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STILL BUYING TIME:

MONTENEGRO, SERBIA AND THE EUROPEAN UNION

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

On 14 March 2002 the leaders of Serbia,
Montenegro and the Federal Republic of
Yugosdavia (FRY) signed an agreement in
Belgrade to replace FRY with a new “state
community”: a “union of states’ to be called
“Serbiaand Montenegro”.

If the agreement can be implemented, it will
establish a loose association in which the two
“member-states’ enjoy virtualy al the
prerogatives of independence except those that
depend on international persondity (e.g. UN
membership). The republics will control their
borders — including customs — and become fully
responsible for their economies and internal
security. The union will depend on the republics to
fund its indtitutions: an assembly, president,
council of ministers, court, and the armed forces.

This agreement was the direct outcome of the
European Union's determination to block
Montenegrin  separatism and keep the two
republics together. Before EU High Representative
Javier Solana intervened last November, the two
republics were close to approving a Montenegrin
referendum on independence. By cgoling
Montenegro’'s and Serbid's leaders, and warning
the former of negative consequences if they
pursued independence, Solana pushed them to
preserve some sort of federal union.

The 14 March agreement, however, falls short of
the EU’s original ambition, neither securing a
federal state nor closing the debate on
Montenegro’s status. It is provisiona (either party
can review the arrangement after three years),
ambivalent, and very incomplete; and its terms

satisfied very few in either republic. Pro-
independence Montenegrins were resentful at the
intense pressure to head off a referendum, while
many in Serbia believed that Solana had yielded
crucially to Djukanovic on substance.

That said, Solana’'s agreement is significantly
redeemed by its pragmatism. While the
Montenegrins did not get their early referendum,
the envisaged union will conform much more
closely to Montenegro’ s negotiating platforms than
to Belgrade' s proposals since January 2001. There
will be no roll-back of either republic’s economic
reforms to date. The three-year moratorium on
independence should assist serious dial ogue among
the parties in Montenegro, where voters are split
amost down the middle over independence.
Another likely achievement is that the federal
(Yugodav) military’s room for making political
mischief should be considerably reduced as the
federal budget dwindles, the republics insist on
greater civilian control over the armed forces, and
border control duties pass to the republics.

Since 14 March, the governments have begun to
address the range of practical issues raised by the
agreement, on the apparent assumption that Serbia
and Montenegro will act as semi-independent
states. The immediate challenge is for them to
agree on the detailed content of their new union.
This will not be easy. The timetable given in the
agreement to establish the union is unlikely to be
fulfilled. None of the three parliaments can be
counted upon to adopt a Consgtitutional Charter by
the required majority. Although both of the
republic parliaments have approved the Solana
plan, the federal parliament has yet to do so, due to
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wrangling between pro-republic and pro-federal
forces.

In short, the 14 March agreement may not be
implementable even with good faith efforts in both
republics, and certainly will not be so without
continuing EU pressure. Moreover, even if a new
union does take shape, it may not prove to be
durable. Especidly as the Serbian government
takes over federal competencies, the trend of
political and public opinion in both republics may
create a momentum of disaggregation that carries
the two republics beyond the union and towards
formal separation, even within the agreed three-
year limit. Already, since 14 March, the question
of Serbian independence has become a mainstream
political issue for the first time.

Should this occur, the international community
must stand ready to reopen the agreement; it
should not be seen as an end in itself but only a
means to an end — a stable, sustainable solution,
based on democratic legitimacy. The EU should
stop trying to decide on behalf of the republics
themselves what their relationship should be. It is
simply not critical for the future stability of either
entity or the wider Balkans region that a union of
some kind between Serbia and Montenegro be
maintained. The redlity is that the Stabilisation and
Association process will be implemented through
the three entities that currently make up the FRY —
Serbia, Montenegro and Kosovo. It would be rash
for the EU to rush into signing a Stabilisation and
Association Agreement purely to shore up the new
“union” structures and bind the union together
before the questions of Montenegro’'s and
Kosovo's status have been resolved.

Rather, the EU should use the new agreement by
helping Serbia and Montenegro to stable,
sustainable solution, based on democratic
legitimacy. Only if it serves this purpose will
Javier Solana’'s intervention have bought time to
good effect.

RECOMMENDATIONS

TO THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY:

1.  The European Union (EU) should be ready
to accept whatever solutions Serbia and
Montenegro can agree upon for their future
relationship, in line with the 14 March
agreement, including the possbility of
eventual separation. It should not seek to
impose solutions.

2. Member states and organs of the EU should
cease to indst on rebuilding the
competencies of the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (FRY), which have largely been
taken over the republics — a process that the
14 March 2002 agreement effectively ratifies
and practically encourages.

3. The EU should be ready to provide impartial
technical assistance to Serbia and
Montenegro on the practical issues that need
to be resolved whatever the form of their
ultimate relationship.

4.  In applying the Stabilisation and Association
process (SAp) to the FRY, or its successor
“Serbia and Montenegro”, the EU should
ensure that Kosovo, Serbia and Montenegro
are all three properly included.

5. The EU should not sign a Stabilisation and
Association Agreement (SAA) with the
FRY, or its successor “Serbia and
Montenegro”, before the status of al of its
entities has been resolved.

TO SERBIA AND MONTENEGRO:

6. Serbia and Montenegro should now
concentrate on resolving the concrete issues
involved in their future relationship, within
the framework of the 14 March agreement,
irrespective of what eventual form that
relationship might take.

7. Delegates to the Constitutional Commission
envisaged in the 14 March agreement should
work constructively to agree a constitutional
model for the new union in line with the
agreement.

Podgorica/Belgrade/Brussels, 7 May 2002
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[. INTRODUCTION

On 14 March 2002 the leaders of Serbia,
Montenegro and the Federal Republic of
Yugodavia (FRY) signed an agreement in
Belgrade to replace FRY with a new “date
community”: a “union of states’ to be caled
“Serbia and Montenegro” .*

If the agreement can be implemented, it will
establish a loose association in which the two
“member-states’  enjoy  virtualy al the
prerogatives of independence except those that
stem from international subjectivity. The republics
will control their borders — including customs —
and become fully responsible for internal security.
The union will depend on the two republics to fund
its indtitutions, namely the assembly, the
presidency, the council of ministers, the court, and
the armed forces.

The agreement came after months of intense
pressure on Montenegro by the European Union
(EU) to delay a referendum on Montenegrin
independence. Having achieved that aim, the
agreement was hailed as a landmark success by its
architect, the EU’s High Representative for
Common Foreign and Security Policy, Javier
Solana. After the EU’'s dismal record in the
Bakans in the early 1990s, the agreement was
welcomed as evidence of the Union's growing
maturity and confidence as aforeign policy actor.?

! “Agreement on Principles of Relations Between Serbia
and Montenegro Within the Framework of a Union of
States’, Belgrade, 14 March 2002.

2 EU officials cite four reasons for opposing a referendum.
First, Montenegrins are divided over independence, and a

The agreement received a more mixed reception in
Montenegro and Serbia themselves. Montenegrin
President Milo Djukanovic put a brave face on it,
although coming after repeated promises that an
independence referendum would be held by May
2002, he could not hide that it represented a
climbdown. Supporters of independence were
bitterly disappointed, and expressed anger both
against the EU for pressuring Montenegro and
against Djukanovic for succumbing. Describing the
agreement as a fraud against the majority that had

referendum — whatever its result — would probably deepen
the division. Secondly, Montenegrin independence would
cast ashadow over Security Council Resolution 1244 (the
source of international authority in Kosovo), and likely
oblige the international community to confront the
question of Kosovo's final constitutional status sooner
rather than later. Thirdly, the break up of the FRY could
increase separatist pressure in Republika Srpska, the Serb-
controlled entity of Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH). Lastly,
an independent Montenegro would be too small and poor
to be viable. Regarding the first of these claims, the
emergent consensus in November 2001 indicated that a
negotiated solution, involving a referendum, was a
possibility. The remaining arguments have been assessed,
and found wanting, in numerous ICG reports. The
applicability of Resolution 1244 would not be affected by
Montenegro’'s departure, and Kosovo's final status will
need to be addressed anyway, whatever Serbia and
Montenegro decide to do. Republika Srpska’s status in
BiH isin no sense analogous to Montenegro's — or for that
matter Kosovo's — in the FRY, and any further separatist
pressure is containable. Montenegro’ s viability depends on
the republic’'s economic integration in the region. For
detailed discussion, see ICG Bakans Reports No. 107,
Montenegro: Settling for Independence?, 28 March 2001;
No. 108, After Milosevic: A Practical Agenda for Lasting
Peace, 28 April 2001, pp. 113-117; No. 114, Montenegro:
Resolving the Independence Deadlock, 1 August 2001; No.
124, A Kosovo Roadmap: |. Addressing Final Satus, 28
February 2002; and No. 125, A Kosovo Roadmap: II.
Internal Benchmarks, 1 March 2002.
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voted for pro-independence parties, Djukanovic's
codlition partners announced that they would
withdraw from the government.

The pro-Yugoslav opposition in  Montenegro
declared the agreement a victory for their cause,
and gloated over what they saw as Djukanovic’s
defeat. However, Djukanovic’'s assertion that the
agreement gave little comfort to the advocates of
the joint state was given credence by the reactions
from many quarters in Belgrade that the agreement
created a “Frankenstein’s monster” of a state, and
confirmed for most practical purposes the
separation of Serbia and Montenegro.

Furthermore, the debate over Montenegro’s status
has not been closed. For supporters of
independence, the agreement’s “re-examination
provision” — permitting a review of the union after
three years — means that the agreement merely
delays an independence referendum. Nevertheless,
post-agreement  opinion  poll  evidence in
Montenegro pointed to a serious weakening of
Djukanovic's position.

In Belgrade, the federal (Yugoslav) and republican
(Serbian) authorities showed greater unity during
these negotiations than on other key policy
debates. Publicly, all parties except the Christian
Democrats supported the creation of a functional
federation. The commendable speed with which
they recovered from their disappointment when the
agreement delivered a tenuous “state community”
suggests, however, that Belgrade's various leaders
want, more than anything, an end to the
debilitating confusion over Montenegro’'s status
and the future of the federation. They have aready
begun to tackle the practical issues raised by the
agreement, particularly those that would increase
Serbia's republic powers at the expense of the
federal ingtitutions.

As well as being explicitly provisiona, the 14
March agreement is both ambivalent and vague.
While it laid down certain principles as to the
organisation of the new union, to be known as
“Serbia and Montenegro”, it was very imprecise as
to the details, leaving plenty of scope for different
interpretations. The challenge for the two
constituent entities is to reach common ground on
the detailed content of the new arrangement.

Whatever the hopes of many EU officials that the
agreement would mark the beginning of the

rebuilding of the joint state, the fact is that it
preserves the high level of autonomy achieved by
Montenegro over the last four years, including
separate currency, trade and customs regimes, and
economies. It extends equal autonomy to Serbia.
Not surprisingly, key Montenegrin and Serbian
officials interpret the agreement as envisaging an
extremely thin union, in which joint action would
be limited amost entirely to cooperation and
coordination  between autonomous entities.
Whether this vision can be implemented remainsto
be seen.

