The U.S. policy is deny until they comply.  They’ve been blocked from all the institutions that you were describing, so there are much more sticks than there are carrots. 


The EU’s policy is promise and then renege.  They did give the promise at Zagreb of integration, and they went to Thessoloniki and took about $3 billion out of the funds  that were supposed to go to the Balkans.  So sometimes we ought to sort of keep our promises and try the policy because  I think it probably would work.


MR. SLETZINGER:  Thank you.  Another question?  Yes, sir?


Q:  Hello, I am – (name unintelligible) – I’m the Washington bureau chief of newspaper – (name unintelligible) – and my question is in the Balkan we see very interesting processes.  In Serbia, Prince Alexander kept active political position; in Bulgaria, Saxe-Simeon (sp) is prime minister; in Romania, Michael kept active politic position, too, and my question is is this a signal for changed public system or modification of their public system.


MR. SLETZINGER:  Damjan?


MR. KRNJEVIC-MISKOVIC:  Very briefly, I think that the idea of having a – sort of a super-political institution that is rooted in – you know, in this case, the history of Serbia, would only serve to advance the interests of those who want to integrate in Europe.  It’s never been clear to me why there is – there is sort of, you know, militance, but sort of minor opposition to this.  I think it’s a very good step in the right direction.


Clearly, in Bulgaria, they’ve gone even farther.  You have these positive elements in Romania.  I think it’s a good thing, and the idea of – you look at the European Union and look at the founding states of the European project, a fair amount of them are constitutional monarchies.  This is certainly an anti-democratic institution, at least in the way that it’s envisioned, certainly, in the Serbian context, and I think it’s – it can only lead to a – to a better and easier entry into Europe.


MR. SLETZINGER:  I think this gentleman in the back was the next.


Q:  (Name, affiliation unintelligible) – Ms. Keller, what is the policy with the U.S. government vis-à-vis to the movements of the Albanians to create an independent Kosovo, which is the most destabilized element right now (with discussion ?) of this matter, and what is the situation – (unintelligible).


MS. KELLER:  Well, in response to your question about U.S. government policy towards Kosovo –


Q:  (Off mike.)


MS. KELLER:  The movement –


Q:  (Off mike.)

MS. KELLER:  As I mentioned very briefly in my remarks, the dialogue – the beginning of the Belgrade-Pristina dialog that’s going to take place October 14th in Vienna, that will be the beginning of  the process.  We don’t talk about final status for Kosovo; that something that we believe is premature.  These talks need to take place, a dialog needs to be established, standards that are set forth – UNMIK standards need to be met, and beyond that, we don’t engage on that issue at this point.  It’s premature.


Q:  (Off mike.)


MS. KELLER:  It’s a situation that we –


Q:  (Off mike.)


MS. KELLER:  Yes, yes.  It’s a situation that we monitor closely.  It’s one that we’re interested in.  Beyond that, I don’t have anything to add.


MR. SLETZINGER:  Allow me to just piggyback on that question and violate my first rule that I wouldn’t ask a question, because it was going to deal with Kosovo.  And I don’t know if Valda really can – can or would want to respond to this, but I just wonder, since this is -- the critical issue, really, I think, of the day is the future relationship of Serbia and Kosovo – just what our panelists feel is a realistic scenario for working this out and over what time frame, given the fact that the Serb and Albanian positions on Kosovo are so incompatible.  I wonder if anyone has a take on that now – or maybe I shouldn’t have asked.  (Scattered laughter.)


I know that’s a tough question.  (Pause.)  You don’t want to hear me answer myself, do you?  (Laughter.)


(Cross talk.)


MR.
:  It seems to me that the positions are not entirely incompatible.  On the one hand, the Albanians want to rule over themselves and want to have nothing to do with Serbia.  On the other hand, the Serbs really have no particularly strong interest in having anything to do with the Albanians.  The question is whether or not you can satisfy Albanian legitimate sort of claims that they – or at least their argument is we want to have nothing to do with them because they’ve been hitting us over the head for the last 90 years – with Serbian interests, which are really two in Kosovo:  one is to safeguard all of the rights and privileges of the Serbian minority, of those who are loyal to the state, on the one hand; and on the other hand, safeguard the continuing physical presence of the Serbian Orthodox church, the patrimonial and cultural sites.  And it seems that I – it’s – I mean, on the one hand, the Albanians want independence – fine, and this was the Djindjic proposal, really, that said, all right, well, you know, we’ll give it to you as long as you understand that your borders have nothing to do with any other than administration.  It’s – there’s nothing historical about the present borders of Kosovo.


So I think if you talk about extraterritoriality with regards to the holy sites on the one hand and, you know, safeguarding the minority rights on the other, whether you do that through partition or through a very strong sort of ethnic-based reorganization of some of the territories as, for example, Labus, the president of G17, has suggested recently in a Vienna newspaper, I think that there is some room for compromise there.  But we’re a long way from that.  It’s – certainly it’s very difficult for the Albanians to even talk about this publicly.  I’ve had conversations in Pristina with many of – with many sort of senior Albanian officials, and they’re willing to entertain this possibility privately, but if they say so publicly, you know, there is some very strong danger that they’re going to be shot.


So – and clearly, on the other hand, the Serbs don’t want to compromise publicly on changing and altering the borders of their country, which is, you know, recognized in international law.  So it’s difficult publicly, but I think privately, in the next couple of years, we’ll see some movement in that general direction.


Q:  (Off mike.)


MR. SLETZINGER:  Bruce?  Oh, excuse me, sir.  Let – I think Mr. Jackson wanted to say something.


MR. JACKSON:  Just following on, we have this – we’ve recommended a sequence issue.  Oftentimes Kosovo final status ends up being the first job in the region then is the second job because you’ve got to solve that before you could do anything.  We think that that reverses the priorities, that we can advance the states as a region through the Adriatic Charter and other mechanisms, and they get into European institutions now, into NATO, the European Union.  From a seat at the table, this final solution will be easier.  So we would prefer to move quickly on Serbia’s accession with an end to PFP, NATO and SAPs, and then – and basically help Kosovo by showing Kosovo the path to Europe.  And that would be stabilizing the overall region and changing the context, and so once we’ve achieved the standards, we could come back to the status, and it’s not – it’s not job one, which I would point out is how Kaliningrad and other of the fragments of empire were ultimately solved – not by running directly at them, but by creating a context in which they weren’t the same kind of problem.


MR. SLETZINGER:  I think we have limited time, sir.  Could we go on to the next question, please?  Yes, sir.


Q:  I am – (name unintelligible) – from southern Serbia and – (unintelligible) – and I want to ask you – all of you how do you see role of Serbian non-profit organization in democratization process, and a relation between Serbian government and Serbian non-profit.  Thank you.


MR.
:  Can you repeat the last part – the relation between Serbian government and what?


Q:  And Serbian non-profit organizations.


MR. SLETZINGER:  (Off mike.)


MR.
:  Yeah, these were actually part of my original remarks, but I obviously ran over time, so I’ll revisit some of the issues right now.  I think, on the one hand, the Serbian government has a job to do in things like passing a new NGO law.  I think that would go a long way to legitimizing the non-governmental sector.


Having said that, I think the non-governmental sector has had limited success in adapting to the post-Milosevic scene.  I mean, a lot of the most effective organizations were organizations like (Aught-4 ?) and others.  Aught-4 is certainly emblematic of this – have had a quite a bit of problems making the transition to the new situation in choosing whether they will be watchdogs on the process, for example, or whether they will be advisers, providing technical assistance where they have expertise.  And some organizations try and do both.


I have a feeling that the state of emergency served to quiet some of the NGO activism a little bit.  I see a reticence on the part of a lot of NGOs to kind of get involved in the fray.  Aught-4 is an obvious exception to this fact.  Organizations which feel that they are not having an impact in the post-Milosevic situation are coming to the conclusion that they have to become political parties.  G17 did this, Aught-4 is about to do this, and in a way, that’s kind of sad.  I mean, they have complete right to do that, but in a way, civil society needs to be above the political fray in some ways, and it would be good if NGOs reclaimed that watchdog role in a non-partisan fashion while in there.


MR. SLETZINGER:  Thank you.  Anybody?


MR.
:  Yes, I just have a small amendment to that.  I mean, I completely agree with that analysis that people are in NGOs because they haven’t found a seat in parliament, which – if we could get many of those leaders into the parliament where they could do the work that they want to do, that that still leaves the lack of – who is going to do not just the watchdog function, but the education function, going through the textbooks, basically taking it out to general education.  And Serbia has such gifts in its NGO community, it should be challenged to do more.


