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ABSTRACT

Throughout the 1990's the republics of the Forner
Yugoslavia fought a civil war resulting in the worst
atrocities seen on European soil since Wrld VWar I1. The
I nternational community stood idly by while conbatants in
Sl ovenia and, especially, Croatia used techniques such as
concentration canps, torture, rape, and nurder to attain
their goals of “ethnically pure” societies. Despite
intervening in the conflicts in Bosnia and Herzegovina from
1992- 1995 and in Kosovo from 1998-1999, thousands suffered
on an even greater scale than before.

Wien the republic of Montenegro, still under the
oppressive rule of Yugoslav President Slobodan M| oSevic,
began nmeking noves towards independence, again the
i nternational comunity decided that inaction was not an
opti on. Wth significant arbitration |led by the European
Uni on, Serbia and Montenegro peacefully agreed to formng a
| oose union and delaying any efforts to create independent
st at es. It is critical to wunderstand why intervention
worked in this case and not in the previous attenpts wth
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo. Bel i eving that
International actors can affect state behavior wthout
considering other factors can result in faulty policy
deci si ons and not achi eve the desired outcones.
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| NTRODUCTI ON

A PURPOSE AND | MPORTANCE

Wth the collapse of communismin the early 1990’s the
world was braced for peace. One by one the former
republics of the Soviet Union and its satellite states in
Eastern Europe felt as if a great burden had been lifted.
Yet as these nations were beginning to enjoy their newy
found freedom Yugoslavia was spiraling into chaos. 1In the
end, the world was witness to a civil war resulting in the
worst atrocities seen on European soil since Wrld VWar 1I1.
The international conmmunity stood idly by while conbatants
in Slovenia and, especially, Croatia used techniques such
as concentration canps, torture, rape, and nurder to attain
their goals of “ethnically pure” societies. The conflicts
in Bosnia and Herzegovina from 1992-1995 and in Kosovo from
1998-1999 differed from their predecessors as the world
community attenpted to stave off bloodshed by intervening.
Despite this, thousands still suffered on an even greater
scale than before. \Wen the republic of Mntenegro, still
under the oppressive rule of Yugoslav President Slobodan
M| oSevic, began nmaking noves towards independence, again
the international community decided to intercede. Wth
heavy international arbitration, Serbia and Montenegro
peacefully agreed to formng a |oose union and del ayi ng any
efforts to create independent states. The purpose of this
thesis is to wunderstand if external actors were the
proxi mate cause behind Montenegro’s decision to abandon its
drive for independence. It is critical to understand why
intervention worked in this case and not in the previous

attenpts with Bosnia and Herzegovi na and Kosovo. Believing

1



that international actors can affect state behavior wthout
considering other factors can result in faulty policy
deci si ons and not achi eve the desired outcones.
B. MAJOR QUESTI ONS AND ARGUMENT

The central question of ny thesis is “Is the Union of

Serbia and Mntenegro a case of successful international
i ntervention?” The international community, in particular
the European Union, is quick to congratulate itself for

averting another bloody Balkan conflict in Montenegro. I
argue that it was not sinply a natter of diligence on their
part, but that +there are «certain other factors that
affected their ability to succeed. Anot her i nportant
guestion is what was the role of nationalism on
Mont enegro’ s decision to remain unified with Serbia? Wuld
the international comunity have been able to hold the
union together if nationalists desired otherwi se? Finally,
| examne the role of material interests of Mntenegro' s
political |eaders, business |eaders, and |obby groups. | f
the interests of these entities favored independence, could
they have achieved their goal regardless of what the
I nt ernati onal community preferred? Answering these
questions is critical to understanding whether it was the
i nvol venent of external actors resulting in the successful
union of Serbia and Montenegro or if nationalism and
material interests had a role in the process as well.
C. METHODOLOGY AND SOURCES

| begin by analyzing the presence and effect of
nationalism in Mntenegro. | separate the general concept
of nationalism into its constituent elements and exam ne
themindividually to create an overall picture of the state
of nationalism in Mntenegro. In doing so |I am able to

determne if the conditions were ripe for nationalists to
2



nobilize people to declare independence for this reason.
Next, | examne the inpact of donestic material interests
on the decision to remain united. | determne who the
rel evant interest groups are and how nuch clout they weld
in the politics of Serbia and Montenegro. Lastly,

examne the role of the international comunity in the
Bal kans from 1990-1999. In looking at the influence of
external actors | wll focus on two areas: who was involved
and what bal ance of “sticks and carrots” did they use with

Ser bi a and Mont enegr o.

My primary sources include United States Congressional
records, Eur opean Uni on deci si ons, Uni t ed Nat i ons
resol utions, and speeches of major actors. Wth regard to
secondary sources, | relied on a variety of contenporary
books on the Bal kans, nongovernnental organization reports,
internet articles, especially from the Foreign Broadcast
Information Service, as well as nmagazine and newspaper
articles fromthe Fornmer Yugoslavi a.

D. BACKGROUND AND SUMVARY

On 29 Novenber 1945, a newy elected constituent
assenbly announced the creation of the Federal People’s
Republic of Yugosl avi a. As a country of six republics,
five nationalities, four |anguages, three religions, and
two al phabets, Yugoslavia was supposed to represent the
ability of disparate groups to work and live together in
har nony. Under the |eadership of the charismatic Josip
Broz Tito, Yugoslavia weathered nmany stornms in relative
peace. Yet just a decade after his death, the cracks began
to appear in the foundation of “brotherhood and unity” with

chaos ensui ng.



From 1991-1995 the country of Yugoslavia experienced a
devastating civil war. By the end of the war over 200, 000
people were killed, 2,000,000 civilians fled as refugees,
and Europe experienced horrors such as concentration canps
and mass executions on a scale not seen since 1945.1 The
outcome of the conflict changed the face of the Bal kans:
Sl ovenia, Croatia, Bosnia, and Micedonia attained their
goal of becom ng independent states. VWhat was left of
Yugosl avia consisted of only the largest of the forner
republ i cs, Ser bi a, and t he smal | est and poor est,
Mont enegr o. The situation played itself out once nore in

1999 as the Yugoslav Arnmy cracked down on the autononous

provi nce of Kosovo. Agai n, images of villages aflane and
t housands of refugees filling the roads appeared in the
news. Only a fast response by NATO prevented a w dening
and worse conflict. Unable to further brutalize Kosovo,

MloSevic turned his attention towards Montenegro and

runors of a fifth Bal kan war began to circul ate.

Ml oSevic’'s primary opponent in Mntenegro was the
young | eader from the Denocratic Party of Socialists MIlo
Dj ukanovi c. Following bitterly contested elections in
Novenber 1997 where he defeated Ml oSevic’'s close ally
Mom r  Bul atovic, D ukanovic was inaugurated president of
Montenegro in January 1998. During the canpaign,
Dj ukanovic portrayed hinself as “the chanpion of the
republic in its struggle against Serbian domnation and its

effort to be integrated into Europe.”? In 2000, in an

1 “The History Place: Genocide in the 20th Century,” 1999; avail able
fromhttp://ww. hi storypl ace. com wor | dhi st ory/ genoci de/ bosni a. ht m
I nternet; accessed 15 March 2004.

2 Report of the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
“Presidential Elections in Mntenegro,” (Washington, D.C.: Governnent
Printing Ofice, 1998), 7.
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effort to remain in power, MIloSevic changed federa
el ection regul ations and voting procedures. These changes
permtted himto run for another term of office and enabl ed
the president to be elected by a popular vote rather than
by parlianent. Since Serbs greatly outnunber Montenegrins,
a vote conducted in this manner was equivalent to certain
victory for MIloSevic at the ballot box. This led to an
increase in tension between the two republics, al nost
pushing Mntenegro to hold an independence referendum
Wth the renoval of MIloSevic by a public uprising in
Cct ober 2000, the international community  pressured
Dj ukanovic to tenper his pro-independence stance wth

cooperation with the fledgling Serb denocracy.

However, in the years followwing MIloSevic's ouster,
some Montenegrins becane increasingly disenchanted wth
their link to Serbia. Those favoring better relations with
Europe and the world as whole saw Serbia as a barrier to
reaching this objective. Many believed the econom es of
Serbia and Montenegro were too dissimlar to make anything
ot her than independence feasible. Yet when it canme tine to
di ssol ve  Yugosl avi a, the international community was
present to ensure the two republics continued to remain
connected, if only |oosely.

The first chapter of this thesis discusses the
simlarities and differences of Serbs and Montenegrins wth
respect to nationalism \ile there are enough differences
between the two for a nationalist to make a case for a
purely Montenegrin state, this did not happen. The second
chapter focuses on whether material interests of various
actors would have been better served by an independent
Mont enegro or a continued union with Serbia. The agreenent

5



brokered between the two republics ensured that those
interests were not affected. The final chapter el aborates

on t he so-cal |l ed “conventi onal wi sdont wher e t he
I nt ernati onal community intervened to hold the two
republics together. Based on ny research, the European
Union was the primary actor in acconplishing this.