The EU’s engagement disappointed many in both
republics. Pro-independence Montenegrins were
outraged at the intense EU pressure to head off a
referendum. In Belgrade, ‘federaist’ Serbs were
dismayed at what they saw as Solana’s caving into
Djukanovic on the substance of the agreement,
while the ‘pragmatists resented the agreement’s
failure to clarify the situation one way or the other.
On the other hand, many Serbian government
officials discreetly rubbed their hands at the
prospect of taking over federal competencies. But,
overal, the agreement looked much more like a
prolongation of recent agony than a new
beginning.

Nevertheless, the agreement is partly redeemed by
its pragmatism. The skeletal union will conform
much more closely to Montenegro’'s earlier
negotiating platforms than to Yugoslav President
Kostunica's proposal of January 2001.° There will
be no roll-back of either republic's economic
reforms to date. The three-year moratorium on
independence could assist serious dialogue among
the parties in Montenegro, where voters are split
amost down the middle over independence. The
mere process of implementing the agreement will
oblige the republics to address the range of
practical issues involved in any future relationship.
Contacts for this purpose between Belgrade and
Podgorica have continued since 14 March. It is
also positive that the federal (Yugodav) military’s
scope for political trouble-making will be reduced
when the federal budget dwindles and border
control passes to the republics.

® Earlier Montenegrin and Yugoslav proposals are

published in The Future of Montenegro. Proceedings of an
Expert Meeting, Centre for European Policy Studies,
Brussels. 2001, pp. 97-126.
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[I. MONTENEGRO'S REFERENDUM
DEBATE

After the fall of the Milosevic regime in October
2000, confirmed in the subsequent December
elections, President Djukanovic and his
government faced a historic choice. They could
either seek a rapprochement with Serbia, or
explicitty set Montenegro’'s course towards
independence. They opted for the latter, in part due
to genuine pro-independence sentiment, and in part
because the largest pro-Yugoslav Montenegrin
party, the Socialist People’s Party (SNP), held al
the Montenegrin seats in the federa parliament.
The momentum towards independence faltered,
however, after the disappointing result for the pro-
independence camp in  the April 2001
parliamentary election.* The narrow victory for the
pro-independence parties resulted in Djukanovic's
Democratic Party of Socialists (DPS) and the allied
Social Democratic Party (SDP) having to depend
for support in parliament on the Liberal Alliance of
Montenegro (LSCG), whose commitment to
independence is matched by its deep antipathy to
the DPS.

Relying on partners who would not compromise on
the goa of independence, but lacking a popular
consensus for breaking with Serbia,® Djukanovic
again faced only difficult options. Pre-election
plans for a referendum by July 2001 were put off,
and talk was instead of areferendum in early 2002.
Djukanovic's problems were compounded by the
lack of consensus even over the procedures for
holding a referendum. Pro-Yugoslav opposition
parties threatened a boycott of any referendum
unless key changes were made to the February
2001 referendum law.® They insisted that the law
be changed firstly to allow Montenegrins in Serbia
to participate, and secondly to require that in order
for a pro-independence result to be valid, a
majority of all registered voters should cast ballots
in favour.

* For an analysis of the April 2001 election and the
consequences for the debate on Montenegro’s status, see
ICG Balkans Report No. 114, Montenegro: Resolving the
Independence Deadlock, 1 August 2001.

> In the April 2001 election, parties favouring
independence won less than 54 per cent of the vote.

® For a discussion of the referendum law, see ICG Balkans
Report No. 107, Montenegro: Settling for Independence?,
28 March 2001.

According to the February 2001 law, a smple
majority only of those who actually voted would
be required, so long as more than half of registered
voters participated. The pro-Yugoslav parties aso
insisted that in order for any referendum to be held
in an environment of trust and confidence, all
parties should be involved in the preparations, and
not just the pro-independence governing parties.”

Under the February 2001 law, with its requirement
that more than half of all registered voters should
participate in order for a result to be valid, a
referendum boycott could have dealt a fatal blow
to independence aspirations. Given the narrowness
of alikely majority in favour of independence and
that some 20 per cent of the electorate never
participates, a boycott by the pro-independence
parties would make it very hard to achieve the
required 50 per cent turnout.

As a way out of the deadlock, the DPS proposed
that preparations for a referendum should be
undertaken by a broad, so-called “concentration
government” of all parties. This, they argued,
would help produce a consensus on referendum
procedures and avoid a boycott. This idea,
however, was rejected by the SDP and the LSCG,
as well as by the pro-Yugoslav bloc, the latter
arguing that there should be no talk of preparations
for a referendum until efforts to reach agreement
with Belgrade on a redefined federation had been
exhausted.®

The SDP and the LSCG argued that there was no
prospect of reaching a consensus with the pro-
Yugoslav parties on the conditions for a
referendum. Rather they proposed, within the
framework of a multi-party working group that had
been established at the initiative of the LSCG and
with the agreement of the DPS, a special law (lex
specialis) to amend the February 2001 law. This
working group was boycotted by the pro-Y ugoslav
parties. Moreover, while the DPS participated in
the group, it opposed the main innovation of the

7 On other contentious issues concerni ng the holding of a
referendum, such as media access, voter lists and
allegations of administrative pressure, see ICG Balkans
Report No. 114, Montenegro: Resolving the Independence
Deadlock, 1 August 2001.

8 Onthe DPS's proposal and its negative reception by the
other parties, see VIP Daily News Report, 7 September
2001.
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proposed law: namely, to do away with the
requirement of a 50 per cent turnout in order for a
referendum result to be valid.

The purpose of this change, from the point of view
of the LSCG and the SDP, would have been to
make senseless a referendum boycott by the pro-
Yugoslav parties. The DPS, on the other hand,
argued that such a provision did not satisfy
international standards.

A. INTERNATIONAL OPINIONS

This view was supported by the OSCE’ s Office for
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights
(ODIHR), which issued an opinion and
recommendations on the draft law.’ Indeed, a
change in the regulations explicitly designed to
favour the pro-independence option would hardly
have enhanced the legitimacy of the process or
increased the likelihood of the result being
accepted.

The European Commission for Democracy through
Law (the “Venice Commission”) also advised
against the change proposed by the LSCG and the
SDP.’° The Venice Commission recommended that
a requirement that a decision be accepted by a
minimum percentage of the total electorate was
preferable to a minimum turnout rule. However,
they advised against ssimply deleting the rule on
minimum turnout, without replacing it with a rule
on aminimum percentage of the electorate.

The Venice Commission’'s support for the
requirement of a minimum percentage of the
electorate gave weight to the contention of the pro-
Y ugoslav parties on this point. In an earlier report,
the ODIHR had expressed approval, on the basis of
international standards, of the 50 per cent turnout
requirement in the February 2001 law.™ But at the
same time the ODIHR also recommended that

some form of qualified or weighted majority
requirement be introduced, given the importance
and divisiveness of the issue.

Both the ODIHR and the Venice Commission
stressed that there was no applicable international
standard on this matter, but both recommended a
qualified majority as a way of ensuring that the
outcome, in the words of the ODIHR report, would
be “less contestable”. The ODIHR supported its
argument with a somewhat tenuous appeal to “best
international practice”.*? Both it and the Venice
Commission rejected the pro-Yugoslav parties
contention that people of Montenegrin origin
residing in Serbia and entitled to vote in Serbian
elections should be allowed to participate.

B. CONSENSUSEMERGES

The argument that in a polarised environment,
pervaded with distrust, it would be unwise to
proceed with a referendum without first achieving
a consensus among the main parties — at least on
the rules and procedures — is persuasive. In
October and November 2001 it briefly appeared
that such a consensus could be reached that would
have alowed for a referendum without an

® OSCE-ODIHR, Comments on the Draft “ Referendum
Law on the Sate Satus of the Republic of Montenegro”,
Warsaw, 5 November 2001.

% | nterim Report on the Congtitutional Stuation of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, adopted by the Venice
Commission at its 48" Plenary Meeting, 19-20 October
2001.

1 OSCE-ODIHR, Assessment of the Referendum Law,
Republic of Montenegro, Federal Republic of Yugodavia,
Warsaw, 6 July 2001.

2 as examples to illustrate its notion of “best international
practice”, the ODIHR pointed to Denmark, which used a
qualified majority provision of 45 per cent of registered
voters (later 40 per cent) in referendums in the 1950s, but
later abolished the provision, and various Pacific islands
which used a 75 per cent threshold when voting on
proposals for Free Association with the United States. The
ODIHR dso referred to a referendum proposal for
Bougainville which set a two-thirds majority provision. In
fact, the ODIHR’s accounts of events on the idands of
Palau and Bougainville are substantially incorrect. In
Palau, the 75 per cent requirement was eventually
dropped. See
http://www.state.gov/www/background notes/palau_0596
_bgn.html In the case of Bougainville, the eventual peace
agreement did not in fact require a two-thirds majority in
any referendum. See
http://rspas.anu.edu.au/melanesia/PDF/BougainvillePeace
Agreement29Aug01.pdf

The Venice Commission did not make an argument for
“best international practice”. As examples of places that
had grappled with the issue of referendum majorities, it
referred to Canada, whose Supreme Court declined to
specify what would constitute a “clear majority” in favour
of secession for Quebec, and the 1998 Belfast Agreement
on Northern Ireland, which stated that a simple majority of
those voting in an eventual referendum on the status of the
province would suffice in determining its future.
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opposition boycott, so enabling Montenegro and
Serbia finally to agree on their future relationship
in amutually satisfactory way.

The dynamic towards a referendum was
dramatically accelerated by a meeting of Serbian
and Montenegrin leaders in Belgrade on 26
October 2001. It was concluded that the positions
of the two sides were ssmply irreconcilable, and
that the only way out of the impasse was for
Montenegro to  hold a referendum  on
independence. In the words of FRY President
Vojislav Kostunica, “We were unable to bring our
stances closer, which means only one possible
route remains — and that is for the public of
Montenegro to voiceits view.”

With talks between Belgrade and Podgorica
apparently having ground to this conclusion, the
main reason given by the SNP, for not discussing
conditions for a referendum appeared to have
dissolved. SNP leader Predrag Bulatovic indicated
that the issue of Montenegro’s status could indeed
be solved by a referendum, and that the central
issue to be settled was the size of the majority that
would be needed for a change of status.'* The SNP
wanted a majority of the total electorate to be
required in order for a vote for independence to be
valid. This would mean that, in the event of an 82
per cent turnout (as in the April 2001 election), a
‘yes vote would require about 61 per cent of the
votes.™® It was reported that the DPS leadership
found this excessive, but that there might be room
for a compromise on arequirement that 55 per cent
of votes cast should be in favour.®

Negotiations continued behind the scenes, and
were productive. The pro-Yugoslav parties were
reportedly ready to join a grand coalition
government that would oversee a referendum,
provided that agreement had been reached on such
key issues as the referendum law and changes in
state media. They were reportedly insisting upon
agreement on a qualified majority, but were ready
to abandon the demand that Montenegrins in
Serbia should be allowed to take part.*’” Bulatovic

'3 Reuters, 26 October 2001.

“ Vijesti, 2 November 2001.

5 As calculated by the ODIHR in its Assessment of the
Referendum Law, Republic of Montenegro, Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia, Warsaw, 6 July 2001.