MR. SLETZINGER:  Thank you.  Next question?


Q:  Xenia Wilkinson, International Orthodox Christian Charities.  The United States has recently increased its assistance to – for minority returns to Kosovo, but at the same time attacks – violent attacks against minorities, particularly Serbians in Kosovo have deterred – deterred a lot of people from going back.  So my question is what is the United States and the international community doing to enhance the security in Kosovo so that minorities will return – those who want to return – and what more should it be doing in light of the recent spate of violence?


MS. KELLER:  The Belgrade-Pristina dialog will address this very issue, and it’s one of concern.  We do support an environment in which people who choose to return to Kosovo can do so and do so safely.  The recent incidents that have happened that one of the panelists mentioned are of great concern.  The U.S. office in Pristina is engaged on these issues and works very closely to – you know, to monitor the situation and developments there.  Really, the answer I think will come from this dialog with Belgrade and Pristina.  This is an issue that needs to be resolved, and it is one of the standards that have to be addressed and successfully addressed before the conversation can move on to final status, whenever that – whenever that happens.


MR. SLETZINGER:  Damjan?


MR. KRNJEVIC-MISKOVIC:  Very quickly, let me give you one example of a policy that I think State is pursuing in the wrong way, and that is it’s – of course, State is doing the right thing, which is, first of all, funding the idea of organized returns.  Spontaneous returns don’t work.  You’ve got to get a group of people in there and reassert themselves, create a critical mass of returnees.  That’s all well and good, but there’s one thing that – there’s one aspect of that that seems crucial to me that so far has not been done, to my knowledge, and that is that there is an emphasis and really an insistence on Serbian refugees returning to their own homes.  And as a practical matter, that doesn’t seem to make sense to me, and a lot of – in a lot of examples you have Serbian refugees who are returning to places that are incredibly hostile to their returns.


Wouldn’t it make more sense to at least establish a critical number of Serbs returning just into the entity as a first step?  I mean, you look at some of these – some of the squalid conditions of these refugee camps within Serbia proper.  Certainly there is housing, of course, available in Kosovo.  It’s being built every day.  The Kuwaitis are doing a fantastic job of building new houses, and it should be used for Serbs and not just Albanians.  And the idea is, fine, you want to reconstitute a Serbian presence in Kosovo, great.  But let’s bring them back there and we’ll worry about getting them to their specific houses at a later date.


Certainly it’s a step in the right direction to get them back into the province where they can vote, they can participate, they can help the economy regenerate itself, and so far that is something that is being resisted, not just by State, but by the EU, and it’s something that I think should change because it would be a positive step, certainly from, I think, the Serbian perspective.


MR. SLETZINGER:  Anybody else want to address that?  No?


Well, I think, you know, we’ll close this meeting because we’re right at 10:40 – just a little past.  We’ll be on time, and the next panel will be able to have a full session.


So once again, I’d like to thank our panelists for an excellent job and a really succinct job.  We didn’t solve the issues, but I think the elucidated all the problems in a very coherent and excellent way.  


Please join me in thanking them.  


(Applause.)


(End of panel.)


MR.
:  (In progress) -- to obscure them.  And I believe that our second panel on the security dimension of U.S.-Serbian relations will be equally compelling and equally provocative.  But before we touch on the security dimension, it’s a distinct pleasure for me to be able to introduce our next guest.

Crown Prince Alexander II, if I may, agreed to join us here today to offer his own perspectives on a range of very significant issues affecting Serbia and Serbia’s relations with the United States and with Europe.  We’ve asked the prince to discuss Serbia’s security dimension of our relationship with Serbia, and we have four very distinguished panelists.  And their bios – with the exception of one, and I’ll cover that at the appropriate time – are included in your handouts so I’m not going to go into them.  So I’m just going to mention them by name and affiliation, democratic institutions, and freedom and liberty for all the people of Serbia; fighting corruption and the pervasive influence of organized crime, and certainly to encourage continued privatization and foreign investment in the country dear to him and to his family.

I won’t go into the biography.  There’s a lengthy and detailed biography of the prince, both in the handout that we’ve provided and also on the website, royalfamily.org.  I do want to state just on sort of a social note that the prince is quite proud that his two sons, Philip and Alexander, were born in 1982 in this part of the United States, in Fairfax, Virginia.  I’ve had the pleasure to speak with his wife, Princess Katherine, who is in Washington with the prince today but could not be with us as a series of humanitarian organizational commitments keep her otherwise occupied.  Either way, I think that we are all very much looking forward to the prince’s remarks.  We thank him again for taking the time to be with us.  

And it is, ladies and gentlemen, a distinct pleasure for me to welcome to Washington and to our policy forum, Crown Prince Alexander II.

(Applause.)

HRH CROWN PRINCE ALEXANDER II:  Your Excellency, ladies and gentlemen, good morning.  It’s a pleasure to join you for this important seminar on my country, Serbia and Montenegro.  My thanks go out to the Western Policy Center and its executive director, Mr. John Sitilides, for initiating this program.  I’d also like to thank Colonel Stephen Norton for his work in establishing the agenda and rallying the speakers.  

I would like to warmly thank the participants, the speakers and attendees for your interest in the future of my country, Serbia and Montenegro.  The name of my country changed from Yugoslavia to the historic names of two of the predecessors of the Kingdom, Serbia and Montenegro.  I’m proud that my family has been deeply associated with my country, no matter what it was called. 

Seven months ago we changed the name of our country from Yugoslavia to Serbia Montenegro.  One of my great-grandfathers was the last king of the independent Kingdom of Serbia, while another the last king of the independent Kingdom of Montenegro.  My grandfather, Alexander I, was the king when the country adopted the name of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia in 1929, having been the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes.  My later father, King Peter II, was the last king of a democratic Yugoslavia and is the only king buried in the United States, in Libertyville, Illinois.

I share this history, not to dwell on the past but to assure you that my concern and devotion for my country and its people is strong.  Today I have the honor to be a citizen of my country once again.  I became an enemy of the state at the ripe age of two, when Tito’s deputy, Kardelj, signed in 1947 a decree abolishing my nationality and all my rights.  In February 2001, the then-federal minister of the Interior, Mr. Zoran Zivkovic, now the prime minister of Serbia, presented me, my wife and three boys with official citizenship documents in the suite I was born in at Claridges Hotel in London.  Winston Churchill had declared the suite Yugoslav territory at the time of my birth.  The return of my citizenship was a very emotional moment, as was the homecoming to the royal palace in July 2001.  The palace in Belgrade has been the home of my wife, three boys and myself for just over two years now.  

In 1999, after the collapse of the Berlin Wall and the former Soviet Union, I became deeply involved in promoting democracy for my homeland.  I visited Washington many times over the years and met with several administrations.  I was also glad to contribute to the democratic process by convening vital conferences for the democratic opposition in Budapest, Banja Luka, and Athens.  Finally the big day came with the revolution of the fifth of October 2000, three years ago last Sunday.

My country is a new, emerging democracy recovering from decades of communism, the cunning regime: sanctions, isolation, and the aggression of bombing.  We cannot make things happen at midnight.  We’re committed to democracy but we cannot do things in an instant way.  Some might be surprised to know that my country is multi-ethic and multi-religious: Orthodox, 65 percent; Muslim, 20 percent; Catholic – Roman Catholic, 4 percent; partisan, 1 percent; and other, 10 percent.  

I’ve traveled extensively all over Serbia and Montenegro, visiting municipalities, factories and hospitals.  We need very serious help in all sectors.  My wife has devoted her time to help our healthcare system, refugees, and orphans.  One-third of the medical equipment is broken, one-third is over 20 years old, and one-third functions.  Unemployment is approximately 40 percent.  Even though we lack jobs and investors, we’re totally committed on the course of democracy and market economy.

Our desire is to join the European Union, but so much work has to be done in nursing our market economy forward and urgently moving on with reforms that have been delayed.  Like in all democracies, there are political differences and feelings.  Isn’t that the case in California?  We also have to gain the knowledge of the art of lobbying, public relations, and follow-up.  Our hope and future lies in the membership of the European Union and cross-Atlantic partnerships.