However, Montenegro ensured that it preserved the ability
for its citizens to determne their future by way of
ref erendum in accordance with an agreed upon tineline. The
ultimate | esson learned is that the international conmunity
must be careful not to overestimate its ability to
i nfluence states especially where virulent nationalism may
be present or where naterial interests are threatened by

uni on or separation.



1. NATI ONALI SM

This chapter wll examne nationalism in Mntenegro
wWith regards to its decision to remain a part of Yugosl avia
in the 1990s which ultimtely led to the formation of
Serbia and Mbnt enegro. In many regards, the two republics
are the nost simlar of any in the forner Yugoslavia.
While Mntenegrins are proud of their country and its
history, | <claim that there was no fanatical type of
nationalism wthin it to lead it dowm the path of
I ndependence from Serbi a.

A BACKGROUND

One of the root causes of the dissolution of

Yugoslavia lies in the nationalistic rhetoric of then

Serbi an President Slobodan M1l oSevic. Under the prem se of

a “QGeater Serbia,” he convinced the Serb mnorities,
specifically in Croatia and Bosnia, that their Iliberties
woul d be threatened by a breakup of the republics. The

only way to preserve their rights would be to forcibly
prevent the rogue states from becom ng independent. Thus
began the Yugoslav G vil War.

A series of vicious civil wars in nodern day Europe’s
backyard seenmed to be an inpossible occurrence, but many
| ooked toward Montenegro as the next battlefield where
M| oSevic would assert his absolute power if the tiny
republic declared its independence. To wunderstand why
Mont enegro chose the path it did, one nust |ook at the
sources of friction between the forner republics. There

have been countless articles witten about the causes of



Yugosl avia’s dem se. Yet it was the cry of nationalism
which served as the source and proxinmate cause of the

initial conflict.

Wiile the question of Mntenegrin independence is an
ongoi ng one, hateful, anti-Serb type nationalism will not
play a major role in shaping its fate. Under st andi ng
nationalism and the elenents of which it is conprised is
i mportant in determ ning whether or not it will inpact the
people of Mntenegro and if so, to what degree. The
constituent elements of nationalism that are of inportance
are “the consciousness of the population as unique or
pecul i ar especially wth respect to their et hni c,
linguistic, or religious honobgeneity, historical nenories,
and disrespect for and aninobsity towards other peoples.”3
Political |eaders in Montenegro, both in and out of office,
have a significant role in this as well. These individuals
may decide to use nationalism as a neans of energizing
public support for independence. The simlarities between
Serbs and Montenegrins, while certainly not identical, are
cl ose enough such that they will not serve as a divisive
I ssue. The current influential |eaders in Mntenegro are
not disposed to use nationalism as a tool in asserting
I ndependence. If Mntenegro ultimately decides to becone
I ndependent, nationalism is not Ilikely to be one of its

under | yi ng reasons.

Nonet hel ess, the possibility of nationalismgrowing in
Mont enegro was distinct as nationalismin the Bal kans as a
whole canme to the world' s attention during the civil war.
At that tinme “alnost every one of Yugoslavia s peoples

3 peter Alter, Nationalism (Geat Britain: Hodder Headline PLC,
1994), 3.
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[ had] been perceived as a threat to another national group
and [had] felt threatened itself.”4 Wth Tito's death in
1980, the fear of reprisals for non-cooperation no |onger
exi sted and tension between the republics was boiling over.
The situation was ripe for the republics to declare their
I ndependence. Mont enegro could have succunbed to the
nationalistic policies which were ranpant elsewhere in the
regi on and, perhaps, clash with Serbia itself.
B. ETHNICI TY

Ethnic differences within the republics have often
been cited as one of the primary sources of the Yugoslav
conflict. I ndeed, one nmy see an inverse relationship
between the level of ethnic honpbgeneity within a republic
and the intensity of fighting which ensued there. In
Sl ovenia, where the fighting lasted a nere ten days,
Sl ovenes consisted of 90% of the population and 98% of all
Yugosl av Slovenes lived within its borders. On the other
hand, only 60% of all Serbs lived within Serbia proper. In
Croatia and Bosnia, Serb mnorities consisted of 11.5% and
32.2% of the population respectively. Accordingly, the
battles in Croatia were nuch nore pointed than in Slovenia

and even worse in Bosnia.

The issue of ethnic differences between Serbs and
Montenegrins, while present, is not a divisive one.
Al though not a point of contention, 62% of the popul ation
of Mntenegro considers thenselves to be Montenegrins and
only 9.3% Serbians. The issue becones cloudi er when people
attenpt to define what it nmeans to be Mntenegrin. Sone
believe that they are both ethnicities with Serbian being

the broader group of which Mntenegrin is a subset. These

4 Vesna Pesic, Serbian Nationalismand the Origins of the Yugoslav
Crisis (Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of Peace, 1996), 1.

9



pro- Serbi an Mntenegrins claim that Montenegrins are one
tribe of the Serbian nation and have the sane ethnogenesis
and culture. Professor WIlliam Dunn of the University of
Pittsburgh’s Gaduate School of Public and Internationa
Affairs puts forth another take on this “sane but
different” view He says sonme Mntenegrins see thensel ves
as “high-caste Serbs, the warrior Serbs” and that “there’s
a martial spirit there, and a sense of being separate
that’s inmportant in Montenegro.”> O her anti-Serbian
Montenegrins reject this outright even to go as far as

saying they are not Slavs at all but descend from
originally non-Slavic stock, only accepting Serbo-Croatian
as their indigenous |anguage sonmewhat |ater.”® These

di fferences of opinion are not regionally oriented and can

be seen wthin individual famlies. The particularly
infamobus  Serb nationali st Sl obodan M loSevic is of
Mont enegrin descent. H's owmn brother Borislav considers

hi nsel f Montenegrin.’” |In any case, the ethnic relationship
between Serbs and Montenegrins is the closest of all the
former republics as finding a Slovene or Croat who
considers thenselves a Serb in the larger sense, for
i nstance, would be challenging at the very |east.
C. LI NGUI STI CS

Nationalism can also use linguistic differences to
hi ghlight the distinction between groups of people. The
three official |anguages of Yugoslavia were Serbo-Croatian

5 John Christensen, “Montenegro: Hotspot in the making?,” 2001;
available fromhttp://edition.cnn.com SPECI ALS/ 2000/ kosovo/ stori es/
regi on/ nont enegro; Internet; accessed 29 April 2005.

6 sabrina P. Ranmet, Nationalismand Federalismin Yugoslavia, 1962-
1991, 2d ed. (Bloom ngton, IN: Indiana University Press, 1992), 212.

7 Stojan Cerovic, Serbia and Mntenegro: Reintegration, Divorce, or
Sonet hing El se? (Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of Peace,
2001), 6.

10



Sl oveni an, and Macedoni an. Followng the break up, all the
i ndividual republics still speak one of these |anguages
with the exception being that Serbo-Croatian is now defined
as either Serbian or Croatian. Wth its Latinic al phabet,
Slovenian is closer to Croatian than it is to Serbian.
Macedoni an appears to be closer to Serbian and its Cyrillic
al phabet . In 1954, Serbian and Croatian |inguists signed
the Novi Sad Agreenment which stated that the |anguage of
Serbs, Croats, and Montenegrins was in fact one |anguage
with two variants.8 The Yugoslav Constitution of 1974 even
guaranteed that nmenbers of the mnorities in Yugoslavia,
such as Hungarians, Turks, and Romanians, could use the
| anguage and al phabet of its choice to include in public

affairs and before governnent agencies.?®

Wiile this article was wdely respected by the
governnment, some Yugoslavs attenpted to use |anguage to
further define their specific ethnicity. Serbs have | ong
held 19th century author Vuk Karadzic in the highest
literary regard. It was Karadzic who “devised a spelling
reform fornulated the first Serbian grammar, and publi shed
collected folk poens and tales.”10 Furt hernore, Serbs
believe that “by praising the national past and magnifying
old glories through epics, he had great influence on the
strengthening of national consciousness in the Serbian

nation...Vuk Karadzic becanme the principal creator of

8 Robert Greenberg Gow, Language, and Nationalism and Serbian
Politics (Washington, D.C.: East European Studi es, Wodrow W1 son
Center, 1999). The Eastern variant used around Bel grade is either
st okavi an or ekavian. The Western variant spoken around Zagreb is
st okavi an or ijekavian.

9 denn E. Curtis, ed., Yugoslavia: A Country Study (Washington,
D.C.: Federal Research Division, Library of Congress, 1990).