16 Vijesti, 5 November 2001.

7 Vijesti, 12 and 13 November 2001.

declared that he was against a referendum boycott,
and that if an independence decision were reached
honestly, then the SNP should agree to changes in
the Montenegrin congtitution to confirm the
republic’s independence® This point was
important due to the stipulation in the Montenegrin
constitution that a two-thirds parliamentary
majority would be required in order to change the
status of the republic.'

Concluding that a referendum was likely, some
international officials at this point focused on the
need to ensure a consensus on the rules, so as to
avoid a potentially damaging boycott.® On 22
November the draft special law proposed by the
SDP and the LSCG was reected by the
Montenegrin parliament.?*

18 Speech by Bulatovic in Podgorica, reported in VIP Daily
News Report, 20 November 2001. Bulatovic's rejection of
a boycott appeared to produce some dissension in the pro-
Yugoslav coalition, as People’'s Party (NS) leader Dragan
Soc would not rule out a boycott.

19 On the relevant provisions in Montenegro’s constitution,
see |CG Balkans Report N° 107, Montenegro: Settling for
Independence?, 28 March 2001. Some independence
advocates have claimed that the requirement for a two-
thirds parliamentary mgjority to change the status of the
republic would not be required following a referendum.
ICG has taken a contrary view, advising that the
congtitutional provisions be strictly adhered to in order for
the process to be seen to be valid. ICG’s view on this was
supported by the Venice Commission. Citing its
“Guidelines for Constitutional Referendums at National
Level” (adopted at the 47" Plenary Session of the
Commission, 6-7 July 2001), the Commission stated that
“The use of referendums must comply with the lega
system as a whole and especialy the rules governing
revison of the congtitution”. ODIHR recommended that
Montenegro’'s Congtitutional Court should rule on
contentious elements in the referendum law. On 26
February 2002, the Court ruled that the law was in line
with the constitution, including the controversial provision
that a referendum result would be binding on parliament
(Vijesti, 27 February 2002). Thus the referendum law was
held to take precedence over the constitution, contrary to
the stipulation of the VVenice Commission.

% The head of ODIHR, Gerard Stoudmann, reportedly
stressed these points in discussions with top Montenegrin
officials. VIP Daily News Report, 16 November 2001.
According to the Montenegrin daily, Vijesti (21 November
2001), U.S. Ambassador William Montgomery pressed for
a compromise solution on the referendum majority,
suggesting that a 55 per cent requirement could be
acceptable. U.S. Embassy sources have, however, assured
| CG that no such message was conveyed.

2 VIP Daily News Report, 23 November 2001. The SDP
had proposed a compromise whereby a pro-independence
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C. CONSENSUSABORTED

At this point, the prospects appeared better than
ever for agreement among the Montenegrin parties
on solving the longstanding dispute over the
republic’'s status. Belgrade too had apparently
concluded that Montenegro’s relationship with
Serbia should be decided by a referendum in
Montenegro. However, apparently taking fright at
the prospect that both parties would agree among
themselves on a path that might result in
Montenegrin independence (though by no means
necessarily, given the closeness of the two sidesin
opinion polls), the EU stepped in.??

Meeting on 19 November 2001, the EU’s General
Affairs Council urged Belgrade and Podgorica to
“hold a democratic dialogue in order to reach
agreement rapidly on constitutiona arrangements
that are acceptable to all parties’.*® Glossing over
the fact that Belgrade and Podgorica had already
agreed on the need for Montenegro to hold a
referendum (i.e. the holding of areferendum would
not be a unilateral step), the Council restated its
preference for “a democratic Montenegro in a
democratic FRY”, and stressed the need to avoid
“any unilateral action which might threaten the
internal stability of the FRY and stability in South
Eastern Europe’. The Council issued a thinly
veiled threat of negative consequences if
Montenegro were to defy the will of the EU,
asserting that “a new constitutional arrangement
would strengthen the necessary coordination of
efforts by Serbia and Montenegro to alow the
FRY and the Republics to benefit fully from
international aid...”

The Council asked Solana to embark on a mission
to Belgrade and Podgorica to reaffirm the position
of the EU and promote further dialogue. Solana's

result would have to be supported by at least half of the
average turnout in presidential and parliamentary elections
over the previous decade. This, too, was rejected.

%2 The U.S. was content to let the EU take the lead over
Montenegro: “[D]uring recent negotiations between Serbia
and Montenegro, we politely told the leaders involved that
the EU’s Javier Solana was the international negotiator
and had our support”. Greg Schulte, National Security
Council Senior Director for Southeast Europe, “U.S.
Strategy for the Balkans’, at Georgetown University, 20
March 2002. See

http://usinfo.state.gov/regional /eur/macedonia/schul te0320
.htm.

% Conclusions of the EU’s General Affairs Council of 19
November 2001.

opening visit to Belgrade and Podgorica at the end
of November 2001 set the tone for what was to
become an odyssey for the EU’s foreign policy
point man over the coming months. By cajoling
Montenegro’'s and Serbia's leaders, and bluntly
warning Montenegro of negative consequencesif it
pursued independence, Javier Solana pushed the
two republics, above all Montenegro, to reach a
deal that would preserve the federal union.

The principal stick that Solana waved over
Montenegro was the warning that if it pursued
independence, its hopes of progress towards
European integration would be jeopardised. He
warned that Djukanovic “has to know that
separation is not a rapid train to the European
Union”, and that “In a way, separation would be a
dower train to the European Union.” His office
issued a statement asserting that an independent
Montenegro would not automatically be admitted
to international financial institutions and other
organisations, “thus jeopardising prospects for
international assistance, economic development
and EU integration”.*® For a small, poor,
undevel oped republic, dependent upon
international assistance and seeing its future in the
EU, such threats could not be lightly ignored.

The immediate effect of the EU’s initiative was
that the dialogue among the Montenegrin parties
which had become increasingly fruitful during the
preceding weeks, was cut short. Simply, neither the
pro-Y ugoslav parties in Montenegro nor Belgrade
had any incentive to look for compromise
agreements now that the EU had thrown its weight
against a referendum. Pro-Yugosav leaders
asserted that talks on a referendum were again off
the agenda. There was no more talk of conciliation
or compromise. Rather they informed Solana of the
risk of destabilisation in case the Montenegrin
authorities pressed ahead with referendum plans
without their consent. Bulatovic, who a few days
earlier had ruled out a referendum boycott, now
infformed Solana that the opposition might
permanently withdraw from parliament.®

The pro-Yugoslav parties were delighted at the
pressure being applied by the EU, Bulatovic
commenting that Djukanovic was “no longer a

2 Reuters, 27 November 2001.
% \/IP Daily News Report, 29 November 2001.
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favourite of the international community”.®® SNP
leaders, who had for months obstructed the FRY’s
cooperation with the international war crimes
tribunal (ICTY) in The Hague, now routinely cited
the EU in support of ther anti-independence
cause.?’

The Montenegrin government agreed to further
taks with Belgrade. However, Montenegrin
officials persistence in their pro-independence
rhetoric prompted Kostunica to express his
disbelief that the talks could succeed, and his
expectation that a referendum would eventually be
required to settle the matter.?®

1. SOLANA'S APPROACH

2 Glasjavnosti, 5 December 2001.

" For example, SNP Vice-President Zoran Zizic, cited in
VIP Daily News Report, 12 December 2001.

% \VIP Daily News Report, 24 December 2001.

Solana offered the service of EU “experts’ to give
their input into talks that were divided into three
working groups. These groups covered three key
areas of importance in any future relationship:
constitutional and legal issues, economic and
social issues, and foreign policy and security.
Beginning in late December 2001, a series of
working-level meetings were held.

In principle, the idea of addressing the practica
issues involved in any future relationship between
Montenegro and Serbia was sound.® There is a
range of issues, including in the economic and
socia spheres, healthcare, education, pensions and
citizenship that need to be addressed whatever the
form of the future relationship. As a starting point
for any discussion it would be necessary for each
side to define its key interests. Before Solana's
initiative, Podgorica and Belgrade had largely
faled to address such functional matters,
persistently getting bogged down by the issue of
status itself.

The flaw in Solana's approach was that the EU
clearly prescribed what the outcome of taks
should be: a reintegrated federation. The apparent
hope was that the EU “experts” would so inform
the debate in the working groups that the
Montenegrin side would be out-argued and
persuaded of the benefits, as the EU saw them, of
rebuilding the federation.

In fact the discussions did not bring the sides
closer together. Although two of the working
groups, those on economic and foreign and
security matters, issued joint reports, they largely
confirmed the entrenched views of the two sides.
The working group on constitutional and legal
matters produced two separate reports.

By late January 2002 it was being widely
concluded that the talks were leading nowhere.® In
fact the taks had been wuseful, in that
representatives from Belgrade and Podgorica had
begun seriously to debate the substantive issues

% 1CG had recommended such an approach in Balkans
Report No. 107, Montenegro: Settling for Independence?,
28 March 2001.

% See Reuters, 25 January 2002.
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involved in any rearrangement of their
relationship. The issues at stake were being thrown
into sharper relief.

With the working-level discussions failing to
produce a breakthrough, the talk in Montenegro in
the second haf of January reverted to the
conditions for a referendum as the only way out.
Controversy emerged over the demand of the pro-
Y ugoslav parties that the EU should be involved in
talks over the conditions for a referendum.® With
expectations of a successful outcome to the talks
running low, supporters of the federation were
counting on EU support to ensure stringent
conditions for a referendum.

Rather than see the process that he had set in train
fail, Solana stepped up his personal engagement.
At a meeting in Belgrade on 25 January 2002, he
put the discussions back on track and ensured that
they would continue to focus on preserving the
federation, not on dissolving it. While the
participants were diplomatic in their comments
after the meeting, senior SNP official Dragan
Koprivica could not conceal the glee on the pro-
Yugoslav side, saying that Djukanovic had “been
very roughly pulled down to the ground in
Belgrade... It is obvious that in a European and
very polished manner, Solana gave him a very
clear lecture’.® With their confidence restored,
pro-Y ugoslav leaders who had days earlier thought
a referendum unavoidable, now virtualy
discounted the possibility.®

The high point of Solana's efforts to broker an
agreement on a reintegrated federation came at the
beginning of February, when a further working-
level meeting was held in Brussels, again with EU
“experts’. The meeting on 4 February 2002
focused on the economic aspects of the future

3 For example, Predrag Drecun, a leading figure in the
pro-Serbian NS, said that the negotiations would not bear
fruit, and that Montenegro should hold a referendum as
soon as possible (interview with Radio Free Europe,
reported in VIP Daily News Report, 16 January 2002).

% See comments by Zizic, reported in Vijesti, 18 January
2002.

%3 See Reuters, 25 January 2002.

3 Statement to Tanjug, cited in VIP Daily News Report, 28
January 2002.

% see for example comments by Zizic, who now said that
to cal a referendum would be “naked violence by the
Montenegrin authorities’. VIP Daily News Report, 29
January 2002.

relationship, which were proving to be particularly
contentious. A statement issued by Solana’s office
gave the impression that a broad understanding
was reached over the benefits of a single state.® It
asserted that the discussion “clarified the reasons
why, on balance, staying together in a functioning
federal state is the most efficient way for both
Belgrade and Podgorica to achieve their common
goal of European integration.” The statement noted
that:

EU participants underlined that further
fragmentation in the region would not only
be contrary to the process of European
integration, but would carry significant
economic costs. The benefits of the bigger
market will be lost, foreign investments will
be discouraged and the lack of a common
trade policy would be an obstacle to EU and
WTO integration. Early adoption of the Euro
might involve substantial economic risks and
costs.