To the south, Greece is a member of the European Union.  Several not-too-distant neighbors, such as Slovenia and the Czech Republic, will be joining the European Union next spring, and eventually all the countries in Southeastern Europe.  We cannot fall behind in the process and become the forgotten center of a sandwich.  It’s important that we have good relations with the United States, and I’d like to say there have been great steps forward this year.  We would deeply welcome additional support for our new democracy and anticipate that the United States will be more focused by being considerate regarding background and circumstances.  

Support means promoting strong economic ties and not making demands that will continue to further isolation and even permit the population to give up trust in democracy and the future if they cannot experience results.  It is a clear fact that only progress, sustained by economic activity that secures jobs, would ensure stability and lasting democracy in my country and the whole region.   To achieve success and stability in the region of Southeastern Europe, we must be considered as one important area to transact with and not as isolated cases with separate, conflicting agendas.  

Furthermore, I’ve stated on numerous occasions that the European Union cannot have two distinct classes of nations: first class the European Union and second class the rest.  Isn’t the objective to integrate the whole region into the European Union?  In addition, support means not further isolating my country and ransoming its citizens owing to situations involving a very few limited amount of certain personalities.  

My government and its representatives have been here to Washington recently, and they will no doubt come often.  Their objective is to reestablish normal trade relations and request also aid from the United States.  For those who wonder about the European Union and other entities, I’m certain they realize the world altered in 1989 after the collapse of the Soviet Union.  Commitments became huge and taxing governments and entities was intense.  We’re grateful for all the help we’ve received.

Our revolution, which we all know took place on the fifth of October 2000, three years ago, and we emerged under pressure, facing so many unimaginable problems after decades of dictatorship.  The tragedy and pain of 9/11 the people of the United States suffered also affected our recovery and indeed the global economy.  The Middle East state of affairs also continues to contribute to a difficult economic recovery since the NGOs left Serbia and Montenegro and the focus and funds now went to Afghanistan and Iraq.  

In conclusion, I will be glad if all efforts could be made to help urgently stimulate the interest of the private sector in the United States to especially come to our country.  There are golden opportunities and incentives for the investor.  For instance, we are very happy to have U.S. Steel, Philip Morris, and Galaxy as investors and hope that they will be the flagships for many more investments and partnerships.  There is now a nonstop flight twice a week from New York to Belgrade.  Use it.  (Laughter.)  Everyone is warmly welcome and there are no travel restrictions.  We are a safe country and the people are very hospitable.

One more thing about our football team – soccer in the United States.  I live next to two stadiums just down the road and I’ve been there several times as a guest.  I don’t take sides.  But I’ve noticed that our teams, when they play against international teams, they’re very courteous.  They pick up players that have been knocked over and they don’t argue with referees.  So there is an improvement after all.  (Laugher.)

Anyhow, welcome to Serbia Montenegro.  Thank you.

(Applause.)

(Audio break.)

COLONEL STEPHEN R. NORTON
:  (In progress) – not going to mention sports, but, Your Highness, you gave me an opening.  Tonight the Chicago Cubs are going to beat the Marlins.  (Laughter.)

Just a word on the road that got us to the conference today.  About six months ago I had the pleasure of getting an invitation to lunch by the defense attaché, Milorad Peric; went to Potomac Landing and having some nice fish, and we’re talking about Serbia and U.S. relations and we kind of came to the same conclusion that the relationship between the United States and Serbia and Montenegro has traditionally been a healthy one.  So the problem wasn’t a national issue; the problem was the Milosevic government, which is now gone.  So if that’s gone, then let’s get on with rebuilding what was taken down by Milosevic.  Hence the idea for this conference and we appreciate all your interest and your attendance here.

At the end of the day, security is what provides the necessary framework for change and progress.  Without security – political, economic, and social – progress grinds to a halt.  If you look at East Europe or Eastern Mediterranean -- you’ve just mentioned Israel, Palestine, Iraq, Cyprus, disputes in the Aegean, the Balkans -- you get an idea of really the paramount importance of security. 

Today it’s my pleasure and my honor to moderate this panel on security, on the security dimension of our relationships with Serbia.  And we have four very distinguished panelists, and their bios, with the exception of one -- and I’ll cover that at the appropriate time -- are included in your handout so I’m not going to delve into them, so I’m just going to mention them by name and affiliation.  And, gentlemen, just the usual reminder about the 10-minute rule.  So, thank you very much.

VUK JEREMIC:  They were not respecting the 10-minute rule.  (Laughter.)

COL. NORTON:  Yeah, but the military is a little sharper on time.  (Laughter.)  

We’ll begin with our first speaker, Mr. Vuk Jeremic from the Ministry of Defense of Serbia and Montenegro.  And his topic is “Troublemaker to Troubleshooter: Reform of the Armed Forces in Serbia and Montenegro.”

MR. JEREMIC:  Thanks, Colonel.  Ladies and gentlemen, Your Highness, Your Excellency, I first of all have to thank the Western Policy Center for inviting me here and to the distinguished audience for coming over because I don’t know if you realize, but for us it’s a big thing for the Serbian government, especially Ministry of Defense – it’s actually government of Serbia and Montenegro; we’re at the federal level.  This is the first time that an official of the Ministry of Defense of Serbia and Montenegro, after a very, very long time, I gather, has a podium to address such a distinguished audience in this particular town.  And this is great news for us.  And I witnessed last week the meeting between a Serbian general and his American colleague inside Pentagon.  And that was a historic breakthrough if you ask me.  These days, reading these newspaper articles who put postures about questioning whether Serbs are better allies than the French and all that, I’m not going to get into that, but this all sounds like great news for me from the Serbian perspective.

Anyway, thanks once again for having me here, and I’m here to talk about the military reform, about the reform of the military of Serbia and Montenegro.  And as a lady from the State Department mentioned, that reform did not start together with all the other reforms, political, social and economic, on the day of the fifth of October 2003, three years and two days today.  And that was the result of certain institutional, political limitations stemming mostly out of the then-federalist constitution of Yugoslavia – Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.  But nevertheless, the tragic incident of the assassination of Prime Minister Djindjic this March, together with this new constitution of Serbia and Montenegro put together, roughly around that time as the lady from the State Department mentioned – I believe there’s something wrong with the mike.  So did you not hear a word of what I was saying?  (Laughter.)  Sorry.  

So those two things together brought a very different landscape – and the Defense secretary of Belgrade, Minister Boris Tadic, new minister of Defense of Serbia and Montenegro, was appointed the minister on the 17th of March, and that’s about six months ago, and ever since things have started moving at a very different pace and in a rather different direction compared to what’s been going on before.

And that was a day when a group of reform-minded civilians have actually entered the building of the Ministry of Defense for the first time after maybe 50-odd years, 60 years maybe.  And I’m saying civilian-minded – sorry, reform-minded civilians, because we were not experts – we were not defense experts at the time.  And that was actually something of a more general ailment, but we have been – that we were facing, we still actually face to an extent, and that’s the rather dysfunctional state of military-civilian relationship in Serbia because we have no tradition of civilians having an oversight over the military.  That was simply not the case for a very, very long time now.

So we moved in.  We made some very bold moves, mostly out of some kind of a democratic instinct rather than shaped up and worked – carefully worked-out policy.  By the way, I want to remind you those were the days right after the assassination of a prime minister.  The situation was very difficult.  Minister Tadic was appointed the minister of Defense, and the first time when he started discussing his appointment was maybe 24 hours before he was appointed.  So it was a very difficult time.  

And in the meantime, between then and now, there are one or two things that we have managed to achieve at a practical level.  And I don’t want to diminish their importance by saying that they were done more out of the democratic instinct rather than a part of a policy because they did turn out to be a rather bold, significant and substantial moves that actually pushed the thing in the right direction, and you’re witnessing a very remarkable pace of reform right now.  And those were the accession of civilian control over the armed forces.  That was the first and foremost success.  That was integration of general staff and security services under the control of the minister of Defense.  And that was a shock for the entire system.  It is actually for the first time in Serbian history generals actually do get to be accountable to the civilian leadership.  In the previous years it was civilian control over the military was understood in a rather restricted manner, more to do with the strict subordination to the Communist Party.  So that did not really count.  This is the first time in history that actually both the general staff and the security services do really report to the Ministry of Defense.  

And we have opened up the work of the work of the Ministry of Defense.  We tried to demystify the work of the military sector by, you know, insisting on total transparency in our work; by having roundtables and consultations left and right, inviting the public, both domestically and internationally, discussing openly the new steps, the ways we want to go around the military reform.  We have encountered – (mike level increases) – oh, my goodness, that’s much better.  Could you hear me?  (Audience affirmation.)  Sorry.  Sorry about that.