10 vasa D. Mhailovich, Ph.D., “Yugoslav Literature,” in Wrld
Al manac Encycl opedi a, 2005.
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Serbian nationalismin the nineteenth century.”1l Text books
urged children to “always only use pure Serbian words [ by
doing so] you also denonstrate that you are a patriot and
that you | ove your national |anguage.”12 Children were told
that when the “foreigner and the eneny” refer to the
| anguage of Bosnians as Bosnian and that of Mntenegrins as
Mont enegrin, they are speaking out against the creation of
a Geater Serbia. As Croats were shoring up their nationa
identity by way of defining a unique Croatian tongue, Serb
politicians and authors clainmed “Croats did not have any
literature except for Serbian literature” and that *“seeing
that they could not constitute a nation on the cakavian and
kaj kavi an di al ects (spoken in Croatia), Croats got the idea

to take our |anguage (Serbian).”13

Wiile the majority of Montenegrins openly recognize
that they speak Serbian and not a separate |anguage called
Mont enegri n, there is a vocal mnority who clains
ot her wi se. 14 In order to establish their position, this
mnority accentuates sone of the concrete differences
between the I|anguage used in Serbia and that wused in
Mont enegr o. The latter has three nore letters than the
thirty letters used in Serbian and Croati an. Furt her nore,
a Montenegrin accent and dialect are clearly discernible
when conpared to that of a native Serb speaker. Si mply

stated, though it may appear strange at face val ue,

11 charles Jelavich, South Slav Nationalisnms: Textbooks and Yugosl av
Uni on before 1914 (Col unbus, OH Chio State University Press, 1990),
79.

12 | pid., 81.

13 sabrina Ranet, Bal kan Babel: Politics, Culture, and Religion in
Yugosl avia (Boul der, CO Westview Press, Inc., 1992), 181.

14 Cerovic, 6.
12



Mont enegrins speak the Serbian |anguage with a Croatian

pronunci ati on.

Dr. Radovan Rotkovic, a Mntenegrin politician, fears
that Serbian government officials are slowy trying to
erase the distinctness of a Mntenegrin |anguage from use.
A parlianmentary debate in Montenegro in 1994 concerned the

education laws for high schools. Dr. Rotkovic noted that
the law nmentioned the “Serbian |[|anguage,” but not the
i jekavian dialect that is used in Montenegro. He argued

that this was not an oversight, but a deliberate attenpt to
denigrate the Montenegrin dialect. As evidence he
di spl ayed a high school book cover with the Serbian title
on it instead of the Montenegrin one and calling it
“tantanount to inpudence and political inperialism”1? The
i ssue of a separate Mntenegrin |anguage is an ongoi ng one.
If Montenegro were to becone independent, Montenegrin would
almost certainly be the l|anguage of the new state.
However, even in its union with Serbia, many influential
Montenegrins are advocating a “Montenegrin |inguistic
secession. " 16
D. RELI G ON

The lack of religious honogeneity in the Forner
Yugosl avia gave nationalist |eaders nore leverage in
agitating people already divided along ethnic lines. Wiile
religion did not completely follow ethnicities, t he
majority of Slovenes and Croats were Catholic, Serbs were
Eastern Orthodox, and Bosnian Muslinms were Islam At tines
public officials practiced blatant religious favoritism

15 “I'n the Aftermath of Yugoslavia' s Collapse: The Politics of
Language Death and Language Birth,” Fall 2001; available from
http://ww. unc. edu/ cour ses/ 2001fal | / sl av/ 075/ aftermat h. ht n7 | nternet;
accessed 29 April 2005.

16 | pj d.
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within their jurisdictions. Local leaders in Split,
Croatia delayed building of an Othodox church and
politicians did likewise with construction of a nosque in
Lj ubl j ana, Sl oveni a. In Ser bi a, spokesnen often
characterized the struggles with Kosovar Al banians as one
between Christianity and |slam?’ Leaders from all
ethnicities blurred the lIines between secular and spiritual
to excite the call to nationalism

Wiile significant religious differences do not exist
bet ween Serbians and Montenegrins, this is the area that
has proved nost susceptible to hostilities between the two
peopl es. The two |argest segnents of the Eastern Othodox
Church in the Forner Yugoslavia were the Serbian Othodox
Church, present since the Mddle Ages, and Macedonian
O thodox Church, which divided from the Serbian Church in
1967. 18 During Mntenegro’'s period of independence, the
Othodox Church assumed the role of protector of the
Montenegrin nation.19 At one point in tine, Montenegrins
had their own unique branch of the Serbian Othodox Church.
This branch dissolved when the Serbian Othodox Church was
pronounced the official church of Montenegro in 1922.20 |n
1993, by the will of Montenegrins, the church hierarchy was
reconstituted as the Mntenegrin Autocephalous Church
( MAC) . Not surprisingly, confrontation with the Serbian

Ot hodox Church al nbost i mmedi atel y ensured.

The unrecogni zed Metropolitan bishop Mra$S Dedaic

established the MAC headquarters in Montenegro’s historic

17 curtis, ed., 95.

18 | pid., 97.

19 Ramet, Bal kan Babel , 28.

20 The Col unbi a Encycl opedia, 6th ed., s.v. “Montenegro.”
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capital of Cetinje. The rivalry between the Serbian and
Mont enegrin Orthodox Church has peaked during periods of

church festivals and holidays. In these instances, they
have challenged each other in “ritual and synbolic
fashi on.” OCccasionally, the two sides have resorted to

using “traditional neans such as fist-fighting and pistol-
shooting — thus far, only in the air.”21 The rhetoric of
each side is also chillingly harsh. An advocate of
Montenegrin religious and state independence believes the
MAC  “wil |l unify all Mont enegrins around our native
Montenegrin cults and saints in a single Mntenegrin
national state, instead of inciting hatred, turning us
agai nst our nei ghbors, and sending us to Heavenly Serbia.”?22
The Serb netropolitan, Anfilohije, who controlled the
netropolitanate of Mntenegro, said the Montenegrins were
adopting a “tribal identity.” Wen newly elected
Montenegrin President MIo D ukanovic called the MAC a
synbol of distinct Montenegrin national identity and
st at ehood, the Holy Assenbly of the Serbian Othodox Church
condenmed “the apostate Dedaic and his schismatic godl ess
group backed by the separatists forces in Mntenegro.”23
These inter-Othodox battles have clearly not conme to an
end as the Mntenegrin netropolitan recently told his
parishioners “1I am convinced that we will celebrate the day
of Christ’s resurrection next year in a free and

i ndependent Mont enegro. " 24

21 vj ekosl av Perica, Balkan Idols: Religion and Nationalismin
Yugosl av States (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 175.

22 | pj d.
23 | pj d.

24 “Next Easter will be celebrated in i ndependent Mntenegro — Church
head,” 1 May 2005; Podgorica Tel evision Montenegro; FBIS; accessed 3
May 2005.
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Wil e Yugoslavs in other republics may have been on
bot h ends of religious di scrim nation, Ser bs and
Montenegrins are |argely honbgeneous in their religious
practice. Today, 60% of Serbs and Mntenegrins practice
Eastern O thodoxy. 25 Neverthel ess, the specific type of
ort hodoxy practiced remains inportant to sone Mntenegrins.
Wiile a large scale conflict is unlikely to erupt in Serbia
and Montenegro solely because of religious differences,
they could becone divisive issues as part of a |arge nopve
t owar ds i ndependence.

E. H STORI CAL DI FFERENCES

Anot her potentially divisive issue between Serbs and
Montenegrins comes in the form of their historical
di f f erences. Mont enegrins have used the notion of a
national witer to establish their national identity. They
have a history of being an independent state from 1878 to
1918. As the only Allied country to be annexed by anot her
country at the end of Wrld War |, NMontenegrins fought
Serbs outright from 1919 to 1926 in protest of this act.
Nevert hel ess, nobst nodern day Serbs and Montenegrins are
not at odds over their |less than perfect history.

1. The Story of N ego$s

Petar Petrovic NegoS is the best exanple of a
Mont enegrin national hero and yet this is still disputed by
sonme Ser bs. It has been said of him that “N egoS is
Mont enegro and Montenegro is Njego$.”26 He is credited with

bei ng an outstanding poet and adm nistrator of Mntenegrin

25 World Al manac Encycl opedia, 2004, s.v. “Serbia and Mntenegro.”

26 john R Lanpe and Mark Mazower, eds., |deol ogi es and Nationa
Identities: The Case of Twentieth-Century Southeastern Europe, How to
Use a Classic: Petar Petrovic NjegoS in the Twentieth Century, by
Andrew B. Wachtel (Budapest: Central European University Press, 2004),
131.
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affairs from 1830 to 1851.27 As a |eader he increased the
power of the central authority, opened Mntenegro' s first
schools, built its first roads, and fought back the
Ot omans. 28 More inmportantly, however, is the body of
literary work he produced at the sane tine as these
acconpl i shnent s. H s conpositions contain many uses of
| ocal dialects and provincialisnms, thus Mntenegrins claim
this as proof of a separate Montenegrin |anguage. Wi | e
being from Mntenegro, his work is pro-Serbian, and for
that reason he is clainmed by Serbs to be a witer for their

peopl e.