The statement went on to assert that progress
towards a Stabilisation and Association Agreement
(SAA) between the EU and the FRY could be held
up by separation. It stated that improved
cooperation “in the existing framework for EU—
FRY relationsis essentia”. The statement finished
with an optimistic declaration by Solana that the
discussions had “shown clearly that staying
together is by far the best and fastest way for
Serbia and Montenegro to participate in European
integration”.

The statement, which reflected the key arguments
of the EU in the discussions, is highly disputable.
By giving an impression of broad agreement over
the main points, perhapsin an effort to build a self-
fulfilling momentum, it gave a false portraya of
the discussion.

In order to put the record straight from their point
of view, the Montenegrin participants at the
meeting issued a response the following day.*
This statement stressed Montenegro’s commitment
to regional integration. It claimed that Montenegro

% Statement issued on 4 February 2002, reference

S0019/02.

3 Statement of the expert team of Montenegro after the
previous day’s seminar in Brusselsin the framework of the
dialogue on the future of the federation, Podgorica, 5
February 2002.
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had contributed towards that goal by setting a 3 per
cent externa tariff (much lower than Serbia) and
asserted Montenegro’'s “readiness to pursue
elimination of non-tariff barriers, harmonisation of
rules and procedures, aming at establishing a
regional common market”. It asserted the
conviction “that convergence on sensible trade
policies will facilitate participation in EU and
WTO integration”. The introduction of the Euro
had, the statement asserted, following the earlier
introduction of the German Mark (in 1999) been a
success.

In essence, the Montenegrin authorities were
standing by their belief that their economic policies
and other reforms were appropriate and compatible
with EU integration. For them, the introduction of
the German Mark/ Euro had been a success, it was
popular in Montenegro,® and they would not
return to the Dinar. As a small economy, largely
service-based and with little industry to protect, it
made sense, they argued, for Montenegro to be a
highly open economy with low trade barriers, and
not to converge with Serbia's much higher tariff
rates. The authorities asserted that they were in
favour of closer integration, but pointed to
Belgrade's slowness in abolishing price controls,
as compared with the more liberal prices regimein
Montenegro, as the principle obstacle to a single
market.

Contrary to the clams of the EU “experts’,
Montenegrin  representatives  asserted  that
Montenegro’s autonomy in the economic sphere
should not hamper integration in the region or with
the EU. Indeed, the model of EU integration
involved independent states with separate
currencies and customs regimes. The Montenegrin
authorities argued for closer cooperation with
Serbia as a way of ensuring that their common
market would function more efficiently.

8 According to an opinion poll in April 2002, conducted
by the Damar Agency for the Centre for Democracy and
Human Rights (CEDEM), 60 per cent of respondents
favoured maintaining the Euro as the sole currency in
Montenegro, 20 per cent were for reintroducing the Dinar
in parallel with the Euro, and 12 per cent were in favour of
replacing the Euro with the Dinar.

A. ADAPTING TO REALITY

Some Belgrade officials expressed satisfaction
after the Brussels meeting that the EU had
supported their position that, from an economic
standpoint, separation made no sense. Federal
Deputy Prime Minister Miroljub Labus took heart
from the tough EU warnings of negative
consequences for Montenegro if the little republic
defied its will, commenting that “it was clearly
stated that in that break-up Montenegro stands no
chance of entering the EU in time”.*®

Y et the Montenegrins were increasingly confident
that they were winning the arguments over
economic integration. Following a more than
three-hour meeting between Solana and
Djukanovic in Brussels on 10 February 2002, it
became increasingly clear that the two men were
arriving at an accommodation. While there were
indications of some tough talking,* both Solana
and Djukanovic expressed satisfaction with the
discussion.** EU officials denied that Solana had
presented Djukanovic with a concrete proposal, but
confirmed that certain “ideas” had been
discussed.*?

As rumours about the content of these “ideas’
emerged, Belgrade officials who had previously
counted upon Solana to pressure Djukanovic into
accepting a reintegrated union took fright. For
many Serbian leaders, the priority was to achieve a
settlement that would be clear and workable. While
their preference was for a re-ordering of the union
with Montenegro, they did not want this at any
price. Yet it now appeared to many Belgrade
leaders that the price that Solana was conceding to
Djukanovic for the preservation of the union was
indeed too high.

Solana and the EU *“experts’ had met with
sustained Montenegrin  resistance to the
abandonment of their autonomy in the economic
sphere and strong arguments in favour of economic
policies and reforms that had been implemented in

% statement by Labus to Tanjug, reported in VIP Daily
News Report, 6 February 2002.

Djukanovic's foreign affairs adviser, Milan Rocen,
described the talks as being “with gloves off” (radio
interview reported by BBC Monitoring International
Reports, 12 February 2002).

! \Viijesti, 11 February 2002.
2 Beta news agency, 11 February 2002.
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Montenegro. Solana now appeared ready, so long
as the form of a single state were maintained, to
accommodate virtually al of Djukanovic’'s
concerns over substance, so that Montenegro
would retain al of the autonomy that it had built
up over the previous three years.

Following reports that Montenegro would continue
to use the Euro and have a separate customs
regime and foreign trade and taxation policies in
the new union, senior Belgrade figures lined up to
voice their disquiet at the direction the talks were
taking. Labus reportedly rejected the proposal that
was emerging from Solana’'s discussions with
Djukanovic.”® Serbian Finance Minister Bozidar
Djelic said that it was difficult to imagine a state
without a common  currency, customs
administration and trade regime, describing the
state that was being proposed as an “economic
Frankenstein”.** The governor of the Nationa
Bank of Yugosavia, Mladjan Dinkic, said that
what Solana was offering was a “fictitious’
common state.”> Serbian Justice Minister Vladan
Batic, describing what was on offer as a “virtual
state” that would only prolong the agony, said that
Serbia would be better off as an independent state.
Djindjic said that Serbia did not want a common
state at all costs.*®

Belgrade tried to reassert its vision of afunctioning
joint state, with a single currency and customs
service, presenting its views to Brussels*
However, Solana' s Balkan adviser, Stefan Lehne,
on avisit to Podgorica, reportedly received a firm
message that Montenegro would not accept the
return of the Dinar.®® In an effort to bring their
positions closer together, senior federa and
Montenegrin leaders held an unannounced meeting
in Podgorica on 5 March 2002, without EU
officials. The meeting, attended by Kostunica,
Labus, Djukanovic, Montenegrin prime minister
Filip Vujanovic and finance minister Mirosav
Ivanisevic, was devoted mainly to economic
matters. Again, the Montenegrin side did not yield
on itsinsistence on full economic autonomy.*

4 Report on Radio B92, carried in VIP Daily News Report,
25 February 2002.

“ Glas Javnosti, 24 February 2002.

** | bid,

“® Blic, 26 February 2002.

“7 | bid.

8 \fijesti, 1 March 2002.

“9 Viijesti, 7 March 2002.

At a further meeting, in Belgrade on 11 March
2002, again without EU participation, the leaders
tried to identify areas where there was agreement
and where not.®°® The most difficult outstanding
issues were reportedly the currency and the
customs regime. Solana returned to Belgrade on 13
March 2002, and an agreement was finally signed
early in the morning of 14 March on a new, loose
union to be known as “Serbia and Montenegro”.
The agreement was confirmed and celebrated at
the European Council meeting in Barcelona on 15-
16 March 2002, with Kostunica and Djukanovic in
attendance.>

The EU had achieved its am of heading off a
referendum on Montenegrin  independence.
However, the agreement left many questions open
as to how the new union would work in practice,
and it specified that after a period of three years the
union could be reconsidered. The question of
Montenegro’'s status had been deferred, but not
Settled.

% vjijesti, 12 March 2002.
o Presidency Conclusions, Barcelona European Council,
15 and 16 March 2002; Reuters, 16 March 2002.
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V. THE 14 MARCH AGREEMENT

The 14 March agreement is a very short document,
thin on detal and leaving much still to be
negotiated. It gives little guidance as to how the
new union should work in practice and plenty of
scope for different interpretations and for
disagreement.

Key points are as follows:

a A Congtitutional Commission delegated by
the FRY, Serbia and Montenegro
parliaments should, by the end of June 2002,
draft a Constitutional Charter for the new
union, to be adopted by the parliaments of
Serbia and Montenegro and submitted to the
federal parliament. “Such procedure would
reaffirm the elements of Serbian and
Montenegrin statehood, stemming from the
present-day factual situation and the historic
rights of the two member states.”

a The Serbian and Montenegrin constitutions
should be brought into line with the
Congtitutional Charter by the end of 2002.

a The member states can reconsider their
membership of the union after three years.
Importantly, in the event that Montenegro
were to leave the union, Serbia would be the
successor state, explicitly so concerning the
implementation of UN Security Council
Resolution 1244 for Kosovo.

a The new union is to have a unicameral
parliament, a president to be elected by the
parliament, a Council of Ministers
(“ministries’ duties shall be specified at a
later date’), and a Court (with “a
congdtitutional and administrative judicia
function” and “no jurisdictional
competence”).

a The parliament will provide for unspecified
positive discrimination in  favour of
Montenegrin representatives.

a The president shall propose the composition
of the Council of Ministers, to comprise five
departments:  foreign  affairs;  defence;
international economic relations; internal
economic relations; and the protection of

human and minority  rights. The
competencies of these departments and their
relationship to the ministries in the member
states are not defined.

The amed forces will be under the
command of the Supreme Defence Council,
composed of the three presidents (as has
notionally been the case in the FRY,
although control over the military has in
practice continued to be very unclear).®
Conscripts can serve in their home republic.

Provision for the rotation of offices is
mentioned, with representatives of each
member state taking it in turns to be
ministers and deputy ministers. Rotation is
also provided for as regards representation in
international organisations such as the UN,
the OSCE and the Council of Europe.
Unspecified “ special models’ will be defined
for representation in international financial
organisations. A “special agreement” will
define  proportionate  representation  in
diplomatic offices abroad.

Some federal institutions can be based in
Podgorica.

In the economic sphere there is considerable
ambiguity. The currency is not mentioned.
However, the provision that “The level of
economic reforms reached in Serbia and
Montenegro shall be the proceeding point for
regulating mutual economic relations’
confirmed that Montenegro would retain the
economic autonomy achieved over the
preceding three years. The member states
would be responsible for ensuring a common
market. In the contentious areas of trade and
customs policies, “Harmonisation of the
economic systems of the member states with
the EU economic system shall overcome the
existing differences” In other words,
economic harmonisation between the two
states would be achieved by both
harmonising their systems with the EU.

The EU is to have a monitoring role in
overseeing the realisation of the agreement.

*2 See ICG Balkans Report No. 126, Belgrade's Lagging
Reform: Cause for International Concern, 7 March 2002.
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Either member state can complain to the EU
if it feels that the other is not living up to its
commitments concerning the operation of a
common market and the harmonisation of
trade and customs policies.