So, the issue of corruption was also a big thing that we tried to address by introducing new procurement rules.  And those issues of corruption were rather significant: both petty and grand corruption we’re talking about.  And if you’ve been following the media over the past few months, we did actually achieve quite a lot in that regard and opened up the channels of dialogue with our neighbors and with the international community; traveled around extensively establishing contacts, trying to build bridges, trying to reestablish trust with our neighbors and international community.  

And last but not least – not least, by no means least – we have done a very bold move on the personal changes.  And I’m talking about retiring or actually relieving from active duty 16 generals and 300-plus officers from the army of Serbia and Montenegro.  We’re talking about people who we have worked with at the beginning and who simply did not show their understanding of what reform is, of where we should be going, of why we’re all that.  And those were not easy days, I can tell you, and the pressures were humongous.  We’re talking about decorated officers, heroes of the wars of the ‘90s.  But we went over that.  And quite surprisingly, we got support for that within the army.  It was the – it was actually quite surprising but we think that we have succeeded in making the military officers a stakeholder into our process.

And we’re now in the process of drafting doctrinary documents that are going to address the issue of the new security -- of the new threats of our security situation in the region.  Our security challenges are, in our view, not any longer security threats from neighboring countries.  We do not anticipate fighting wars in the future with our neighbors.  We’re talking about terrorism, trafficking, other kinds of cross-border crime.  And they’re common for the region and we actually share them with our neighbors.  And that’s why the very essence of our reform is going to be engagement and integration discussions with our neighbors.  

We believe that there should be no security holes in the Balkans; that the only way to achieve stability and prosperity is to actually have a rock-solid, integrated part of the world, and that’s why we are very keen on pursuing our membership in the Partnership for Peace.  That’s why we are strongly championing Bosnian participation in the Partnership for Peace.  This is why we’re strongly endorsing moves on behalf of other people, like Adriatic Charter, and we have proved our full intention to keep building these bridges and links.  

I have a little reminder here that I’m running over time so I’ll be wrapping up in a minute.  Generally speaking, we are aware of the fact that there are no shortcuts, and there are certain things that we need to deal with but there are certain things that we have to run an extra mile on in terms of housekeeping, of dealing with our internal stuff.  Cooperation with the International Crime Tribunal is very high on our agenda, and I think we have proved in the past year or so that we do treat this thing very seriously.  So there are no shortcuts, and we understand that in the process of integration.  But there are ways to expedite things, there are ways to accelerate things, and one of those is this troop offer, this commitment from the government -- of the government to actually join the international war on terrorism, because we believe this is where our place is in alliance with the family of nations who do actually fight terrorism on the international level.

And thank you very much, and whoever wants to hear the last two-thirds of my address is very welcome, afterwards. (Laughter.)  I’m sorry and I’ll pass on the mike to --

(Applause.)

COL. NORTON:  Vuk, thank you very much.  Our next speaker is Dr. Roy Stafford from the National War College at Fort McNair, which is part of our prestigious National Defense University.  

Roy?

ROY W. STAFFORD:  Thank you very much.  Your Royal Highness, Your Excellency, Steve, thank you very much for the invitation.  Let me first say, while I am a government employee I speak as an academic, I speak for myself, so I will try to speak candidly.  

The long-term solution for issues in the region appears simple, and that is the long-term EU integration, Atlantic integration process.  Getting there is the problem and long-term perhaps should be emphasized.  As I look at security issues in the region, I agree completely with Vuk, and that is that the issues are not the traditional military challenges that we’ve faced in the past, but rather it’s crime, guerilla or terrorist activity.  I would add there this is not Islamist activity; it has much more of an ethnic basis rather than a religious basis.  I would also say that we recognize that Serbia and Serbia’s success is key to the region, certainly key to the republics that made up the former Yugoslavia.  

Going from there, let me try to talk in terms of American interests.  The region, to include Serbia and Montenegro, has historically not been of major interest to the United States.  You can trace that history -- and I will not trace the history at this stage.  The major American engagement in the region came about because of the wars of the 1990s, and now we’ve returned to a more normal state.  As one can recall the disagreements, the debate within the Clinton administration and the previous Bush administration during the 1990s, with phrases from Secretary of State Baker at the time: we do not have a dog in this fight; this is Europe’s problem, it’s not ours; we do not have significant interests involved; our interests are peripheral.  

Well, that changed with the challenges to NATO, changes to U.S. credibility, the extent of the atrocities in Bosnia, and that brought a major U.S. engagement, which at one point, during General Nash’s period, involved the deployment of 22,000 U.S. troops to Bosnia.  That number is now down to about 2,000 and it’s National Guard.  The number in Kosovo is down to slightly less than 2,000 and that too is National Guard.  And I think that is an indication both of a changed security situation but it also reflects a return in a sense of American priorities to what the more normal historic status was.

The priority of this administration – and I would argue almost exclusive focus – is on the war on terrorism, and there the Balkans are important but not the key theater.  It is obviously Afghanistan and now Iraq, although I would question the administration’s view that Iraq is central to the war on terror.  There’s a paucity of evidence tying Iraq to 9/11 or al Qaeda or terrorism directed against the United States.  As you can see, I’m not speaking for the U.S. government. 

The rest of the world is frankly now on the back burner.  Clearly there are two exceptions: North Korea and Iran.  But if one thinks back of relations with Russia prior to 9/11 and the criticism of Russian activities in Chechnya – well deserved criticism – it’s silent.  When one thinks that China was probably the key foreign policy issue for the administration prior to 9/11 with considerable concern in the administration about the future of that relationship, China relations and U.S. relations are now quite good.

Let me turn to just another point that I think is relevant.  You recall that Candidate Bush, and Condoleezza Rice in particular, stressed their desire to remove U.S. troops from the Balkans.  The phrase made was that the U.S. should not be involved in these long, seemingly endless peacekeeping operations, that the mission of U.S. forces was to fight and win the nation’s wars, and while we recognized some continued commitments in the region, the desire was to hasten the day when the United States could remove its forces and turn that responsibility over to Europe.  One of the things we may want to discuss in the question and answer session is where does this lie now with the E.U. offer to take over peace operations in Bosnia and the very mixed response that I think one will hear out of Washington on that?

What are the specific interests today?  The relationship to the war on terror is the key factor.  Clearly the United States wants a stable government in Belgrade and throughout the region that will work to prevent the kind of environments that lead to terrorism.  That means a crackdown on organized crime, that means regional cooperation, that means the complicated situation of dealing both with the Albanians of Kosovo and the AKSH, or the National Albanian Army, or that mix of criminals, guerilla fighters and some who actually may believe that they have legitimate freedom issues involved.  We could perhaps talk about that.

The second issue is any assistance that the United States can get in dealing with the war on terrorism, and specifically this means – and it relates to the offer made by Belgrade on assistance in Afghanistan, which is far from resolved, particularly in the southeast and southern part of Afghanistan, Kandahar and south, and assistance in Iraq.  Offers from almost any and all are most welcome, and certainly the Zivkovic offer was warmly welcomed in principle, the details still to be worked out.

Specific interests, again, from the American standpoint: stable pro-U.S. government in Serbia, resolve issues with neighbors – I think that’s well done.  On the joint state I think the United States is fundamentally agnostic as to whether the joint state remains or whether it divides, as it may under the terms of the agreement.  The E.U. is much stronger on the issue of holding Serbia and Montenegro together.  My sense is, again, that the United States, while formally supporting the continuation of the state, is largely agnostic.  One note by that regard is the United States has a consulate in Podgorica, staffed at a very high level.  Contrast that to E.U. representation in Montenegro.

NATO partnership -- we are pleased with the democratization and reform of the Serbian armed forces: the downsizing, the offer of peacekeeping, the new approach in dealing with war criminals, particularly Milosevic.  Milosevic is a red line for the United States, particularly for the United States Congress, and so that remains an important thing.  

I’m impressed in my looking at the region and military reform, which remains a difficult problem, even in those states that are now being admitted to NATO – Romania and Bulgaria – that the kind of steps that have been taken, democratizing steps, as Vuk has said, are probably the most dramatic of any in the region.  I mean, that sort of quick reform is frankly rather rare in the region.  