Mont enegrins appear to be torn between being proud of
Njegos for his inpact on helping create a Montenegrin
identity, and at the same tinme uncertain as to how to feel
about the context in which NegoS did this. In his
sem nal, and controversial, work The Muntain Weath, the
purgi ng of Turkish influence from Yugoslavia is inplied by
what would be called “ethnic cleansing” in today’'s terns.
In their efforts to achieve a national identity,
Montenegrins are forced with redefining N ego$ such that
they do not appear to condone those who use his works as
propaganda in justifying such horrific acts.?2° Ser bi an
paramilitary |eader Zeljko Raznjatovic, otherwi se known as
Arkan, was an “admrer of N egos. And it turns out that
he’s not the only one whose heart begins to stir with black
enotions at the reading of N egoS's description of ethnic
cleansing as a bloody baptism leading to the rebirth of

Serbia as the nost powerful nation in the region.”30

27 curtis, ed., 36.
28 |anpe and Mazower, eds., 133.
29 |pid., 147-148.

30 | bid., 145.
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In order to mtigate sone of the negativity associ ated
with N egoS, Mntenegrins have try to draw attention away
from his specific nessage and focus nore on general thenes.
For instance, one critic called Muuntain Weath “a hym to
freedom a rejection of force and tyranny, a glorification
of national and human ideals, the affirmation of noral
i deas over brute desires.”31 Gven the cruelty of the

actual work, this “diversion” tactic seens to be the best

one can do to deflect criticism Still others refer to
other, less vicious, works of N egoS to show a different
side of him In a letter to Osman-Pasha of Skopje, a Serb
convert to Islam NegoS said he “would like nore than

anything on earth to see accord between brothers in whom a
single blood flows and who were nursed with the sane
ml k. ”32

2. An | ndependent Past

Montenegro is one of the only republics to have had
iIts sovereignty recognized internationally before the
creation of Yugoslavia. It is possible that nationalistic
| eaders may use this fact to stir up patriotism to once
again attain this standing. Montenegrins have a reputation
as “an unconquered race” and renmenber “to their everlasting
credit that they not only remained free when the other Slav
peoples as well as the Geek, Al banian, and Bulgar fell
before the power of the Turk...they mintained their
i ndependence when all Europe, to the gates of Vienna,
trenbled before the hosts of the Crescent.”33 Wiile it
mai ntai ned status as an independent principality under the

31 Lanpe and Mazower, eds., 139.
32 |pid., 140.

33 Marian Cruger Coffin, “Wiere East Meets West: A Visit to
Pi cturesque Dal mati a, Montenegro, and Herzegovi na,” The Nati onal
Geogr aphi ¢ Magazi ne, May 1908, 312.
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Austro-Hungarian Enpire, it was formally recognized as an
I ndependent state at the Congress of Berlin in 1878 by the
Treaty of San Stefano. 34 However, during World War |
Austrian forces overran Montenegro and its king, N cholas
I, was forced to flee to Italy. At about the sane tine,
other South Slav |eaders left for Italy and fornmed the
“Yugoslav Commttee.” This group was dedicated to the
union of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. Ni cholas | had
obtained the title of king only in 1910 and strongly
opposed joining a South Slav state which would naturally
require the loss of his title. Nevert hel ess, the Yugoslav
Committee grew in power and influence and, through its
representatives in Mntenegro, obtained support for union

effectively vetoing King Nichol as.

The Montenegrins |eft behind fought bravely though and
the Allies declared their unity with them British Prine
M nister David Lloyd Ceorge promsed the defeated nation
that “the Allies will do justice to the heroism of the
Mont enegrins.”35 Regardl ess of this pledge of support, wth
Ni cholas | oust ed, the path was clear for Ki ng
Karadjordjevic of Serbia to annex the now powerless
Mont enegro.36 By the end of 1918, the N ego$ Dynasty was
deened deposed and the Montenegrins allied with the Serbs.

It would seem that the Montenegrins were to be a Serb-

34 The Col unbi a Encycl opedia, s.v. “Mntenegro.”

35 Jeff Chu, “TIME Trail: Montenegro,” 2000; available from
http://ww.time.conftime/europe/tinetrails/montenegro/; |nternet;
accessed 29 April 2005.

36 Charles and Barbara Jel avich, The Establishnent of the Bal kan
National States, 1804-1920 (Seattle, WA: University of Washi ngton
Press, 1993), 287, 301.
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dom nated power in the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and
Sl ovenes which was recognized in the Paris Peace Conference
of 1919. 37

3. The Christmas Upri sing

The Montenegrins would end up fighting the Serbs even
before the conference in would be known as the Christnmas
Upri si ng. This uprising later turned into a war resulting
in casualties to the Montenegrins of approximtely 3,000
dead, 3,000 wounded, and thousands of hones destroyed.38
Again, the Montenegrins were under the belief that the
Allies wuld not tolerate the forceful and unwanted
annexation and conme to the aid of their cause. When no
hel p cane, Montenegro was absorbed into the Kingdom and
l ost much of its identity to the larger Serbia.39 As part

of the Serb-dom nated governnent, Montenegro |argely ceased

to exist as a separate entity in any capacity.
Mont enegro’s status would remain unchanged until Tito cane
to power after World War Il1. In 1946 it was established as

one of the six republics of the newly forned Yugoslavia.
Yet, in considering a balance-of-power type of scenario,
sone have suggested that “the creation of a Montenegrin
republic, rather than the inclusion of Montenegro in
Serbia, was intended to allay fears of Serbian hegenony in
ot her republics.”40 There are Serbs who still feel strongly
about this today and have wused it to disparage the

Montenegrin identity. The significance of the Christmas
37 curtis, ed., 44.

38 “Christmas Uprising, 1919,” 10 May 1997; available from
http://ww. nont enegro. org/uprising.html; Internet; accessed 14 March
2004.

39 “gerbia and Montenegro,” January 2004; available from
http://ww. state. gov/r/pal/ei/bgn/5388. htm Internet; accessed 29
January 2004.

40 Fred Singleton, Twentieth-Century Yugoslavia (New York: Col unbia
Uni versity, 1976), 237.
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Uprising is that it highlights the fact that even between
two republics simlar in many respects, violence can occur
with the revocation of power.
F. XENOPHOBI A

The final elenment in the structure of nationalism to
be discussed is the presence of disrespect for and
aninosity towards other peoples. Just prior to the
fighting of the 1990s, this bitterness was pal pable in the
Bal kans anong the Serbs, Croats, and Musli ns. One of the
nost visible signs of the tension was the use of sl anderous
titles to describe the opposing republic’'s nationalists in
an effort to vilify them The Croats resorted to calling
the Serbs “Cetniks” while the Serbs conpared the Croats to
“UstaSe.” These terns are derived fromthe events of Wrld
War |1 under the occupying forces of Nazi Germany. Col one
Draza Mhajlovic’s Cetniks, although enem es of the Nazis,
were denonized by Tito' s partisans because of disagreenents
over how to counter the Nazi threat. The UstaSe was the
term used for the puppet Croatian governnent responsible
for conversion, deportation, and extreme violence against
Serbs, Jews, and Gypsies. The level of violence even
appal l ed the Gernmans. 41 The reappearance of these terns
during the Yugoslav Cvil War denonstrates how | eaders bent
on nationalism energize the msses wth disparaging
oratory.

Serbs and Montenegrins have never resorted to using
sl anderous rhetoric on each other to achieve their
political ains. While Mntenegrins of the early 20th
century were not agreeable to the annexation of their

country, they did enjoy certain benefits as a republic.