A. REACTIONS

Reactions to the agreement varied widely. As
mentioned, there was huge disappointment among
independence supporters in Montenegro. The
LSCG and the SDP saw the agreement as a
betrayal of the majority that had voted for pro-
independence parties in April 2001. The LSCG
announced its withdrawal of support for the
government, while the SDP declared that it would
do likewise as soon as the agreement had been
ratified.>®

Djukanovic was defensive. He stressed the
provision that the union could be reconsidered
after three years; this, he said, represented a crucia
acknowledgement that Montenegro could reopen
the independence issue with the approval of the EU
itself and of Belgrade. Pointing to the lack of a
convincing majority in favour of independence, he
asserted that this was not the time to risk holding a
referendum whose result was uncertain. He also
stressed that Montenegro had preserved the
advances that had ensured autonomy in practice.>

The pro-Yugoslav parties in Montenegro
welcomed the agreement, seeing it as a defeat for
Djukanovic and the independence option,>® from
which they could hope to capitalise politically. The
agreement could bring both advantages and
disadvantages to the SNP. The party would hope to
gain politically from Djukanovic’'s perceived
defeat. On the other hand, the SNP had for severa
years enjoyed the benefits of being the sole
representative (together with the small Serbian
People' s Party, the SNS) of Montenegro in federal
institutions. As well as the jobs and perks that this
entailed for leading SNP officias, it aso gave
them access to resources for their political
activities in Montenegro. With the diminishing of
the federal authorities that the new agreement
implied and the fact that the DPS would again

%3 See Vijesti, 18 and 21 March 2002.
> Djukanovic press conference, Pobjeda, 15 March 2002,
% Vijesti, 15 March 2002.

participate at the central level, the SNP also stood
to lose some benefits due to the agreement.

In Belgrade, Kostunica appeared satisfied that the
joint state had been preserved, while others
complained that the agreement did not provide the
basis for a functioning union, and in effect
represented a temporary agreement between
separate states on the way to full separation. Some
expressed dismay at what they saw as Solana’'s
caving into Djukanovic on the substance of the
agreement. There was general resentment that the
situation had not been clarified one way or the
other.

The Yugoslav Army (VJ) appears displeased with
the agreement, and the arrest of Serbian vice-
president Momcilo Perisic and U.S. diplomat John
Neighbor, later on 14 March, has been interpreted
as a sign of this dissatisfaction.®® There can be
little doubt that the military is concerned by the
two republics strengthened role in financing the
VJ and exercising civilian control over the its
budget and policies.

Overal, however, there was less regret at the end
of federalism — and indeed of “Yugoslavia® — than
many observers would have expected. Serbs
concerns were above all practical and open-eyed.
At the end of February 2002, FRY Foreign
Minister Goran Svilanovic had said that “The
bottom line is that we would like to have a viable
state, [but] what is being proposed is not viable,
particularly as far as economic issues are
concerned.” Solana’s plan, he said, amounted to a
union of two independent states® From the
perspective of many in Belgrade, this outcome was
now confirmed. While Labus did not hide his
dissatisfaction, he said that nothing more could
have been achieved.” Dinkic said that the ultimate
parting of the ways between Serbia and
Montenegro was built into the agreement. He
complained that the agreement was without
economic content and that nothing had been
solved.”

Some Belgrade officials concluded that as the
agreement did not provide for a reintegrated joint

% See 1CG Balkans Briefing, Serbia: Military Intervention
Threatens Democratic Reform, 28 March 2002.

> Reuters, 26 February 2002.

%8 \IP Daily News Report, 15 March 2002.

* Tanjug, 14 March 2002; Reuters, 18 March 2002.
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state, Serbia should follow Montenegro’s lead and
assert its autonomy, rationalisng governing
structures by ending the duplication between
Serbian and federal (in effect also Serbian) level
ingtitutions.  Serbian finance minister Bozidar
Djelic said that the agreement was not for a
functional federation, but for a confedera
relationship, with two separate markets that needed
to be harmonised.®® Dinkic said that as there would
not be a common currency there would be no
central bank at the level of the joint state. Thus the
National Bank of Yugoslavia would become the
National Bank of Serbia.®

According to Djelic, Serbia should take over
federal economic competencies by the end of 2002,
as a precondition for achieving the caled-for
harmonisation with Montenegro. The federa
customs service would become the Serbian
customs service, operating as part of the Serbian
finance ministry. Federa regulations covering such
areas as banking, capital markets, corporate and
bankruptcy laws, pensions and healthcare, which
are in practice only applied in Serbia, should be
explicitly adopted as Serbian legislation.®

B. MAKINGITWORK

Given the agreement’s lack of detail, the challenge
now is to put flesh on it. Sharing an understanding
of the agreement as being about cooperation and
harmonisation between autonomous entities,
Montenegrin and Serbian officials quickly began to
discuss how the implementation would work in
practice. Djelic, who was in frequent contact with
his Montenegrin counterpart, lvanisevic, foresaw
the new central authorities having a very limited
role with no independent source of revenue.
Rather, they would depend upon subventions from
the member states, proportionate to their shares in
the union’s overall GDP. While federal institutions
that functioned only in Serbia would become
Serbian, other central bodies would have very
limited roles, essentially coordinating functions
that were carried out at the level of the member
states.®®

% \/IP Daily News Report, 15 February 2002.

®! Reuters, 18 March 2002.

%2 Blic, 21 March 2002.

% Statement by Djelic, reported in Vijesti, 12 April 2002.

Thisisapragmatic vision of the implementation of
the agreement. It accords with the stress of Serbian
government officials on functionality. Having
concluded that the argument for a functioning joint
state had been lost, the point was to rationalise the
administration in Serbia and to clarify how the
member states, operating as separate, autonomous
entities, would cooperate and harmonise their
economies. While there would not be a single
customs service, the member states would need to
improve cooperation between their respective
customs services in order to restore a single
market. This approach was also in accord with the
wishes of Montenegrin officials who were
determined to preserve the autonomy that
Montenegro had attained, and still held out the
hope of eventual independence.

For both sides, a benefit of the agreement and the
dialogue that it had spawned, was that they now
had the best opportunity yet, through the
implementation of the agreement, to resolve the
range of questions about how relations between the
two republics would in future be conducted,
whatever the final outcome. Nonetheless, given
Serbia’s lagging reforms® and Montenegro’s lead
in reforming its customs, currency, taxes and price
controls, Serbia may well be compelled to
implement new reforms as a precondition for
creating a single economic space with Montenegro.

However, whatever degree of common
understanding about the implementation was
shared by many Serbian and Montenegrin officials,
the process envisaged for drawing up a
Congtitutional Charter for the new union gives
plenty of scope for complications to emerge. The
agreement hasin general elicited much less interest
in Serbia than in Montenegro, with the issue of
cooperation with the International Criminal
Tribunal for the former Yugodavia (ICTY) mostly
dominating political events in Belgrade in the
weeks after 14 March. The agreement was ratified
by the parliaments of both republics on 9 April. In
Montenegro, this was preceded by several days of
often angry debate and recrimination in parliament,
although the result was never in doubt given the
support of both the DPS and the pro-Yugoslav
parties.

% See ICG Balkans Report No. 126, Belgrade's Lagging
Reform: Cause For International Concern, 7 March 2002.
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Not only is the Belgrade agreement very thin on
detail. It is aso very unclear as to how the
Congtitutional Commission which is supposed to
draft the Constitutional Charter will function. The
procedure adopted in Montenegro for appointing
members of the Commission has been used by the
political parties to try to tie the hands of the
Montenegrin delegates in advance and pre-empt
the Commission's work. A parliamentary
committee was tasked to draft conclusions on the
Belgrade agreement that would be adopted by
parliament. The parties used this opportunity to try
to impose their various interpretations of the
agreement on the delegates to the Commission
even before it had been constituted. Particularly
contentious has been whether the new union’s
parliament will be directly elected, as advocated by
the SNP, or nominated by the parliaments of the
member states, as advocated by the DPS.%®

The agreement does not specify how the union's
parliament should be elected, but states that the
member states themselves should decide, in
compliance with the principles defined in the
Congtitutional Charter. Logically, this and other
matters concerning the Charter should have been
left to the Constitutional Commission, whose draft
would in any case have to be adopted by the
parliaments of the member states. Thus the
procedures adopted by the Montenegrin parliament
quite unnecessarily opened up disputes even before
the Commission had begun its work.

Having faled to gain satisfaction in the
Montenegrin parliamentary committee, the SNP
took its demands to the federal parliament on 18
April. Much to the annoyance of the Democratic
Opposition of Serbia (DOS), its coalition partner at
the federa level, the SNP held up ratification of
the agreement there over its demands for the same
guarantees that it had sought in the Montenegrin
parliament. The SNP's demands were rejected by
DOS, whose officials, logically, said that they
should be considered by the Constitutional
Commission.®

All of this confusion even before the Constitutional
Commission has begun its work does not augur
well for the success of its work. The very fact that
the Commission will contain advocates of a

® \iijesti, 19 April 2002.
% | pid.

stronger central state, from both Montenegro and
Serbia, as well as representatives of parties either
resigned to or advocating separation indicates that
its work is not likely to be smooth. As has been
described, key officials in both governments see
the implementation of the agreement in terms of
formalising the establishment of separate entities —
virtually two independent states, except in terms of
international personality — and putting in place
mechanisms for cooperation. If the Serbian
authorities proceed with their plans to do away
with the federal layer of government in areas that
they do not foresee being in the competence of the
new union, then the very loose union of essentially
separate states envisaged by the Serbian and
Montenegrin governments may be established in
spite of confusion over the Constitutional
Commission.

Solana has sought to urge matters forward, but
there is little expectation that the timetable
envisaged in the agreement will be fulfilled.®” Even
if the Commission is not totally incapacitated by
the type of political-party antics already seen in
Montenegro, it is far from clear that an eventual
Constitutional Charter can be adopted. Quite apart
from the Montenegrin parliament, doubts have
been raised as to whether the necessary two-thirds
majority in favour could be achieved in either the
Serbian parliament or the federal parliament.®® In
sum, the 14 March agreement may not be
implementable even with good faith efforts in both
republics. It follows that the EU will have to stay
in close attendance on the parties, to prevent
possible derailments.

" When the speaker of the federa Chamber of Citizens,
Dragoljub Micunovic, was asked about the chances of
meeting the June 2002 deadline for passing the
Constitutional Charter, he replied “I am sorry, but that is
not possible’. He estimated September 2002 as more
realistic. VIP Daily News Report, 25 April 2002.

% \IP Daily News Report, 15 March 2002.
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V. WIDER POLITICAL DYNAMICS

Whether the effort to implement the agreement
succeeds or founders, and leads to a parting of
ways or develops into a closer union, will largely
depend on wider political dynamics. The mood in
Serbiais above all characterised by weariness and
impatience with the, as seen from Serbia,
troublesome  Montenegrins.  Serbian  pro-
independence sentiment is increasing. In an
opinion poll in Serbia, published shortly after the
signing of the agreement, some 29 per cent
expressed themselves against the common state
with Montenegro, while a further 21 per cent were
for a union of independent states.®® A subsequent
poll in late March conducted by the loca
subsidiary of a British-based market research
company found that no fewer than 65.1 per cent of
respondents were “in favour of an independent
Serbia’.”