We’ve talked a bit about Kosovo.  U.S. policy is certainly “go slow” at this stage – certainly no action until after 2004.  Election year dynamics affect us here.  The United States tends to be more inclined to support eventual independence for Kosovo than is the E.U., and the key issue here that relates back to the terrorism issue is the Kosovars only trust the United States; they do not trust the E.U., they do not trust the Europeans.  I think some of that mistrust is wrongly placed, but nonetheless that’s the case that is there.

Thank you very much.  (Applause.)  Exactly 10 minutes.

COL. NORTON:  Roy, thank you very much.  You’re a moderator’s dream.

You have, as I mentioned, handouts with bios of the speakers with the exception of one, our next speaker, John Zavales.  In fairness to John and in fairness to you, so you know who is about to address you, let me just take a moment and I’ll give you a couple of highlights about John.

John served for over 12 years in the Department of Defense.  He was part of Operation Shining Hope, which was the relief of the Kosovar refugees in 1999.  He also served in the Office of the Secretary of Defense as a country director for Albania, Croatia, Slovenia, as well as other states, and he is now a frequent commentator on Balkan issues and has appeared several times on the VOA Serbian service.

So with that introduction, John, I’ll turn it over to you.

JOHN ZAVALES:  Thank you, Steve. 

Good morning, Your Royal Highness, ladies and gentlemen.  Thank you very much.  And, Steve, thank you for adding that biographical note.  One of the occupational hazards of having a name, I think, beginning with a Z is that you are liable to drop off the list a lot.  One of the reasons I love being in Belgrade is because it’s one of the few places where the Z section is full in people’s address books, unlike the United States.  (Laugher.)

I’m going to address the issue of regional security in sort of the broadest terms this morning, including some of the political factors that I think are impacting it.  I’m going to raise a few perspectives that may be new and then propose some ideas for possible improvements in this area.

The security challenges facing Serbia Montenegro today are somewhat unique in Europe in that the country not only has normal responsibilities for protecting its borders, for deterring conventional armed attack, but it also faces instability in a part of its national territory over which it is not currently able to exercise sovereignty, namely Kosovo Mitrovica.  The bulk of my remarks will probably focus on Kosovo, but a lot of what I say will have implications for other parts of Serbia Montenegro as well as for Macedonia and perhaps other countries in the region as well.

To begin with, events in the last few months seem to point to a crisis brewing in the region.  There has been a clear deterioration of security in Kosovo itself.  Damjan addressed this a little bit in his remarks on the earlier panel, and the examples of it we’ve all seen: the murder of the Stolic family in Obilic, the shooting of those youths swimming in Gorazdevac, the murder of a U.N. policeman, continued bombings and attempted assassinations, attempted killings of witnesses in trials involving KLA leaders, and continued desecrations of churches and cemeteries.

It’s unclear at this time how energetically UNMIK will be in its announced goal of collecting illegal weapons in the province.  By some estimates there were over half a million illegal arms in Kosovo, which would translate to almost one weapon for every adult male in the province.

Outside of Kosovo we saw some recent disturbing other incidents: the attempted murder of a Serbian officer in the Preshevo Valley area and some low-level bombings in Macedonia that have continued on and off.  

Generally, the position of UNMIK has been that these crimes are sort of unconnected acts carried out by either just criminals or insane individuals with no specific ethnic dimension to them.  The view of most Serbs, on the other hand, as well as many in the human rights community, has been that this is part of a concerted effort to discourage returns of displaced persons, to intimidate Serbs, Roma, Gorani, other ethnic minorities, and in essence to create a Kosovo which is ethnically cleansed, if you will, of all non-Albanians.  

There is probably a lot of truth to that view but I think there may be some other angles here to consider as well.  As you know, talks between the Kosovo leadership and Belgrade are scheduled to being in Vienna next week.  And while the plan is initially to limit discussion to technical subjects -- to transportation, to energy, et cetera -- I think it’s inevitable that it’s going to touch on sovereignty issues to some degree, especially if the plight of displaced persons, the terribly slow rate of return of DPs to Kosovo, is discussed, which is expected, then the lack of security for minorities is going to have to be addressed in some way.

In my view, there is a sort of internal Kosovo-Albanian political dimension to some of this recent violence.  I think that more hard line elements, some organized, some less so, are laying down a marker for their elected leadership, telling them that they have very little negotiating space in this process.  Their message to Rugova and Rexhepi and others and so on is that they cannot even think about displaying any flexibility on the issue of full independence or accepting even the smallest symbolic assertion of Serbia’s sovereignty in the province.  In that sense I think the perpetrators of these violent acts are kind of playing a role analogous to Hamas relative to the Palestinian Authority in their talks with the Israelis.  

A second issue related to the recent violence I believe is the gradual evolution of world opinion on Kosovo in the last several years.  There seems to be a growing recognition, certainly in Europe, and I believe here in the U.S. as well, that the mission has not been the success that it was initially hoped.  Conditions of security and freedom of movement for minorities clearly don’t exist, and what’s more disturbing is that it seems that most of the elected Kosovo Albanian leadership is not currently able or willing to improve those conditions.  

It’s now over four years since the end of the NATO bombing in ’99.  It’s three years since the fall of Slobodan Milosevic.  And I think the perception is changing of who the victims are, if you will, in this struggle and who is now responsible for the violence.  I think that the proponents of immediate independence for Kosovo, both there and here in the U.S., are beginning to sense that this goal that they took for granted a few years ago may be slipping from their hands, and these frustrated national aspirations I think are contributing to a further breakdown of security. 

Another major factor related to regional security, one that was not generally recognized here until 2001, is the threat of international terrorism and the idea of the Balkans as a front in that war.  This subject is clearly important and can increase the visibility of the Balkans here in the U.S.  However, I think it needs to be handled very carefully.  It presents some opportunities for advancing Serbia’s interests, but I think there may be risks there as well, the reason being the nature and type of terrorism that exists there.

Since fighting broke out a couple of years ago in Macedonia and the Preshevo Valley, it’s become clear that there are organized, armed elements that are dedicated to the violent secession of ethnic Albanian areas, from Serbia, Montenegro, from Macedonia, perhaps even from parts of Greece.  Many analysts have sought to link these movements to al Qaeda or other international Islamist terrorism of the bin Laden variety.  And on the surface this may be understandable, given that a number of Islamic nations and movements did provide support, rhetorical and sometimes financial, both to the Bosnian government in the 1990s and later to the KLA, and also that the Albanian population of Kosovo is overwhelmingly Muslim in contrast to the mix that exists in Albania itself.

I agree that these groups, by their nature and methods, are terrorists.  However, I have not seen – people I’ve generally spoken to have not seen really compelling evidence to suggest that international Islamist goals or religious fundamentalism resonate at all among these ethnic Albanian groups, even the most extremist.  Roy, I’m glad to see, made the same point.  For these groups, national irredentist goals are the primary motivation, often in connection with criminal enterprises: with human trafficking, arms smuggling, drug smuggling, et cetera.  I think even the most violent of these groups know that any associations that would jeopardize relations with the U.S. or the U.S. perception of them is not in their long-term interest. 

One possibility that I see – you know, because of this dynamic – is I think that to some degree Serbia and perhaps Macedonia as well, may be trying to overplay a little bit this Islamic terror card in their discussions with international audiences and trying to create links where the evidence may be difficult to find.  Because of this dynamic, I think it’s important that the terrorism issue be approached somewhat differently by Serbia, depending on who the audience is.  In discussions at the highest levels, and speaking with the president here, with the national security advisor and members of Congress, I think it’s useful to make a general connection with the war on terror to state that Serbia and Montenegro faces similar threats and that corruption and criminal activities in Kosovo can create opportunities for al Qaeda to create a presence, more through bribery I think than through shared ideology.  

However, on the other hand, I think in talks focusing on the Balkans, especially final status for Kosovo, Serbia Montenegro need to make its case with more specialized regional experts, both here and in Europe, who may not find the al Qaeda angle as persuasive or as compelling.  With those audiences, I think it’s important to demonstrate a recognition that the threats are different, that the average Albanian in the region is not motivated by Islamist fundamentalism, and Belgrade should approach talks on that basis.

Having outlined the situation, I’d just like to raise a couple of ideas for enhancing security in the region.  In this context, addressing security threats solely through military power is neither possible because of the international presence, nor is it sufficient because of the complexity of the challenges.  As a first step, I think Serbia needs to energetically expand its dialogue on security issues, both within the region and with countries in other parts of the world.  Vuk raised that point in his remarks.