41 curtis, ed., 52.
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Specifically, Mntenegro, as the snallest and poorest
republic, had equal rights with the other, nore devel oped
republ i cs. There were no serious problenms with Serbia
during the period of conmmunist Yugoslavia.42 The
rel ati onship of Mntenegro wth Serbia during the Yugoslav
Cvil war was a precarious one. Wiile careful not to
alienate thenselves from Serbia, Mont enegrins openly
criticized Serb |eaders for their conduct during the 1992-
1995 canpai gns. Additionally, they condemmed Sl obodan
M| oSevic specifically during the 1998-1999 purges agai nst
Kosovar Al bani ans. The ruling coalition parties boycotted
the Septenber 2000 federal elections which ultinmately |ed
to the downfall of MIloSevic's regine.43 Thus it s
apparent that even when the peoples of Mntenegro do not
agree with Serb acts, they are inclined to express their
di sappr oval through political channels and not Vi a
i nflammatory idionms or overt violence.
G POLI TI CAL LEADERSHI P

In addition to the presence of these aforenentioned
elenments in a state, a leader who is apt to use them as a
means to an end is also necessary in invigorating the
masses wth nationalistic fervor. There are three
political | eaders i n Ser bi a and Mont enegr o who
fundanmentally inpacted the relationship between those two
republ i cs: Sl obodan M| oSevic, former President of Serbia
then of Yugoslavia, MIo D ukanovic, Mntenegrin President
from 1998 to 2002, and his present day successor Filip
Vuj anovi c. These individuals have played key roles in the
past history of Yugoslavia and, in the case of WVujanovic

Mont enegro’ s future.

42 Cerovic, 6.
43 “gSerbia and Montenegro,” January 2004.
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The potential of Mntenegro to becone an independent
state while under the shadow of M| oSevic’ s Yugosl avia were
al nost non-exi stent. The precedent was set in 1987 when,
after a staged episode of police brutality, MIloSevic told
the Serbian mnority in Kosovo “[n]o one has the right to

beat you. No one will ever beat you again.”4 Soon after
taking over as Yugoslav President, M| oSevic revoked
Kosovo’s status as an autononous republic. When Sl oveni a

declared its independence in 1991, Ml oSevic nobilized the
Yugosl av National Arny to prevent them from breaki ng away.
This episode repeated itself when Croatia and Bosnia
declared their i ndependence with nuch nore bl oody
consequences. In light of past republics experiences with
desires for independence, there can be Ilittle doubt what
woul d have happened to Mntenegro if they too decided to

break away from Yugosl avi a.

Wiile never espousing the cause of Mont enegrin
nationalism the presidency of MIlo D ukanovic was seen as
a threat to Serbia from its outset. In fact, protestors
from Belgrade attenpted to disrupt his inauguration in
January 1998. D ukanovic failed to side with Serbia during
the Kosovo conflict the following year which further
I ncreased tensions between the two states. M | oSevi c
openly voi ced hi s di spl easure with Dj ukanovi c. 45
Nevert hel ess, Djukanovic never backed down and, although he
risked incurring the wath of MIloSevic, continued to
promse to the people of Mntenegro a referendum on

44 «“Newsmakers: Sl obodan Ml osevic, Former Yugoslav President,”
avail abl e fromhttp://abcnews. go. conireference/bios/mlosevic. htn;
Internet; accessed 15 March 2004. |In invoking this phrase, M| oSevic
is actually referring to events that took place during the Battle of
Kosovo Polje in 1389 when the Otonan Turks defeated the Serbs.

45 Eljzabeth Roberts, “Trouble Ahead,” The Wrld Today, (December
1999): 12.
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i ndependence. 46 The nost |ikely explanation of D ukanovic's
potentially inflanmatory rhetoric is that he intended to
use it “as a |leverage against Ml oSevic in order to obtain
a ‘redefinition of relations with FRY', which in fact would
mean the maintenance of a loose political affiliation with
Belgrade and at the sanme tine an opportunity to enact
I ndependent economc policies and qualify for western aid
and investnent.”47 Had Dj ukanovic advocated any form of
violence in his gestures towards independence, he would
have played into MIloSevic’'s hands by justifying the
|atter’s violent responded in kind.

After M | oSevi c had been removed from power,
Dj ukanovi ¢’ s bi ggest chall enge was with the European Union
Oficials from the EU urged D ukanovic to delay any nove
for independence under the pretext that it could cause
strife within the state between those who support and those
who oppose i ndependence. In actuality, the reason was
based on the EU s desire to avoid the issue of Kosovo's
aut onony. 48 Finally, Dy ukanovic renoved hinmself from
directly having to <confront the issue of Mntenegrin

i ndependence by resigning as president in Novenber 2002.

Montenegro’s current president, Filip Wujanovic has
shown no nore tendencies towards utilizing nationalism in
furthering his goals than his predecessor. Al t hough

Vuj anovic has been in office less than a year, he was

46 “Mbntenegro: Settling For |ndependence?,” in International Crisis
Group Bal kans Report No. 107, (Podgorical/Brussels: |ICG 2001), 1.

47 ctavian Sofransky, Stephen R Bowers, Ph.D., and Marion T. Doss,
Jr., “Montenegro: Vassal or Sovereign?,” available from
http://ww.jnu. edu/ orgs/wni/nmontenegro4. htm Internet; accessed 12 May
2005.

48 «A Marriage of |nconveni ence: Montenegro 2003,” in International
Crisis Goup Bal kans Report No. 142, (Podgorical/Brussels: |1CG 2001),
11.
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formerlly the Montenegrin Mnister of Justice, Mnister of
Internal Affairs, and Prime Mnister of Montenegro. Wi | e
serving as Prinme Mnister under D ukanovic, WVujanovic said
“[1]f we don't find a solution to coexist, we can certainly
al ways ask the people’ s opinion.”49 The day after being
el ected President of Mntenegro he said that he would call
for a referendum after three years to give Mntenegrins “a
chance to determine their country’'s future.”> [t is plain
to see from the tone of his remarks that while Vujanovic
may want to further his citizens’ ability to declare
I ndependence, it is not under the auspices of nationalism
H. CONCLUSI ONS

Evidence of the virulent form of nationalism is not
present in Montenegro. Montenegrin ties to Serbia
ethnically, linguistically, and spiritually, while not
conpl etely honbgenous, are nore simlar than dissimlar.
The relationship between the two states since Wrld War 1|1,
beginning with the Tito | ed Yugoslavia, has been relatively
peacef ul . Montenegro did not get caught up in the drive
for independence of the other Balkan republics in the
1990s. Finally, disrespect and aninosity of Serbs towards
Montenegrins and vice versa is not a factor in the sense

where it will lead to nationalistic based conflict.

Furthernore, the political Ileaders in Serbia and
Mont enegro have not resorted to using nationalistic zeal
agai nst each other. The one political |eader who truly
repressed the wll of Montenegrins is now at the

49 “Nbntenegro Hope For |ndependence Cross US Plans For Stable
Bal kans,” October 2000; available from
http://ww. medi acl ub. cg. yu/ eng/ arti cl es/ 2000/ oct ober/12. ht m | nternet;
accessed 15 March 2004.

50 “Mbnt enegro Presidential Elections, 11 May 2003,” May 2003;
avail abl e from http://ww. bal kanti nmes. coml resource_center 2/ english/
nmont enegr o11may2003. ht m I nternet; accessed 15 March 2004.

25



international war crinmes tribunal in The Hague. The nost
recent two Montenegrin presidents have pledged their
commtnment to letting the people of Mntenegro decide their
status denocratically wthout inciting nationalism In
sum for these reasons nationalism within Mntenegro wll
not be a causal factor in their decision for or against
I ndependence.
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I'11. MATERI AL | NTERESTS

In this chapter I wll examne the influence of the
mat eri al interests of actors in NMntenegro on their
decision to remain unified wth Serbia instead of spilt

into two separate states. | will focus on three issues in
particular that concern Mntenegrin material interests.
First, I will determne if there was a desire to maintain
an i ndependent tariff and conmmerci al policy or i f

Mont enegrins honestly attenpted to harnonize their policy
wth Serbia as the EU wanted. Second, | wll look at
efforts nmade to control Montenegro’s borders and stem
organi zed crine or see if there was a desire to participate
in, or at least turn a blind eye towards, corruption.
Lastly, and perhaps nost inportantly, | wll exanm ne how
the potential wndfalls of privatization affected the
resol ve of Mont enegri ns to conduct t he process
transparently or make under the table deals wth
prospective investors. This chapter will denonstrate that
because there was no true cost to the material interests of
Montenegro’s politicians and business |eaders, they were
willing to formthe union with Serbia. 1In practice, it was
literally business as usual as the nmjor actors made was no
sacrifice to conply wth the European Union’s w shes.
Consequently, the ability of external actors to influence
Montenegro’s decision to remain unified may not be as
strong as it appears at first glance.
A BACKGROUND

The <claim of seceding in the nanme of material
interests would not be unprecedented in the Bal kans. The

| ack of econom c consensus in the former Yugosl avia between
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the wealthier northern sections and nore planning oriented
southern part was of particular concern to Slovenia and
Croati a. Prior to the disintegration, Slovenia was
contributing a higher per capita share to federal funds
than any other republic because its per capita incone was
the highest. Croatia was earning nore foreign currency
than any other republic, yet by law, enterprises were able
to retain only ten percent of this with the renmainder
deposited into the National Bank in Belgrade.®l Unable to
secure approval for multi-party elections and a nmarket-
oriented econony, the representatives of Slovenia and
Croatia wal ked out of the last Congress of the Yugoslav
Party in January 1990.52 Slovenia and Croatia had set the
exanple for econom c discontent as a notive to secede. It
is conceivable that Montenegrins could have also declared
their independence for economc reasons, if it suited their

material interests.