On 29 April, the Christian Democratic Party
(DHSS), led by Vladan Batic, began to collect
signatures to call for a referendum on whether
Serbia should stay with Montenegro or become
independent.”> A public opinion survey found that
56 per cent of respondents favoured a referendum
on the 14 March agreement.”? If the agreement
does not swiftly lead to a more settled situation, the
numbers of those who heed the cal for
independence is likely to keep rising. The issue
remains volatile: already it is capturing the
attention of the Serbian press and causing open
political disputes between the federal and Serbian
governments.”®  The Federal foreign minister,
Svilanovic, has warned that it may derail the
FRY’s accession to the Council of Europe.”* If
this pro-independence sentiment grows, it cannot
be excluded that Serbia might even break with the
union before Montenegro does so.

In divided Montenegro, the agreement and
Djukanovic's climbdown from plans for an early

referendum have led to political upheaval. As
aready noted, the LSCG and SDP withdrew
support for the government. The result was the
belated resignation of Prime Minister Vujanovic on
19 April 2002.”” Immediately after the signing of
the agreement Djukanovic expressed his
preference for a new government of the pro-
independence bloc, this time perhaps to include
LSCG ministers.”® However, despite a circus of
behind-the-scenes and public negotiations in the
following weeks, agreement on the composition of
anew government was elusive.

While the SDP expressed itself in favour of a new
government of the pro-independence parties,”” the
distrust of the LSCG towards the DPS and
Djukanovic personally, aways high, was further
heightened by what LSCG leaders referred to as
the treachery of the DPS leadership for signing the
agreement.”® Amid much uncertainty and contrary
statements concerning their conditions for a
coalition agreement, the LSCG said it would ask a
very high price for joining a new government.
Spokesman Slavko Perovic, a former party leader
who retains considerable influence, said at one
point that the LSCG would demand the prime
minister's post and support from the coalition
partners for an LSCG presidential candidate in an
election due later this year. The party would, he
asserted, seek a deal that had “the taste and smell

of the DPS's dis-empowerment”.”

Solana urged the LSCG and the SDP to support the
agreement, inviting their leaders to Brussels.®® The
LSCG confirmed that it would accept the
agreement and contribute to its implementation.
However, even if terms for a new government of
the pro-independence parties could be agreed, the
bitterness between the LSCG and the DPS since
the Belgrade agreement makes it hard to envisage
such a partnership working effectively. Indeed, it
was dready clear during the period when the
LSCG supported Vujanovic's government, while

69 Reported in Politika, 18 March 2002.

" Blic, 2 April 2002.

™ Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Newsline, 29 April
2002.

2 B92 website, 29 April 2002.

B Djindjic: savezna vlada opet prebacuje odgovornost”,
Radio B92, 3 May 2002.

™ “svilanovic: Kampanja DHSS dovela u pitanje prijem
SRJu SE”, Radio B92, 3 May 2002.

" Vijesti, 20 April 2002. There ensued a hizarre

controversy over whether Vujanovic had offered his
resignation, or returned his mandate, as he put it, in the
correct manner.

7 Pobjeda, 15 March 2002.

" Viijesti, 22 March 2002.

" For example, speech by LSCG leader Miodrag Zivkovic
in parliament, reported in Vijesti, 29 March 2002.

 Viijesti, 28 March 2002.

80 vijesti, 13 April 2002.
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constantly sniping at it from the sidelines, that
there is no united, pro-independence bloc in
Montenegro.

For Djukanovic, signing the 14 March agreement
had both advantages and disadvantages. Severd
observers had argued after the April 2001 election
that, given the highly polarised environment and
the difficulty of holding a democratic referendum
whose results would be accepted by all, it would be
wise to look for a compromise solution.®

On the face of it, Djukanovic has achieved much —
more, certainly, than seemed likely several months
ago. He has largely preserved the autonomy that
Montenegro had achieved, and won EU acceptance
that Montenegro could freely choose to withdraw
from the union at a later stage. Delaying a
resolution of the status issue for three years has
much to commend it, not least for Djukanovic
himself, given the Ilikey closeness and
unpredictability of the result. Removing the
immediate prospect of a referendum could enable
dialogue to develop among the parties in
Montenegro in a calmer atmosphere. As described
earlier, Montenegro and Serbia now have an
opportunity to settle the range of practical issues
involved in any future relationship. If the process
evolves as the Montenegrin and Serbian
governments hope, into a very loose union of for
most purposes separate entities, the passage of
three years might reduce the temperature of the
independence debate.

However, any advantages for Djukanovic and his
party of postponing a referendum may be more
than cancelled by the political damage from being
forced into a climbdown. Having committed
themselves so strongly to an early referendum,
backing down under EU pressure on severely
dented their credibility. Indeed, the first opinion
poll evidence to emerge since the agreement
suggested that support for the DPS—SDP coalition
had dropped sharply. While the LSCG’s support
has more or less held steady, the three-party pro-
Y ugoslav coalition has seen its support rise.t?

The slump in support for the DPS only partly
reflects a waning of pro-independence feeling, as

8 see ICG Bakans Report No. 114, Montenegro:

Resolving the Independence Deadlock, 1 August 2001.
% For detailed opinion poll results, see Appendix B.

the momentum towards independence ran out of
steam after April 2001.% The increase in the
number of people who said that they would not
vote probably reflects disillusion in the pro-
independence camp. Support for the agreement
appears to be high,®* but Djukanovic's worry must
be that among the opponents of the agreement are
many disaffected supporters that the DPS may
struggle to win back.

An early test of the standings of the parties will
come on 15 May 2002, when local elections are
held in al municipalities except Podgorica and
Herceg Novi, where early elections were held in
June 2000. The DPS and the SDP will stand
together in ten out of nineteen municipalities, and
separately elsewhere. Despite appeals from the
SDP and DPS, the LSCG would make no pre-
election pacts. The main three-party pro-Y ugoslav
coalition hopes for gains in these elections, but
their united front suffered severely from bitter
arguing about the alocation of candidates on joint
lists® They too will stand together in ten
municipalities, while the SNP and the SNS will
stand together in a further seven.®

There has been wide speculation that the DPS—
SDP codlition stands to lose ground in the
municipal elections. In any event, probably in part
due to fears that the DPS would face punishment
from disaffected voters in early elections,
Djukanovic has expressed himself against an early
parliamentary election.®” Theoretically, even after
the government’s loss of its mgjority the present
parliament could stagger on without new elections
for some months. Vujanovic’'s government will
continue to function until a new prime minister is
mandated by the president, from which time he or
she would have two months to form a government
before elections had to be called.

8 According to opinion polls carried out by the Damar
agency for the Centre for Democracy and Human Rights
(CEDEM), in April 2002, 42.3 per cent of respondents
said that they would vote in favour of independence,
compared with 40.2 against. In January 2002 the result
was 46.7 per cent in favour, and 41.9 per cent against. In
March-April 2001 the result was 49.3 per cent in favour,
and 39.5 per cent against.

8 Accordi ng to the CEDEM poll, 61.6 per cent supported
the agreement, and 23 per cent were against it.

% See Vijesti, 22 April 2002.

Eyvip Daily News Report, 22 April 2002.

8 Viijesti, 19 April 2002.
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Thus the political crisis in Montenegro has the
potential to continue for severa months. If the
opinion-poll gains of the pro-Yugosav SNP and
SNS parties are confirmed in eventual elections,
the consequences for Montenegro and Serbia could
be far reaching. As a paty that supported
Milosevic until the end and which has continued to
resist cooperation with the ICTY, there would be
reason for deep concern about the prospects for
continued demacratic reform in Montenegro under
an SNP-led government. It may be assumed that
the SNP would not support the strategy adopted by
the present Montenegrin  authorities  of
implementing the 14 March agreement in such a
way as to minimise the role of the centra
authorities.

Reformists in Serbia as well, gathered around
Djindjic, would look askance at the prospect of a
union with an SNP-led Montenegro. And despite
the SNP's earlier tendency to find common cause
with Kostunica at the federal level, for example
over cooperation with the ICTY, the SNP's recent
blocking of the 14 march agreement in the federal
parliament has reportedly also exasperated
K ostunica.®®

8ugnp spreman da zrtvuje Kostunicu”, Nedeljni telegraf,
24 April 2002.

VIl. CONCLUSION: THE EUROPEAN
UNION AT CROSS PURPOSES?

As has been noted, a positive aspect of the EU’s
recent engagement in the FRY is that Podgorica
and Belgrade have been galvanised into addressing
the range of questions about how their future
relationship will function in practice. They have
made positive progress since 14 March in reaching
common understandings about how their
relationship should work in practice. The EU
should welcome and encourage such progress, and
be prepared to accept whatever satisfactory
arrangement that Serbia and Montenegro can work
out for themselves in line with the 14 March
agreement, including the possibility of eventual
separation.

The heavy pressure to which Montenegro was
subjected by the EU to rethink its plans for an
independence referendum has left a bitter taste for
many Montenegrins, and damaged the EU’s
credibility as an honest broker. While Djukanovic
and Vujanovic pointed to the agreement’s
acknowledgement that Montenegro may reconsider
its place in the union, there is a widespread
perception that the EU's strong preference for a
reintegrated federation has not diminished and will
not weaken over the next three years.®®

Concern about EU intentions was heightened by
the publication — shortly after the signing of the 14
March agreement — of a report by the European
Commission on the Stabilisation and Association
process (SAp) in the FRY.* While assessing
progress in carrying out reformsin the FRY inline
with the SAp, the report persistently judges
performance through the prism of the
Commission’s priority to restore the dysfunctional
federation. Thus reforms carried out in
Montenegro in many areas, such as public
finances, banking, customs and trade policy, are
barely acknowledged, if a al. The smaller
republic is repeatedly castigated for carrying out
reforms and pursuing policies that are out of step

8 For example, comments by former SDP leader and
Deputy Prime Minister Zarko Rakcevic in parliament,
reported in Vijesti, 3 April 2002.

% Commission Staff Worki ng Paper, Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia, Sabilisation and Association Report.
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with the federation, however legitimate and
appropriate those policies may be.

The report repeatedly identifies Montenegro as the
problematic,  uncooperative  republic  that
undermines the federation and allegedly hampers
efforts at reform and integration with the EU.
There is also atendency, for example in the section
on minority rights, to highlight positive changes in
Serbia while pointing to outstanding problems in
Montenegro. The result is a highly distorted picture
in which Serbia is portrayed as forging ahead with
reforms while Montenegro lags behind. It is a
deeply flawed and unfair representation.

The Commission’s approach is rooted in the
report's assertion that “The constitutiona
stalemate must be clearly resolved through
constructive cooperation within a restructured and
functional federal state” Thus the Commission
explicitly supported the pre-14 March position of
Belgrade in the debate over the future of the
federation. But this is a position which the
Belgrade agreement itself has rendered obsolete.
The Commission should now catch up with the
reality that Solana himself has in large measure
accepted, and abandon its fixation with preserving
the federal state by restructuring it.

The Commission’s SAp report assesses the FRY’s
progress in the SAp through the EU-FRY
Consultative Task Force (CTF) established in July
2001 and the federal government’s European
Integration Office (EIO), established in November
2001. The Commission’s engagement with the
FRY in the framework of the SAp and through the
CTF and the EIO has recognised only the FRY asa
partner. The EU has engaged directly with
Montenegro in other ways, notably through the
European Agency for Reconstruction, which
channels assistance to Montenegro through its
office in Podgorica. But in terms of the formal EU
integration process, the Commission has, by
insisting on recognising only the federal level (i.e.
Belgrade —in effect Serbia), excluded M ontenegro.