There is now a process of regular meetings between Serbian army and KFOR in the ground safety zone immediately adjoining Kosovo.  At some point in the near future it may be appropriate to propose that Serbian liaison officers actually be based at KFOR headquarters in Pristina, or perhaps with the five multinational brigades.  These LNOs could be effective not only in addressing border security issues, but also helping provide KFOR information to better protect minority communities and religious sites in Kosovo itself.  

This would obviously be controversial at first, but I think that it would be less so as Serbia moves to PFP membership and its relationship expands with NATO.  And in this area of course Minister Tadic’s offer of a thousand troops for Afghanistan is a very helpful step.  I think it’s critical in planting the idea in American and NATO minds of thinking of Serbia as an ally.  

It’s also important, I think, to engage both Macedonia and Albania as well on common security threats.  In Albania this is going to be perhaps a tough political issue, but already we’ve seen discussions between Minister Tadic and his counterpart, Defense Minister Majko, in the last few weeks, and I think there is going to be underlying recognition in Albania that there are common security challenges and that an independent Kosovo, certainly in current conditions, could pose problems for the stability of Albania itself.  

Outside of the Balkans I think it may also be useful for Serbia Montenegro to engage some other countries with practical experience in this area.  One that comes immediately to mind for me is India, which, because of the situation in Kashmir, has a lot of shared experiences and interests.  I think bilateral dialogues with New Delhi on issues like multi-ethnic policing, border control, negotiating with separatists groups and so on, can bear a lot of fruit.  Another candidate to think about, perhaps more controversial, would be bilateral discussions with Israel.  Obviously there are very different issues there.  The status of the occupied territories is quite different legally from Kosovo.  But talks like that I think would certainly resonate well here in Washington.

I know I'm running close to the end, Steve, and I’ll wrap up real quickly.

Finally, I would add that the creation of lasting security in the region requires serious political engagement with Kosovo Albanian leadership.  The reality of demographics has to be accepted, and any possible reassertion of Serbian authority is going to depend on acceptance by a majority of the Albania community.  I think the upcoming talks, as well as the reactions of different Kosovo Albanian leaders to continuing violence, are going to help indicate who among that group is more open to dialogue and who is more intransigent, and when these differences are understood by UNMIK and KFOR, it should be possible, if the will exists, to marginalize the extremists and support those willing to engage in serious dialogue, which would strengthen security.

And the final point I would make is the importance of maintaining a U.S. military presence in Kosovo, even at a greatly reduced level, as long as KFOR’s mission lasts.  (Audio break, tape change.)  And because the U.S. was the motive force behind the 1999 intervention, I believe that Kosovo Albanians will be less resistant ultimately to some solution short of full independence, some kind of autonomy within Serbia Montenegro, if Americans continue to be engaged, both diplomatically and on the ground militarily.

Thanks.

(Applause.)

COL. NORTON:  John, thank you.  Our next speaker – you’ve got his bio but there’s one sentence that didn’t make it in there and I just want to mention it because it means a lot.  He commanded an armor brigade in combat in Desert Storm.  General Nash, who is with the Council on Foreign Relations, will be speaking about military-to-military contacts.

MAJOR GENERAL WILLIAM L. NASH (RET.):  Thank you, Steve, and thanks for having me.  Your Royal Highness, Your Excellency, ladies and gentlemen, it’s a pleasure to be here with you today.  I’ve got to tell you, I just got back from a trip that included Baghdad, Mosul, Tikrit, and I spent the last several months tossing and turning over U.S. policy in Iraq, post-war policies or the lack thereof, and on a larger note, the bankrupt policies of the United States in the Mid-East, and I just want you to know it’s a great pleasure to address the comfortable issues of the Balkans.  (Laughter.)  Not that they’re necessarily easy, by any means, but it is certainly a much more comfortable experience to get back to talk about this.

I think Roy laid out for you America’s strategic interests quite well.  I would just add that the United States cannot afford to by myopic, and as a global power with global interests, we have to address all parts of the world in a more holistic fashion.

In a study the Council on Foreign Relations did about a year ago, we proposed that the European Union Stabilization and Association process, along with NATO’s Partnership for Peace and Membership Action program were, in fact, the proper roadmaps – and there’s a bankrupt term for you – but anyway, were the proper roadmaps to be followed to address all of the issues in the Balkans.  And I would just speak today on the Partnership for Peace and the NATO aspects.  I think it’s an essential element of our strategy to foster democratic, economic, and security development in Europe as a whole writ large, and Serbia Montenegro is of course a key state in that whole strategy.  Part of that as well is the fact that the professional military education in the United States and in other NATO countries is a key element in such a strategy to pursue the Partnership for Peace efforts and the like.

And I would also say that I believe in conditionality, and I think the issues of reform and cooperation with the ICTY are extremely important as you look at the various issues.  But I also believe in priming the pump, and I think at this stage in our relationship it’s very important for the United States to be far more forthcoming in its assistance to Serbia Montenegro in the military-to-military arena than we heretofore have been.  

And I would just give you very quickly – and I’ll catch Steve back up on time – three important elements as a beginning.  If this provision of Serbian forces to the war on terror in Afghanistan comes about or we want it to come about, I think it’s an absolutely golden opportunity to improve the military-to-military contacts but it will require a significant investment on the part of the United States military to ensure that both Serbia Montenegro and the United States have a successful experience with this operation.  Kandahar is not holiday spa; it’s a tough military mission to be taking on today and tomorrow and as far as we can see in the future.  

So I'm talking about significant preparation activities to include possibly deployment of Serbian forces to training facilities in Germany to prepare just like we prepare American forces for such deployments; the provision of intelligence and liaison teams -- and we’ve got to do this right and we’ve got to – if it’s going to happen in the next year, it’s got to start now.  That’s very, very important.  

And though I’m supposed to talk about military-to-military relations, I would now like to jump to civilian-to-civilian relationships in the arena of military affairs, and as the issue of democratic, civilian control of the military take place, I will tell you that the easy part is establishing control and the hard part is providing the requisite capacity to lead, direct, manage and oversee military forces by civilian leaderships, both in the executive branch, ministry of Defense, or in the legislative branch in parliament, to where you have to have the necessary capabilities.  And I look at my friends from Endowment for Democracy and their operating agencies of NDI and IRI, and there is a great potential there for programs to improve that civilian capacity to lead, direct, manage, and oversee military forces.  And it’s more than a principle; it’s also a skill and an experience.  And control of the budget goes a long way as well.

And finally, it’s time to open American military schools again to the Serbian military.  I guess it’s been since the ‘80s since we’ve had such a significant program.  This is indeed a case of priming the pump, where we need to get Serb lieutenants and captains into our basic courses, into our advanced courses, into some of our skills.  I would advocate doing Leavenworth, the staff college level of education, as soon as possible.  And as this proficiency grows and we’re more comfortable with it, then we’ll send them over to Roy at the National War College to really give them a good education.

Now, they tell me that one of the problems with initiating the schooling in American military schools for Serbia Montenegro is the failure of Serbia Montenegro to sign an Article 98 exemption to the International Criminal Court, and I find that truly hypocrisy at its zenith as we deal with Serbia Montenegro with respect to ICTY and then to call for an exemption of U.S. forces from the International Criminal Court.  And I’d have a hard time shaving if I had to be the one to deliver that message.

But I would just tell you that it’s these type of practical activities with respect to preparation of joint use of forces with practical assistance in the realm of development of civilian capacity to monitor the military and of course then starting at the schoolhouse and engaging the youth of the military in the development of how it is to serve in a democratically controlled army is very important, and I think it will go a long way to further our mutual goals in the advancement of political, economic, and security development in Serbia Montenegro.

Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

COL. NORTON:  Thank you, General.  

The first half of this panel is finished, and I’d like to thank the four panelists for their comments, their insights, their analysis.  I thought it was terrific.  We’ll now begin the second part of this panel, which really you people out here are in charge of.  For those of you who noticed, I was passing some yellow slips back and forth.  They looked like this; they said “time” on it.  You are in charge of this half.  I don’t have the luxury of passing you the note that says “time” on it, but when you’re asked your questions, if you would keep them as succinct as possible so we can get as many as possible.  And one last comment: please wait until a microphone comes before you ask your question.

Yes.