From an econom c perspective, the “union” of Serbia
and Montenegro is not very unified at all. There are two
different currencies in use (the dinar in Serbia and the

euro in Mntenegro), tw central banks, and separate

custons systens. 53 In an effort to bring these two
di sparate econoni es t oget her, an Acti on Pl an for
har noni zati on was created. This plan calls for Serbia to
fund 95 percent of the joint federal i nstitutions.

However, Serbian and Montenegrin cooperation has not been

forthcom ng. Serbia stated that they will only pay for the

51 Singleton, 224, 227.

52 Kenneth Zapp, “Econonic consequences of national independence: the
case of Slovenia,” International Journal of Politics, Culture and
Society 7, no. 1 (1993): 58.

53 “Are they serious? ” 13 February 2003; available from
http://ww4. janes.com Internet; accessed 14 May 2004.
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joint arny stationed on its territory. This |eaves
Mont enegro to cover the 26 mllion euro difference for the
mlitary on its soil including mlitary pensioners.
Oficials in Mntenegro have developed two creative
solutions to this problem They have proposed downsi zi ng
the mlitary staff from 7,000 to 3,000 and selling off
portions of its mlitary property. Al so, the Union navy
protecting the coast is a shadow of its fornmer self. One
report states that sone large patrol ships have already
been sold for 1.5 mllion euro and that the sale of
submarines may be next.® Steps such as these do not bode

well for the future of an integrated econony.

As will be elaborated upon in Chapter |V, the decision
to transform Yugoslavia into a Union of Serbia and
Mont enegro instead of granting immediate independence for
each state was largely the work of the European Union. 80
percent of both Serbs and Montenegrins support this
approach to Europe, but few believe their governnment is
maki ng progress in that direction.>® Eur opean Uni on
officials have repeatedly said that neither Serbia nor
Montenegro will be able to enter the union individually.
Specifically, the concern is that Montenegro’ s independence
may touch off other independence novenents in Kosovo,
Macedonia, and even the Republic of Srpska in Bosnia
plunging the region into another round of bloody conflict.
The European Union’s two main focus areas for the Union of
Ser bi a and Mont enegr o are cooper ation Wi th t he

54 Nikola M Jovanovic, “Daily Reveals Mntenegro Requested Sal e of
S-MArny Property on Its Territory,” 17 May 2004; Belgrade Blic; FBIS;
accessed 30 May 2004.

55 “Serbia ‘Frustrated” Wth Efforts To Harnoni ze Economy Wth
Mont enegro,” 12 May 2004; BBC Monitoring International Reports;
accessed 30 May 2004.
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International Crimnal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia
(1 CTY) and harnoni zation of their different econom es.

Some accuse the European Union itself of sabotaging
Serbia and Montenegro's efforts to join their organization.
Goran Svilanovic, Serbia and Montenegro’s foreign mnister,
claims that since Europe allowed his country to form with
two banks and currencies, they can hardly criticize them
for harmonizing too slowy. In agreeing to what the
Eur opean Uni on brokered, Serbia and Montenegro “are bearing
t he consequences of the decisions of [their] governnents.”56
Indeed, if the EU required imediate and conplete econom c
union, the political union nmay not have materialized at
all.

B. TARI FFS AND COMMERCI AL POLI CY

One of the nmain problem areas between Serbia and
Montenegro lies in harnonization of tariffs. An interna
border exists between Serbia and Montenegro which, though
not known to many, is clained to be “one of the tightest in
t he Bal kans.”57 This border effectively stifles the flow of
goods and services between Serbia and Montenegro. A trader
bringing his product into Serbia would pay one set of
custons at its border, and another to take the sane product
i nto Montenegro. Banks are also reluctant to accept
transfers from one side of the union to the other. Si nce
Serbia and Montenegro have different sources for their
I ncome, each has its own concept of what the tariff
structure for the Union should be.

56 pragana Ni kol a- Sol onon, “Experts Say Serbi a- Montenegro Unlikely To
Join EU Before 2016 ‘at the Earliest,’”” 22 April 2004; London Institute
for War and Peace Reporting, FBIS; accessed 30 May 2004.
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The issue at hand involves normalizing 56 agricultural
tariffs. Serbia has |long been the “bread basket” of the
Bal kans. Wth their large agricultural sector, Serbs want
high tariffs on foodstuffs to protect their donestic food
producers. On the other hand, Mntenegro has a poorly
devel oped agriculture and therefore wants |ow inport taxes
to obtain the best possible store prices for its citizens. 58
Serbian Prinme Mnister Zoran Zivkovic felt so strongly
about Serbia' s reluctance to lower the tariffs that he said

“faced with this choice [of harnonization] and that of EU

menber shi p, we Wil | choose to preserve our own
agriculture.” Voicing obvious displeasure with the EU, he
added “we will not sign whatever Brussels serves up at any

cost and with having to make such sacrifices...The rule-
with-an-iron-fist policy passed into history a long tine

ago. " 59

In contrast to Serbian desires to limt the nunber of
people entering the union, Mntenegro has an interest in
pronmoting a “loose” visa policy. Montenegrins rely on
tourism and services for a bulk of their incone. Tourism

accounts for about 15 percent of Mntenegro’'s GDP and an

estimated 33 mllion euro is being invested in the industry
this year. By 2015, investnents are projected to reach 84
mllion euro or just over 20 percent of the tota

investments in the country. 60 Consequently, it behooves
Montenegro’s hoteliers to have as little bureaucracy as

possible to entice tourists into spending their vacations,

58 Dragana Ni kol a- Sol onon.

59 «7zjvkovic Says Serbia To Chose Agriculture Over EU Menbership,” 22
Cct ober 2003; Podgorica Radi o Montenegro; FBIS;, accessed 14 May 2005.

60 “Mbnt enegro Sees 8.5% Touri sm Revenue Growth in 2005,” 26 April
2005; SeeNews; accessed 19 May 2005.
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and their hard currency, on the Montenegrin coast. Yet
Serbian politicians fear a |oose visa regime will result in
a flood of foreign workers, thus underm ning the enpl oynent
rate of Serbian citizens.

Serbian and Montenegrin officials are well aware of
the inpact and inportance of tariffs. Mont enegrin
President Mo D ukanovic wunderstands Serbia s point of
Vi ew. He believes it is “inpossible to expect Serbia to
cut custons rates for 56 agricultural products, and destroy
its agrarian industry, or Montenegro to raise those sane
tariffs and threaten the living standard of its citizens.”61
The CGovernor of the National Bank of Serbia, Branko Hinic,
sees another negative aspect to lower tariffs in Serbia.
He explains that “the lower cost of inported products due
to lower custons could have a positive inpact on prices in
general, but nmatters grow conplicated in regard to the
foreign trade deficit, since lower inport prices are
certainly conducive to inport demands, and if there is a
shortage in financing the trade deficit there wll be
pressure on the rate of exchange which will set the spiral
shooting with the exchange rate pushing prices up.”62
Despite much discussion, the two sides are still not close
to reaching an agreenent regarding the issue of

har noni zat i on.

The actual harm that would conme to Mntenegro as a
result of higher tariffs is disputed by econom sts. Daniel
G os, economist and director of the Brussels-based Center

61 “serbian Agency Views Ongoing ‘ Reservations’ in Montenegro
Regarding State Union,” 19 May 2004; Bel grade BETA Wek; FBIS; accessed
30 May 2004.

62 “Central Bank Official Views Consequences of S-M Customns
Har noni zation on Serbia,” 16 June 2003; Bel grade d as Javnosti; FBIS;
accessed 14 May 2005.
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for European Policy Studies, states that “harnonization of
custons rates wll have a direct inpact on consunmers in
Montenegro to the anmpunt of $45 nmillion a year.”63 Serbia
had requested Montenegro raise its tariffs on textiles to
20 per cent. This increase would cost the typical
Mont enegrin household an additional 150 euros, which is an
average nonthly salary. Mont enegrin  Entrepreneurship
Center Director Petar Ivanovic concurs with Gos and states
that increasing tariffs neans restricting economc freedom
| eavi ng Mont enegri ns “to choose bet ween expensi ve,
unproducti ve and insufficiently benefi ci al domesti c
products, and expensive foreign commodities which are nuch

nmore productive, but encunbered by custons.”64

However, M | enko Popovic, director of the Montenegro
University Institute for International Studies disagrees.