Solana’ s approach towards Serbia and Montenegro
laid great stress on the SAp, and the EU has looked
forward to the early conclusion of a Stabilisation
and Association Agreement (SAA) with Serbia and

% See “EU i Crna Gora: Svilen gajtan”, Monitor, 19 April
2002.

Montenegro.* However, if the basic goal of the
SAp, to help build lasting stability in the region, is
to be fulfilled, the EU must ensure that Serbia,
Montenegro and Kosovo are al three treated
properly, and resist the temptation to treat the
smaller entities as mere appendages of Belgrade. It
would therefore be rash to sea the European
integration process with an SAA for the FRY or its
successor before the status of Montenegro and
Kosovo have been resolved.

The challenge before Serbia and Montenegro is to
take the initiative and implement the 14 March
agreement in a mutually acceptable way. So long
as they can find a satisfactory basis for their
relationship, which takes both of them in the
direction of European integration, the form of the
relationship, whether in one state or as two, should
be of secondary importance.

Now that it has brokered an agreement, the EU
cannot disengage. Without outside pressure, the
agreement will likely be stillborn. And even if a
new union does emerge, it may not prove to be
durable. Especially as the Serbian government
takes over federal competencies, the trend of
political and public opinion in both republics may
create a momentum of disaggregation that carries
the two republics further towards formal
separation, even within the three-year limit. Any
other outcome would buck the regional trend over
the past decade.

Should this occur, the international community
should stand ready to reopen the agreement, which
must be regarded not as an end in itself, but as a
means to an end. The EU should finally stop
trying to decide on behaf of the republics
themselves what their relationship should be.
Rather, the EU should use the new agreement by
helping Serbia and Montenegro to identify and
build a stable, sustainable solution, based on
democratic legitimacy. Only if it serves this
purpose will Javier Solana’'s mediation have
bought time to good effect.

Podgorica/Belgrade/Brussels, 7 May 2002

92 See Conclusions of the EU’s General Affairs Council,
15 April 2002.
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APPENDIX A

THE MAIN POLITICAL PARTIESIN MONTENEGRO

Palitical Party
Palitical Alignment

Democratic Party of Socialists (DPS) Headed by President Milo Djukanovic. The DPS — a
communist successor party; the core of the governing
coalition; pro-independence.

Social Democratic Party (SDP) A pro-independence, pro-Western party, led by Ranko
Krivokapic. Coalition partner of the DPS.

Liberal Alliance for Montenegro (LSCG) The most consistently, radically pro-independence

party, led by Miodrag Zivkovic. Supported the DPS-
SDP coalition government after the April 2001 election.
Socialist People’s Party (SNP) Biggest pro-Yugodav Montenegrin party, opposed to
independence; an offshoot of the DPS. Predrag
Bulatovic has headed the SNP since February 2001.
Member of Together for Y ugoslavia coalition.

People’' s Party (NS) A pro-Serbia, anti-Milosevic, anti-independence party
led by Dragan Soc. Member of Together for Y ugoslavia
coalition.

Serbian People's Party (SNS) A pro-Serbian, anti-independence party led by Bozidar

Bojovic; an offshoot of the NS. Member of Together for
Y ugoslavia coalition.

People' s Socialist Party (NSS) Pro-Yugoslav party that split with the SNP in February
2001 after the SNP forced former leader Momir
Bulatovic to resign.
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APPENDIX B

PARTY STANDINGS®

Party/ coalition

Opinion poll results

Results excluding don’t knows and won’t votes

Jan. 2002 | Apr. 2002 Apr. 2001 | Jan. 2002 | Apr.2002 opinion poll
election opinion
poll
Victory is|33.3 27.2 42 41.6 36.1
Montenegro’'s
(DPS + SDP)
Together for | 36.8 35.3 40.6 45.9 46.8
Yugoslavia
(SNP + NS+ SNS)
LSCG 6.7 8.1 7.8 8.4 10.7
Others 3.3 4.8 9.6 4.1 6.4
Don’t know 94 9.7 -- -- --
Won't vote 10.5 14.9 -- -- --

% Reslts of opinion polls conducted in January and April 2002 by the Damar agency for CEDEM. April 2001 parliamentary
election results, Republic of Montenegro/ Federal Republic of Yugodavia, Parliamentary Election 22 April 2001, OSCE/
ODIHR Election Observation Mission Report, Warsaw, 12 June 2001.
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APPENDIX C

MAP OF FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF YUGOSLAVIA (FRY)
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APPENDIX D

ABOUT THE INTERNATIONAL CRISIS GROUP

The International Crisis Group (ICG) is a private,
multinational organisation  committed to
strengthening the capacity of the international
community to anticipate, understand and act to
prevent and contain conflict.

ICG's approach is grounded in field research.
Teams of political anaysts are located within or
close by countries at risk of outbreak, escalation or
recurrence of violent conflict. Based on
information and assessments from the field, ICG
produces regular analytical reports containing
practica recommendations targeted at key
international decision-takers.

ICG’s reports and briefing papers are distributed
widely by email and printed copy to officias in
foreign ministries and international organisations
and made generaly available at the same time via
the organisation's Internet site, www.crisisweb.org.
ICG works closely with governments and those
who influence them, including the media, to
highlight its crisis analyses and to generate support
for its policy prescriptions.

The ICG Board — which includes prominent
figures from the fields of poalitics, diplomacy,
business and the media — is directly involved in
helping to bring ICG reports and recommendations
to the attention of senior policy-makers around the
world. ICG is chaired by former Finnish President
Martti Ahtisaari; and its President and Chief
Executive since January 2000 has been former
Australian Foreign Minister Gareth Evans.

ICG’s international headquarters are at Brussels,
with advocacy offices in Washington DC, New

York and Paris and a media liaison office in
London. The organisation currently operates
eleven field offices with analysts working in nearly
30 crisis-affected countries and territories and
across four continents.

In Africa, those locations include Burundi,
Rwanda, the Democratic Republic of Congo,
Sierra Leone-Liberia-Guinea, Somalia, Sudan and
Zimbabwe; in Asia, Indonesa, Myanmar,
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Pakistan and
Afghanistan; in Europe, Albania, Bosnia, Kosovo,
Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia; in the Middle
East Algeria and the whole region from Egypt to
Iran; and in Latin America, Colombia.

ICG raises funds from governments, charitable
foundations, companies and individual donors. The
following governments currently provide funding:
Australia, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France,
Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
Norway, the Republic of China (Taiwan), Sweden,
Switzerland and the United Kingdom.

Foundation and private sector donors include The
Ansary Foundation, The Atlantic Philanthropies,
Bill and Meinda Gates Foundation, Carnegie
Corporation of New York, Charles Stewart Mott
Foundation, Ford Foundation, John D. and
Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, John Merck
Fund, Open Society Institute, Ploughshares Fund,
Ruben and Elisabeth Rausing Trust, Sasakawa
Peace Foundation, and William and Flora Hewlett
Foundation.

May 2002
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APPENDIX E

|CG REPORTSAND BRIEFING PAPERS

AFRICA

ALGERIA

The Algerian Crisis: Not Over Yet, Africa Report N°24, 20
October 2000 (also available in French)

The Civil Concord: A Peace Initiative Wasted, Africa
Report N°31, 9 July 2001 (also available in French)

Algeria’s Economy: A Vicious Circle of Oil and Violence,
Africa Report N° 36, 26 October 2001 (also available in
French)

BURUNDI

The Mandela Effect: Evaluation and Perspectives of the
Peace Process in Burundi, Africa Report N°20, 18 April
2000 (also available in French)

Unblocking Burundi’s Peace Process. Political Parties,
Political Prisoners, and Freedom of the Press, Africa
Briefing, 22 June 2000

Burundi: The Issues at Stake. Political Parties, Freedom of
the Press and Political Prisoners, Africa Report N°23, 12
July 2000 (also available in French)

Burundi Peace Process. Tough Challenges Ahead, Africa
Briefing, 27 August 2000

Burundi: Neither War, nor Peace, Africa Report N°25, 1
December 2000 (also availablein French)

Burundi: Breaking the Deadlock, The Urgent Need for a
New Negotiating Framework, Africa Report N°29, 14 May
2001 (also available in French)

Burundi: 100 Days to put the Peace Process back on
Track, Africa Report N°33, 14 August 2001 (aso
available in French)

DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO

Scramble for the Congo: Anatomy of an Ugly War, Africa
Report N°26, 20 December 2000 (also available in French)

From Kabila to Kabila: Prospects for Peace in the Congo,
Africa Report N°27, 16 March 2001

Disarmament in the Congo: Investing in Conflict
Prevention, AfricaBriefing, 12 June 2001

Le dialogue intercongolais. Poker menteur ou négociation
politique ? Africa Report N° 37, 16 November 2001 (also
available in English)

Disarmament in the Congo: Jump-Starting DDRRR to
Prevent Further War, Africa Report N° 38, 14 December
2001

LIBERIA

Liberia: The Key to Ending Regional I nstability, Africa
Report N° 43 24 April 2002

RWANDA

Uganda and Rwanda: Friends or Enemies? Africa Report
N°15, 4 May 2000

International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda: Justice
Delayed, Africa Report N°30, 7 June 2001 (also available in
French)

“Consensual Democracy” in Post Genocide Rwanda:
Evaluating the March 2001 District Elections, Africa Report
N°34, 9 October 2001

Rwanda/Uganda: a Dangerous War of Nerves Africa
Briefing, 21 December 2001

SIERRA LEONE

Sierra Leone: Time for a New Military and Political
Strategy, Africa Report N°28, 11 April 2001

Sierra Leone: Managing Uncertainty, Africa Report N°35,
24 October 2001

Sierra Leone: Ripe For Elections? Africa Briefing, 19
December 2001

SUDAN

God, Oil & Country: Changing the Logic of War in Sudan,
Africa Report N°39, 28 January 2002

Capturing the Moment: Sudan's Peace Processin the
Balance, AfricaReport N° 42, 3 April 2002

ZIMBABWE

Zimbabwe: At the Crossroads, Africa Report N°22, 10 July
2000

Zimbabwe: Three Months after the Elections, Africa
Briefing, 25 September 2000

Zimbabwe in Crisis: Finding a way Forward, Africa Report
N°32, 13 July 2001

Zimbabwe: Time for International Action, Africa Briefing,
12 October 2001

Zimbabwe's Election: The Stakes for Southern Africa,
AfricaBriefing, 11 January 2002

All Bark and No Bite The International Response to
Zimbabwe's Crisis, Africa Report N°40, 25 January 2002

* Released since January 2000

These reports may be downloaded from the ICG website: www.crisisweb.org
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Zimbabwe at the Crossroads; Transition or Conflict? Africa
Report N° 41, 22 March 2002

ASIA

CAMBODIA

Cambodia: The Elusive Peace Dividend, Asia Report N°8,
11 August 2000

CENTRAL ASIA

Central Asia: Crisis Conditionsin Three States, Asia Report
N°7, 7 August 2000 (aso available in Russian)

Recent Violencein Central Asia: Causes and Consequences,
Central AsiaBriefing, 18 October 2000

Islamist Mobilisation and Regional Security, Asia Report
N°14, 1 March 2001 (also available in Russian)

Incubators of Conflict: Central Asia’s Localised Poverty
and Social Unrest, Asia Report N°16, 8 June 2001