Q:  Regarding Kandahar, that is the heartland of Zahir Shah’s confederacy of Pashtun tribes and it might be helpful for Crown Prince Alexander to quietly talk to Zahir Shah as part of the preparation for putting Serbian troops in the area.  King Zahir Shah is leaving Kabul because he has no constitutional role foreseen in the new constitution, but he still retains an interest in that country and is very similarly minded to Crown Prince Alexander.  I think that’s one element that could make things go more smoothly for Serbian troops in Kandahar, if that’s indeed where they get positioned.

COL. NORTON:  Okay, we’ll take that on.  Does anybody want to comment?

MAJ. GEN. NASH:  I’m not in a position to give advice to His Royal Highness.  

MR. JEREMIC:  And I'm not allowed, but thank you nevertheless.  (Laughter.)

COL. NORTON:  Yes, sir.

Q:  Yes, I would like to address the question to Mr. Zavales since he introduced the element of Macedonia.  This is a question – if the answer to the first section is “no” then there will be no second section.  But the maps indicate, that I see in the press, that the problems with the Macedonian Albanians are all along the Kosovo border.  First of all, does that imply that there is a Kosovar involvement in that, and if so, then do the United States, United Nations, NATO, whoever, have a responsibility to address that?  And if so, is that responsibility being met?

MR. ZAVALES:  Okay, that’s a nice easy question.  (Chuckles.)  Well, as you note, I guess geographically and demographically, most Albanians in Macedonia are on the northwestern part of the country, which is parts adjoining Kosovo and also parts of Albania proper.  And clearly there’s been movement of men and arms back and forth across that frontier.  Some people have claimed both in Macedonia and Serbia that in essence, the ANA, or whatever of 20 different names is being used, you know, this week by particular groups in Macedonia, may in fact be almost synonymous with SKLA (ph), you know, the same guys with the same goals going across the border.

So certainly there’s a lot of that, and there’s also a lot of infiltration from Albania itself, although the Albanian government has certainly been very helpful in its statements criticizing – condemning armed extremism in Macedonia.  They’ve made it clear that there’s no support there for any kind of independence or splitting of Macedonia on the part of the government in Toronto – somewhat different from the position, you know, in Kosovo itself.

So I guess this gets to the second question: is there a responsibility on KFOR’s part?  I mean, certainly there is an implied responsibility and it’s one of the problems with the fact that Serbia Montenegro cannot and is not currently able to put troops or police into Kosovo because, as you might remember, the language of Article 1244 does permit that, a certain number to fulfill those functions, but it’s been very controversial so far and not politically possible to do.

I think KFOR is probably – I mean, I don’t think anybody is willingly letting this happen.  Clearly they don’t want Macedonia destabilized.  Are the efforts sufficient?  Probably not, by the results, but I don’t fault them, given the troop levels they have.  I mean, you may need more troops there, more concentration of KFOR along that border, and thinking, you know, a few years perhaps down the line, the idea of Serbia Montenegro having control of some of those border posts as well.

COL. NORTON:  Thank you.  Gentlemen, anybody else want to comment?

MR. STAFFORD:  I just might reinforce that these groups are a real mix.  You have some plain, common smugglers going on, everything from cans of paint, believe it or not, to logs, to drugs, to people, to weapons.  So you have a very complicated issue here, particularly on the Macedonia-Kosovo border.  My sense is the border is better than it’s been in past times, certainly better than it was in ’99 and 2000.  But don’t expect to see any expansion of KFOR.  On the contrary, KFOR is going to continue to shrink.

COL. NORTON:  Yes, sir.

Q:  I have a question for Mr. Jeremic.  I want to hear your opinion about the possibility of real civil service in our country, and what do you think about involvement of the non-profit sector in that area?  I mean, this year we have acts on objection of consciousness in our country, but right now it’s only one – there is very wide description which organization can fit to be organization who can accept people who come -- objection of consciousness, but in practice we have only Red Cross of Serbia who can do it.  

And I have another question for other panelists.  It’s, again, from – (unintelligible).  European agencies support returning to Kosovo.  On contrary, USAID supports reintegration.  Do you see that like official stance or in any other way?

MR. JERMIC:  I presume you do come from an NGO sector, right?  Do you mind saying which organization?

Q:  (Off mike.)

MR. JEREMIC:  Well, yeah, my answer to your first question is, yes, we have made by means of an executive order, which is going to be enshrined in the letter of law later this year.  But executive order has made it functional as of – is going to be functional as of October 15th, I believe, the possibility for recruits instead of actually going to do the military service for eight months, I believe, to do 13 months civil service instead.  

There is going to be another provision that has not got to do with the objection of conscience, and that’s yet another category which is not quite frequently mentioned in the media, and that is serving in the military without arms, which you’re not really objecting the role of the military and your potential play and the armed forces, but you nevertheless do get to work on civilian matters within the Ministry of Defense.  And you’re looking at an example of that thing.  I’m currently doing my military service by talking to you here.  (Laughter.)  So it actually does work – it does work.  

And my understanding is -- to be quite frank with you, I’m not really interpreting those particular things as being dealt with by different people at the ministry, but my vague understanding is that the institutions that are going to be acceptable for that very purpose is a vehicle of doing the military service are going to be – this is going to be a pretty wide list.  You mentioned the Red Cross, but I’m not sure if that is the case.  I can’t argumentatively now assert this position, but my understanding is that it’s going to be very wide and the whole thing is going to be very flexible.  And as of 15th of October, a whole new world of possibilities is going to open up for people who do actually choose their service that particular way.

There was another question.

COL. NORTON:  Yes.  Could we clarify just -- the second part of your question, sir, was about the differences in positions between the U.S. and E.U. --

Q:  The U.S. and E.U.

COL. NORTON:  -- over?

Q:  (Off mike.) 

MAJ. GEN. NASH:  I am not sure, but I think I have your question.  I would say to you that the issue of IDPs in Serbia, whether they be from Kosovo or elsewhere in the former Yugoslavia, that ultimately the choice of return has to belong to the individual or the family, and therefore it’s necessary to have programs that would either support return to Kosovo or to support programs to integrate into Serbia itself.  

And so, the refugee return policy has to account for choice and then the ability to implement whatever that choice is.  And so, I don’t see it necessarily is a difference in approach; it’s trying to have a capacity to do either/or.  

COL. NORTON:  Okay.  Do we have a question here?

Q:  Ed Lestowic (sp), Booz Allen.  A question on your integration efforts.  Are you considering a Southeast European brigade as one of those big moves to demonstrate how you can work with inside alliances?  That’s question one.  Question two is, when you fire generals, they have a tendency to show up in the political opposition.  What’s your experience with that?  (Laughter.)

MAJ. GEN. NASH:  That happens a lot of places.  (Laughter.)

MR. JEREMIC:  What’s your experience of that?  (Laughter.)  

I’ll refer to the second question first because this was a very controversial issue where we actually dealt with this replacement of a large part of our general staff.  That was not a purge, and we tried to bend over backwards in order to portray to our domestic public that this is not a political purge of people who do not support our political views or do not really like the way we speak or dress or anything like that.  There is a tendency of their position to portray it as a political purge, but that did not happen right away.  We spent the first couple of months having extensive discussions with our general staff and our officers.  We actually asked them for advice as to how to move forward with the reform.  We did not know much about the army at that particular moment.  So that was a two-way process.

And it was actually the result of a process more than anything else, the fact that a certain group of people was retired.  And the reason why there was no, in the end of the day, dramatic situation in Belgrade and within the military corps over that move was the fact that those people did not really have the place and the military that we want to have in the end of the day, and that is a sized-down, lightly armed, rapidly deployed and deeply integrated to secure the structures of the region and of Europe and Euroatlantic community.  They just did not fit into that picture.  And those moves were made at the recommendation of the general staff themselves.  So that was not a political purge.  And we do not really expect them going back into politics.  We’re not at this advanced stage of democracy yet.  (Laughter.)  

MAJ. GEN. NASH:  Just a quick comment on that issue.  The management of general officers is one of the specific areas of the training that I think needs to be done and the assistance that needs to be provided, because in the United States, you know, our laws, it’s an exception to stay on beyond a certain point and so it is not a purge, it’s a process that’s very routine.  And it’s that type of civilian control of the military through law that would be an area that could be of great benefit as there’s a program to share many of those lessons.  And there’s other models, obviously, besides the United States.  The British, French, et cetera, et cetera have many ways of accomplishing the same thing so, A, they don’t stay too long, and, B, they in fact move on in very honorable circumstances, which is what you want of public servants.  