Wiile he believes an increase to the custom rates wll

cause | osses to the Montenegrin econony, it will not be to
the degree Gos predicts. According to Popovic, the
magnitude of the loss wll “depend on the quantity of
Serbian products covering Mntenegro’'s inports, and

Montenegrin products and services replacing current
i mports.” Addi tional ly, Mont enegrin | osses Wil | be
mtigated by “the possible dynamic effect of custons
har noni zati on and access to Serbia' s conparatively |arge
mar ket for the export of Mntenegrin products.”® |n fact,
some studies have shown that the effects of harnonization

on the Mntenegrin econony were |largely positive. In 90

63 “Montenegrin Anal yst Says Inport Lobby To Be Affected by Customs
Har noni zation,” 8 January 2003; Bel grade Vecernje Novosti; FBIS;
accessed 14 May 2005.

64 | pj d.
65 | pi d.
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percent of the instances where custons rates were adjusted,

retail prices did not increase. The budget deficit also
did not rise as sone had forecasted.% In light of this
view of the effects of har noni zat i on, Mont enegrin

politicians mght not have stood to |ose economcally or
politically by unifying with Serbia.

Those who stand to Jlose the nobst from custons
har noni zation are the inporters. Popovic continues in
saying that “losses from inmnent harnonization wll be
suffered by the sanme people that profited fromthe inports,
setting the prices higher than in Serbia. These people
have been major profiteers in the last three years [since
2000], since the new trade regine was established in
Mont enegro.”67 Many people in the inmport |obby are in close
connection with the government where sone people earned
their initial capital in less than transparent ways.
Executive director of the non-governnental organization
“Goup for Changes, ” Neboj Sa Medoj evi c, appl auded
Montenegro’s Mnister for International Econom c Relations
and European Integration, Gordana Djurovic, as the first
menber of government to admit the inport |obby exists, even
though the deputy chairman of the Privatization Council,

Vesel i n Vukotic, has always denied this. 68

Medojevic also believes that har nmoni zation w |
threaten the industrial |eaders and their nonopolies in

Mont enegro. 6 Harnonization is a long way off because “the

66 «serbian Agency Views Ongoing ‘ Reservations’ in Montenegro
Regardi ng State Union.”

67 | bi d.

68 “Mbnt enegrin Gover nment Mani pul ating Custons Duties NGO Official,”
26 COctober 2004; Financial Tinmes Information; accessed 17 May 2005.

69 “Medoj evi ¢ Depl ores Montenegro’s Econonic, Political Situation,”
24 April 2004; Belgrade Politika; FBIS; accessed 30 May 2004.
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political elite [is] controlled by the financial oligarchs
[and] does not want European standards in Montenegro. They
don’t want any changes. (Going to Europe neans inplenenting
reforms, which so far have been only theoretical and could
j eopardi ze their ‘business’ interests.”’0 This underlying
problem is much nore difficult to address than the overt
tariff issue and significantly affects any notivation
Montenegro’s economc and political |eadership has in

expedi ti ng harnoni zati on.

From the very beginning of the debate about the
feasibility of a union, Serbs and Mntenegrins have nearly
unani nously agreed that it was inpossible to harnonize
tariffs and comrercial policies. They have continually
stalled in conplying with the EUs w shes. The European
Union has recently shown a wllingness to pursue a nore
realistic approach in dealing with Serbia and Mntenegro.
In adopting a “twin-track” approach, the EU has agreed to
excl ude from harnoni zation “custons tariffs, the signing of
i nt ernati onal agr eenent s, foreign trade regine, and
har noni zati on of taxes.”’l The effects of this reversal of
position are two-fold. First, it nore accurately reflects
the economic reality of +the situation in the wunion.
Second, the EU has effectively bought itself tinme by
renmoving one of the nost significant points of contention

bet ween Serbi a and Mont enegro.

Despite making this concession, the EU remains
i nsistent that the union not dissolve. Javi er Sol ana, the
chief architect in formng the union, said “by launching a

70 pragana Ni kol a- Sol onon.

71 “gerbia Abandons Efforts to Harnoni ze Economic System with
Mont enegro,” 26 January 2005; Bel grade Tanjug; FBIS; accessed 3 June
2005.
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nore differentiated approach, the EU was recognizing
differences on the ground wthout splitting up the
country.”’2 The EU Council of Mnisters President and Dutch
Foreign Mnister Bernard Bot said “that this tw n-track
approach does not nean that the EU endeavors for preserving
the SCG State Union have failed, but that the EU would
continue to strongly support the State Union while
accepting the reality of different economc systens in
Serbia and Montenegro.”73 Thus, this decision has allowed
the constituent republics to continue their trek towards EU
menbership as a single entity while still protecting their
I ndi vi dual econom c interests.
C. BORDER CONTROL, ORGANI ZED CRI ME, AND CORRUPTI ON

In order to best serve their mterial interests,
Mont enegrin governnent officials have to assume positive
control of their borders from Serbia and carry out a
careful balancing act wth the European Union. Wth border
control in Mntenegrin hands, it assures that any snuggler
seeki ng safe passage will have to bri be Mntenegrin, rather
than Union, officials. Si nul taneously, in order to avoid
being branded as a state that condones trafficking,
authorities have to appear to be taking steps towards
stanping out illegal activity. Oficials would not want to
get too close to the EU however, because that would
I ncrease EU scrutiny of Mntenegro's faux efforts. For
t hese reasons, Montenegrin politicians want to be free not
only of its ties with Serbia, but also of European Union

supervi si on.

72 Robert Welaard, “EU to deal separately with Serbia and Montenegro
while insisting they remain one country,” 4 Septenber 2004; Associated
Press Worl dstream accessed 3 June 2005.

73 “EU Adopts ‘ Twi n-Track’ Approach To Speed Up S-M Rapprochenent,” 4
Sept enber 2004; Bel grade Tanjug; FBIS; accessed 3 June 2005.
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On 31 Decenber 2004, Mont enegrin police assuned
control over its 840 kilonmeter |ong border fromthe Arny of
Serbia and Montenegro. The state border departnent,
conprised of 1,450 enployees of whom 600 are border
pol i cenen, Is responsible for securing Montenegro’s
borders. A smaller contingent of naval officers, under the
auspices of the Mnistry of the Interior, is in charge of
the 137 kiloneter long narine border. In a country with a
popul ati on of roughly 650,000 where in 2004 five mllion
peopl e passed through, securing the borders is a ngjor

enterprise. 74

Mont enegro has artfully financed this undertaking wth
as little cost to itself as necessary by relying heavily on
foreign aid. The United States has given a grant of four
and a half mllion euros to cover the costs of training
conducted by the US Departnent of Honmeland Security and
pur chased equi pment including four vessels, 30 all-terrain
Fords, communications gear, and high-tech surveillance
equi pnent. A statenent from the US consulate in Podgorica
says “the goal of this assistance is to help Montenegro
fight snuggling, trafficking, terrorism and other cross-
border crine.”’> The European Agency for Reconstruction has
donated 450,000 euros to buy equipnment for detecting
radi oactivity, carbon dioxide levels in closed spaces, and
passport readi ng devices. Depart nent personnel have also
received training from experts from the Organization for

Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE).

74 “Montenegrin Police Assume Control of State Border,” 3 March 2005;
Fi nanci al Tinmes Information; accessed 17 May 2005.

75 “United States Donates Equi pment for the Montenegrin Border
Police,” 10 Decenber 2004; available from
htt p:// podgori ca. usconsul at e. gov/ press/ 2004/ 041210. ht Ml ; Internet;
accessed 17 May 2005.

37



Despite these concrete steps towards border contro
and reduction in crinme levels, Mntenegrin officials face
an uphill battle in overcomng a checkered past.
Montenegro has had a reputation as a transit country for
contraband coming from Albania and Turkey destined for
Western Europe and the United States. In a public opinion
pol | conducted by the NGO G oup for Changes, 53 percent of
those polled believe that the present Mont enegrin
authorities are unable to fight crinme and corruption with
just over a quarter believing this to be possible. Over
two-thirds of the participants believe that organized crine
exists in their republic, despite statenments to the
contrary by state attorney Vesna Medenica.’® Transparency
International ranks Serbia and Montenegro in 97th place out
of 145 countries neasured according to their corruption
per cepti on i ndex. The only European country with a |ower

score was Al bani a. 77

There is anple reason for Mntenegrin citizens to
believe corruption is ranmpant in their society. An
anonynous Montenegrin Interior Mnistry official said that
the operational division does an excellent job of
conducti ng anbushes and apprehending suspects but then *a
person from the state |eadership or the police |eadershinp,
especially the State Security Service, conmes to hush up the
case” in the name of catching the “bigger fish.” Then,
clains the source, when the police arrest sone of the
“prom nent mafia bosses, who usually escort |arge shipnents

76 “pol| Shows Majority of Mntenegrins Believe Government Unable to
Fi ght Corruption,” 23 February 2005; Bel grade Tanjug; FBIS; accessed 17
May 2005.