Central Asia: Fault Lines in the New Security Map, Asia
Report N°20, 4 July 2001

Uzbekistan at Ten — Repression and | nstability, Asia Report
N°21, 21 August 2001

Kyrgyzstan at Ten: Trouble in the “1sland of Democracy”,
Asia Report N°22, 28 August 2001

Central Asian Perspectives on the 11 September and the
Afghan Crisis, Central Asia Briefing, 28 September 2001
(also available in French)

Central Asia: Drugs and Conflict, Asia Report N° 25, 26
November 2001

Afghanistan and Central Asia: Priorities for Reconstruction
and Development, Asia Report N° 26, 27 November 2001
Tajikistan: An Uncertain Peace, Asia Report N° 30, 24
December 2001

The IMU and the Hizb-ut-Tahrir: Implications of the
Afghanistan Campaign, Central AsiaBriefing, 30 January
2002

Central Asia: Border Disputes and Conflict Potential, Asia
Report N° 33, 4 April 2002

INDONESIA

Indonesia’s Crisis: Chronic but not Acute, Asia Report N°6,
31 May 2000

Indonesia’s Maluku Crisis: The Issues, Indonesia Briefing,
19 July 2000

Indonesia: Keeping the Military Under Control, Asia Report
N°9, 5 September 2000

Aceh: Escalating Tension, Indonesia Briefing, 7 December
2000

Indonesia: Overcoming Murder and Chaos in Maluku, Asia
Report N°10, 19 December 2000

Indonesia: Impunity Versus Accountability for Gross
Human Rights Violations, Asia Report N°12, 2 February
2001

Indonesia: National Police Reform, Asia Report N°13, 20
February 2001 (Also available in Indonesian)

Indonesia’'s Presidential Crisis, Indonesia Briefing, 21
February 2001

Bad Debt: The Palitics of Financial Reform in Indonesia,
Asia Report N°15, 13 March 2001

Indonesia’'s Presidential Crisiss The Second Round,
Indonesia Briefing, 21 May 2001

Aceh: Why Military Force Won't Bring Lasting Peace, Asia
Report N°17, 12 June 2001 (Also available in Indonesian)

Aceh: Can Autonomy Stem the Conflict? Asia Report N°18,
27 June 2001

Communal Violence in Indonesia: Lessons from
Kalimantan, Asia Report N°19, 27 June 2001

Indonesian-U.S. Military Ties. Indonesia Briefing, 18 July
2001

The Megawati Presidency, Indonesia Briefing, 10 September
2001

Indonesia: Ending Repression in Irian Jaya, Asia Report
N°23, 20 September 2001

Indonesia: Violence and Radical Muslims, Indonesia
Briefing, 10 October 2001

Indonesia: Next Stepsin Military Reform, Asia Report
N°24, 11 October 2001

Indonesia: Natural Resources and Law Enforcement, Asia
Report N° 29, 20 December 2001

Indonesia: The Search for Peace in Maluku, Asia Report
N°31, 8 February 2002

Aceh: Slim Chance for Peace, Indonesia Briefing, 27 March
2002

MYANMAR

Burma/Myanmar: How Strong is the Military Regime? Asia
Report N°11, 21 December 2000

Myanmar: The Role of Civil Society, Asia Report N°27, 6
December 2001

Myanmar: The Military Regime's View of the World, Asia
Report N°28, 7 December 2001

Myanmar: The Politics of Humanitarian Aid, Asia Report
N° 32, 2 April 2002

Myanmar: The HIV/AIDS Crisis, Myanmar Briefing, 2 April
2002

PAKISTAN/AFGHANISTAN

Pakistan: The Dangers of Conventional Wisdom, Pakistan
Briefing, 12 March 2002

Securing Afghanistan: The Need for More I nternational
Action, Afghanistan Briefing, 15 March 2002

These reports may be downloaded from the ICG website: www.crisisweb.org
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BALKANS

ALBANIA

Albania; State of the Nation, Balkans Report N°87, 1 March
2000

Albania’'s Local Elections, A test of Stability and
Democracy, Balkans Briefing 25 August 2000

Albania: The State of the Nation 2001, Bakans Report
N°111, 25 May 2001

Albania’s Parliamentary Elections 2001, Balkans Briefing, 3
August 2001

BOSNIA

Denied Justice: Individuals Lost in a Legal Maze, Balkans
Report N°86, 23 February 2000

European Vs. Bosnian Human Rights Standards, Handbook
Overview, 14 April 2000

Reunifying Mostar: Opportunities for Progress, Balkans
Report N°90, 19 April 2000

Bosnia’s Municipal Elections 2000: Winners and Losers,
Balkans Report N°91, 28 April 2000

Bosnia's Refugee Logjam Breaks. |s the International
Community Ready? Balkans Report N°95, 31 May 2000

War Criminals in Bosnia's Republika Srpska, Balkans
Report N°103, 02 November 2000

Bosnia’'s November Elections. Dayton Stumbles, Balkans
Report N°104, 18 December 2000

Turning Strife to Advantage: A Blueprint to Integrate the
Croats in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Balkans Report N°106,
15 March 2001

No Early Exit: NATO's Continuing Challenge in Bosnia,
Balkans Report N°110, 22 May 2001

Bosnia's Precarious Economy: Still Not Open For
Business; Balkans Report N°115, 7 August 2001 (also
available in Serbo-Croatian)

The Wages of Sin: Confronting Bosnia's Republika Srpska:
Balkans Report N°118, 8 October 2001 (Also available in
Serbo-Croatian)

Bosnia: Reshaping the International Machinery, Balkans
Report N°121, 29 November 2001*

Courting Disaster: The Misrule of Law in Bosnia &
Herzegovina, Balkans Report N° 127, 26 March 2002

CROATIA

Facing Up to War Crimes, Balkans Briefing, 16 October
2001

KOSOVO

Kosovo Albanians in Serbian Prisons. Kosovo's Unfinished
Business, Balkans Report N°85, 26 January 2000

What Happened to the KLA? Balkans Report N°88, 3 March
2000

Kosovo's Linchpin: Overcoming Division in Mitrovica,
Balkans Report N°96, 31 May 2000

Reality Demands. Documenting Violations of | nternational
Humanitarian Law in Kosovo 1999, Bakans Report, 27 June
2000

Elections in Kosovo: Moving Toward Democracy? Balkans
Report N°97, 7 July 2000

Kosovo Report Card, Balkans Report N°100, 28 August 2000

Reaction in Kosovo to Kostunica's Victory, Balkans
Briefing, 10 October 2000

Religion in Kosovo, Balkans Report N°105, 31 January 2001

Kosovo: Landmark Election, Bakans Report N°120, 21
November 2001 (Also available in Serbo-Croatian)

Kosovo: A Strategy for Economic Development: Balkans
Report N° 123, 19 December 2001

A Kosovo Roadmap: |. Addressing Final Status, Balkans
Report N° 124, 28 February 2002

A Kosovo Roadmap: I1. Internal Benchmarks, Balkans
Report No. 125, 1 March 2002

MACEDONIA

Macedonia’s Ethnic Albanians: Bridging the Gulf, Balkans
Report N°98, 2 August 2000

Macedonia Government Expects Setback in Local Elections,
Balkans Briefing, 4 September 2000

The Macedonian Question: Reform or Rebellion, Bakans
Report N°109, 5 April 2001

Macedonia: The Last Chance for Peace, Balkans Report
N°113, 20 June 2001

Macedonia: Still Sliding, Balkans Briefing, 27 July 2001
Macedonia: War on Hold, Balkans Briefing, 15 August 2001

Macedonia: Filling the Security Vacuum, Balkans Briefing,
8 September 2001

Macedonia’s Name: Why the Dispute Matters and How
to Resolve It, Balkans Report N° 122, 10 December 2001

These reports may be downloaded from the ICG website: www.crisisweb.org
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MONTENEGRO

Montenegro: In the Shadow of the Volcano, Bakans Report
N°89, 21 March 2000

Montenegro’'s Socialist Peopl€' s Party: A Loyal Opposition?
Balkans Report N°92, 28 April 2000

Montenegro’'s Local Elections. Testing the National
Temperature, Background Briefing, 26 May 2000

Montenegro’s Local Elections: More of the Same, Balkans
Briefing, 23 June 2000

Montenegro: Which way Next? Bakans Briefing, 30
November 2000

Montenegro: Settling for Independence? Balkans Report
N°107, 28 March 2001

Montenegro: Time to Decide, a pre-election Briefing, 18
April 2001

Montenegro: Resolving the Independence Deadlock,
Balkans Report N°114, 1 August 2001

Implementing Equality: The "Constituent Peoples'
Decision in Bosnia & Herzegovina, Balkans Report N° 128,
16 April 2002

SERBIA

Serbia’s Embattled Opposition, Balkans Report N°94, 30
May 2000

Serbia’'s Grain Trade: Milosevic’'s Hidden Cash Crop,
Bakans Report N°93, 5 June 2000

Serbia: The Milosevic Regime on the Eve of the September
Elections, Balkans Report N°99, 17 August 2000

Current Legal Status of the Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY)
and of Serbia and Montenegro, Balkans Report N°101, 19
September 2000

Yugoslavia’'s Presidential Election: The Serbian People's
Moment of Truth, Bakans Report N°102, 19 September
2000

Sanctions against the Federal Republic of Yugosavia,
Balkans Briefing, 10 October 2000

Serbia on the Eve of the December Elections, Bakans
Briefing, 20 December 2000

A Fair Exchange: Aid to Yugoslavia for Regional Stability,
Bakans Report N°112, 15 June 2001

Peace in Presevo: Quick Fix or Long-Term Solution?
Balkans Report N°116, 10 August 2001

Serbia’s Transition: Reforms Under Siege, Balkans Report
N°117, 21 September 2001 (also available in Serbo-Croatian)

Belgrade's Lagging Reform: Cause for I nternational
Concern, Balkans Report N°126, 7 March 2002

Serbia : Military I ntervention Threatens Democratic
Reform, Balkans Briefing, 28 March 2002

REGIONAL REPORTS

After Milosevic: A Practical Agenda for Lasting Balkans
Peace, Balkans Report N°108, 26 April 2001

Milosevic in The Hague: What it Means for Yugoslavia and
the Region, Balkans Briefing, 6 July 2001

Bin Laden and the Balkans. The Palitics of Anti-Terrorism,
Balkans Report N°119, 9 November 2001

LATIN AMERICA

Colombia's Elusive Quest for Peace, Latin America Report
N° 1, 26 March 2002

The 10 March 2002 Parliamentary Electionsin Colombia,
Latin America Briefing, 17 April 2002

MIDDLE EAST

A Timeto Lead: The International Community and the
| sraeli-Palestinian Conflict, Middle East Report N° 1, 10
April 2002

|SSUES REPORTS

HIV/AIDS as a Security Issue, Issues Report N°1, 19 June
2001

The European Humanitarian Aid Office (ECHO): Crisis
Response in the Grey Lane, Issues Briefing Paper, 26 June
2001

EU Crisis Response Capability: Institutions and Processes
for Conflict Prevention and Management, Issues Report
N°2, 26 June 2001

EU Crisis Response Capability:An Update, Issues Briefing
Paper, 29 April 2002

These reports may be downloaded from the ICG website: www.crisisweb.org
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