COL. NORTON:  In the back there.

Q:  Jennifer Whatley with Freedom House.  I just wanted to follow up on that comment and ask you to – maybe the panel to kind of flesh out – we’ve heard a lot of hints or references to some of the next steps that need to happen in terms of not only establishing civilian control over the military and security services but also maintaining that and developing a culture of that, and if you could just give us your comments about what you see as the next priorities in that area.

COL. NORTON:  Anybody?

MR. ZAVALES:  I’ll just throw in, first off, my thoughts on the subject.  General Nash alluded to the need to expand professional military education with the army of Serbia Montenegro.  And, actually, recalling one of my earliest jobs in the Defense Department over 10 years ago, I was managing the IMET program, the International Military Education and Training program, when we had the very last Yugoslav officers still there from prior to the breakup.  They were on long, you know, one-year training or finishing up their courses.  

And one of the major developments in that program over the years has been what’s referred to as the expanded IMET program, which was to bring in courses that not only dealt with traditional military subjects but issues like civilian control and military democratization of armed forces, defense planning and budgeting, to include not only military but civilian employees of defense ministries in there as well.

These programs were begun really with an eye toward, I think, Latin America and some other parts of the world, but we found that as the NATO integration process went on with Central and East Europe, we were expanding each year, seemingly doubling the number of students we had coming in who were Polish, Hungarian, Czech, et cetera.

I think this kind of program is going to be key when Serbia Montenegro expands it’s – or when we expand, I should say, our bilateral defense relations with them to kind of conveying some of these ideas about how the military interacts with the civilian world in a democracy.

Want to answer that?

MR. STAFFORD:  Yeah, as an educator who has a personal interest in this, I couldn’t agree more with General Nash’s comments.

One of the things that I think is true across the region – and by that I mean the region going all the way from Poland down through Bulgaria – is the lack of a trained and prepared civilian corps that is conversant with security matters.  And this takes some time.  You don’t just do this overnight.  So this is a broader training program so that what you don’t have in an MOD is the generals who you removed who come back in and are serving in the same positions.  That has been a block on reform in some other states.  I will not go into those in particular at this stage.  So it needs to be an MOD that is truly civilian in this sense.  

The other part I think, that John has mentioned, is the education, both for senior officers and for security professionals.  First of all, it’s best when done together to the extent that you can so they understand each other’s worlds, each other’s cultures better and truly understand this notion of civilian control that we think is critical to a democracy.

The other part of that is that security issues are much broader than military issues, as we’ve discussed here.  One of the key security issues in the region is cross-border crime.  It is the industry of Kosovo.  It is the industry in more than Kosovo, and this is an issue that is a security issue but it’s much, much more than a military issue.  

Terrorism – as we know from our war on terrorism, the military end was one piece, an important piece, but the tough piece is intelligence sharing, police cooperation, police and judicial cooperation, and what role the military can play in that process.

MAJ. GEN. NASH:  What Roy spoke about is the exact civilian capacity I was talking about, as far as another priority.  And it’s interesting to look at how the American founding fathers addressed a lot of these issues, and I don’t mean to advocate the American solution to the issues; I advocate understanding the issues that were addressed in the American manner and look for ways to do it in the Serbian Montenegrin manner.

But the number one priority is capturing of the budget -- the purse strings, to use the American expression, but capturing the budget.  Does the parliament, does the Ministry of Defense have absolute control on the sources of income for its military forces?  And if the military has independent sources of revenue to conduct things, you will not have civilian control of the military.  And so you talk about a next step.  The priority step there is to capture that budget, and that is hard because of history, because of some corruption, some criminal activity, and a long litany of other issues that impact it.  But it’s one that is a top-drawer problem.

COL. NORTON:  Thank you.

Yes.

Q:  (Unintelligible) – Serbian Service, Voice of America.  Speaking about security, if NATO forces in Kosovo and in Bosnia and Herzegovina are going to be diminishing in size.  You say now that there are about 2,000 soldiers in – American soldiers in Bosnia and 2,000 in Kosovo.  And in light of the turmoil caused by current Albanian terrorist activities in southern Serbia and an Islamic upsurge in Sanjak, who is going to be minding the house?  In other words, who is going to be securing the existence of Serbs in Kosovo, the return of Serbian refugees, and in general the security of the region?  Thank you.

COL. NORTON:  Who would like to start with that?

MR. STAFFORD:  I would suggest that General Nash take it on first from his – (laughter) – from his experience, both in Bosnia and Kosovo.

MAJ. GEN. NASH:  Well, thank you, Roy.  (Laughter.)  It’s going in the memory.

MR. STAFFORD:  I thought that was kind.

MAJ. GEN. NASH:  Number one, the fact of the matter is there is sufficient military forces present to deal with the issue if the current military forces present choose to take it on in vigorous activity.  I would also argue, however, it’s far more of a police issue than it is a military issue, because most of the crime and corruption is far more civilian oriented than it is military oriented, and the police, both the international police and the burgeoning Kosovo police service, would bear the brunt of dealing with that.

And lastly, I would say to you it is a political issue, the foundations of which have got to come from Kosovar political leadership, okay?  And in the absence of that leadership and in the absence of the energized – of the Kosovo police, the Kosovo police service, then I think we should consider conditionality on the provision of resources to the provisional government of Kosovo, pending marked improvement.  And so we have a way, using conditionality, to put the pressure on to make clear that that’s our expectation that this stuff stops.

COL. NORTON:  Anybody else?

MR. ZAVALES:  I’d just throw in quickly, to follow up on what the general said, another possible idea – and I think, Bronko (ph), I may have talked about this with you on one of your fine interviews on VOA -- is the possibility that if in the near future there is insistence on the part of the government in Belgrade on UNMIK and KFOR complying with the terms of 1244 allowing limited numbers of Serbian military and/or police into the province would be to give some of those units responsibility for certain border control functions, certainly dedicate them to things like protection of cultural sites, Orthodox churches in small Serbian enclaves, which would then free up KFOR troops for other duties and perhaps look at the concept of mixed patrols, you know, mixing KFOR units and Serbian units which would hopefully let us enhance the security of the former rather than jeopardize the security of the latter, and look at mixed police patrols as well, maybe drawing on groups from police units from Preshevo Valley who may be mixed Serbian and Albanian.  I think that would be important, both symbolically and practically.

MAJ. GEN. NASH:  Yeah, can I argue?

COL. NORTON:  Absolutely.

MAJ. GEN. NASH:  I was looking at Steve to see if I could argue.  

I think joint operations on the Serbian side of the border is an excellent idea, and increased cooperation there would probably be to everybody’s benefit.  But I think not only would the introduction of any kind of Serb security forces inside Kosovo create a problem to itself that may expand the issue.  More importantly is the principle that I think it’s absolutely essential to hold the Kosovo political leadership responsible for security within Kosovo.  And so to bring – that’s why I wouldn’t even propose bringing additional international forces in.

We’ve gone along this process; we’ve created enough political institutions and security institutions within Kosovo for them to live up to the responsibilities.  And this is a standards-before-status issue that needs issue that needs to be driven home, and if we’ve got to hold the checks until it’s driven home, we need to do that.

COL. NORTON:  Good.  Thank you.  We have time for one more question if anybody would like to do that.

If not, I would like to thank, first of all, you out there for your attention and your interest and your questions, and I would also like to ask you to join me in thanking our four panelists who I thought did a tremendous job.  Thank you.

(Applause.)

MR. SITILIDES:  If I might, as we all prepare to wrap up the conference, one, I want to second Steve Norton’s congratulations to the panelists.  On behalf of the Western Policy Center, I want to thank His Royal Highness Crown Prince Alexander, His Excellency, Dr. Ivan Vujacic, all of you for joining us today.  

A couple of quick announcements about the Western Policy Center.  First of all, there will be an executive summary of today’s conference proceedings on our website in a couple of days, and the full, official transcript will be posted in about a week, a week and a half.

In late October, we are in Athens for the Eastern Mediterranean Security Conference, bringing together retired Turkish and Greek generals and admirals for authoritative unofficial talks on a range of issues in the region.  And then we will likely be organizing a conference along these lines on the future of U.S.-Bulgarian relations before the year is out.

So we’ll look forward to seeing you and working with you on many of these projects in the weeks and months ahead.  Again, we thank you very much, and a round of applause for all of our panelists and especially for our guest speakers.  Thank you.

(Applause.)

(END)