77 Transparency International Corruption Perception Index 2004, 20
Cct ober 2004; available fromhttp://ww.transparency. org/cpi/ 2004/
cpi 2004.en. htm ; accessed 17 May 2005.
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of nerchandi se, we have to release them even before we get

themto a police station.”78

Most notably, some high profile officials have been
inplicated in wvarious crines. In 2002, deputy state
attorney Zoran Piperovic was arrested on charges of pinping
and human trafficking. Wiile his arrest was an inportant
first step in the fight against organized crinme in
Montenegro, it left no doubt that corruption can reach the
hi ghest | evels of governnent. In fact, Prime Mnister MIlo
Dj ukanovic was at the center of a cigarette snuggling
scandal for his alleged activities during the Yugoslav
civil wars of the 1990s. A former snuggler said that “the
Mont enegrin authorities benefited hugely...for a case wth
50 cigarette cartons [500 packets], we had to pay an inport
fee of $36."79 Cigarette snmuggling remains a |large problem
as 70 percent of all cigarettes bought in Montenegro are
smuggl ed. 80 At one point, there were four international
investigations and a |law suit against Djukanovic with the
Italian governnent even issuing a warrant for his arrest.
Wil e he has not been convicted of any specific crinme, the
i ndictments thensel ves have not help inprove the public's

opi hi on on corruption in governnent.

Mont enegro has attenpted to alter this negative public

perception. In Septenber 2003, |egislation was passed that
requires identification of all transactions over 15,000
eur os. The US has also sponsored a conference entitled

78 “NMontenegrin Daily Alleges Security Forces ‘Hush Up' Drug
Srmuggl i ng Cases,” 20 February 2004; BBC Mbnitoring International
Reports; accessed 3 June 2005.

79 Nichol as Forster and Sead Husic, “Probe into Montenegro’s role at
illegal cigarette trade,” 9 August 2001; Financial Tinmes; accessed 17
May 2005.

80 “Mbntenegrin Police Assune Control of State Border.”
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“Techniques to Conbat Mney Laundering and Corruption”
where a panel of distinguished international experts
briefed Montenegrin judges, prosecutors, pol i ce, and
menbers of the Financial Intelligence Unit.8 Neverthel ess,
it is likely that public opinion will only inprove wth
quantifiable results. A decline in the percentage of
smuggl ed cigarettes in Mintenegro, for exanple, would be an
excel | ent denonstration of bot h t he strength of
Mont enegro’s tighter borders and the weakness of influence
by smuggl ers and crimnals on governnent officials.
D. THE PROCESS OF PRI VATI ZATI ON

Finally, the privatization of property has been a sl ow
and, at times, controversial process in Montenegro. Thus
far the European Union has been content to all ow Mntenegro
to conduct its privatization process wthout interfering.
This has been to the benefit of Mntenegrin officials who
oversee privatization. At issue is the fate of sone of the
| argest conpanies in the region. Thus, the fight anong
interested parties can be huge because it nay shape the
distribution of wealth and power in society for the
foreseeable future. Montenegrin officials place great
stock in the privatization of their conpanies to both
I nprove them and consolidate where necessary. Mont enegrin
M nister of Labor and Wl fare Predrag Drecun pragmatically
conpares privatization to an x-ray. “[Privatization] wll
exam ne the sick tissue of Montenegro’ s econony. A part of
the ‘sick conpanies’ can be revitalized, while a part wll

81 “y,S. Sponsors Conference in Mntenegro on Conbating Mney
Laundering, Corruption,” 12 April 2005; available from
htt p:// podgori ca. usconsul at e. gov/ press/ 2005/ 050413. ht ml ; Internet;
accessed 17 May 2005.
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have to be anputated.’”82 Under Tito's |eadership
conpanies were “socially owned” and econom c assets were
“deened to be owned by society generally, and nanaged by
the enployees and the local community.”83 Privatization
technically began in 1989, but was only seriously
undertaken in the 1995-1996 tine frane.

There is no supervisory agency at the Union level to
oversee the transfer of property to private hands in Serbia
and Montenegro. Rather, each republic has its own separate
organi zation for this task. In Montenegro this is done by
the Agency for Econom ¢ Restructuring and For ei gn
| nvest nent s. In Serbia it is sinply known as the Agency
for Privatization and falls under the Mnistry of Econony
and Privatization. This point is key to the future of the
union because iif such a joint agency existed, or was
created, the beneficiaries of privatization would likely
shift in favor of a unified state. That is, those holding
the reins of power over privatization in one specific
republic could only legitimately do so with the approval of
a union agency overseeing it. In the current situation,
each republic has had little conflict with the other over

privatization matters in general.

There are two nethods of privatizing firms in
Mont enegro: vouchers and tenders. Wth the exception of a
handful of conpanies, nost firnms were offered for voucher
privatization. Under this system Mntenegrin citizens
received a privatization voucher worth around 2000 euros

82 “Seminar on ‘ Media and Mass Voucher Privatization’ Held In
Mont enegro,” 18 April 2000; Financial Tinmes Information; accessed 30
May 2004.

83 “Serbi a- Montenegro: Crucial year for privatization,” OxResearch,
Oxford (6 March 2003), 1.
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They could then exchange their vouchers for shares at
auctions. This process was conpleted in March 2002.8 (n
the other hand, the tender nethod of privatization is
desi gned to attract strategic, preferably foreign,
i nvest ors. It essentially involves the |argest conpanies
in the country. As opposed to the voucher nethod, tenders
have nmet wth I|imted success in Montenegro. The
governnment’s 2003 privatization target was 70 mllion euros

but achieved only 26.6 nmillion euros. 8>

The ability of those who control the Montenegrin state
to control which enterprises are privatized and by which
method is very lucrative. In 2002, the estimted val ue of
the 135 firnms offered for voucher was about 692 mllion
DEM Conparatively, the fourteen conpanies offered under
the tender system had an estimated value of 2.2 billion
DEM There were a further four conpanies for which a
method had not been determned worth an estimated 3.8
billion DEM8  Thus it is clear that the bulk of highly
val ued conpanies, the “jewels in the crown,” have been
taken off the table for those wth vouchers and nade

avai l able to international corporations through tender.

The privatization of one of the fourteen by tender
conmpani es, the Al um num Conpl ex Podgorica (KAP), is causing
great debate w thin Montenegro. Qutside of Russia, the
| argest reserves of bauxite in Europe, the raw material for

alum num are believed to be in Montenegro. KAP is a nmjor

84 “yugosl avia: M xed fortunes for privatization plans,” OxResearch,
Oxford (19 April 2002), 1.

85 “Montenegro: Time to Sell,” 31 May 2004; The Economi st
Intelligence Unit; accessed 17 May 2005.

86 Rade Bojovic and Modrag VI ahovic, “Transition in Montenegro —
Report No. 13" (Podgorica, Montenegro: Center for Denobcracy and Human
Ri ghts, March 2002), 36-37.
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pl ayer in the Mntenegrin econony. According to government
officials, it is responsible for 30 percent of Montenegro’s
enmpl oynent , “consumes 60 per cent of Mont enegro’ s
electricity output and is the largest custoner of the
republic’s railroads and of the seaport of Bar. As a
result, the plant accounts for nore than half of
Montenegro’s econony and foreign exchange earnings.”8’
Consequently, KAP is perhaps the finest jewel of those in

t he crown.

The problemwith KAP's recent sale is that Montenegrin
officials conducted it in a less than transparent nanner.
The decision was not made by the conmission in charge of
tenders or the governnent’s privatization agency, but by a
direct agreenment between Prine Mnister Djukanovic and
Russian Rusal owner, billionaire O eg Deripaska.8  Forner
Anmeri can anbassador Richard Sklar objected to this backroom
deal and attenpted to intervene prior to the sale eliciting
an inflamatory Russian response. Russi an consul general
in Podgorica Vladimr Vaniev sarcastically remarked that he
wasn’t aware that Montenegro was the 51st state and that,
if this is so, he had better inform his foreign mnister
right away.8 Despite this slight to Mntenegro, the deal
went through for an estimated $135 million in equity and

i nvest nent .

The apparent backroom deal has naturally caused an

uproar by public watchdog groups. The Socialist People’s

87 “Swi ss conpany takes control of Mntenegro’s sleeping giant,” 8
Decenber 1998; Financial Tinmes; accessed 17 May 2005.

88 C. Prelevic, “Mntenegro’s Medojevic ‘ Shocked’ by Dj ukanovic’s
‘Deal’ with Russian Billionaire,” 7 April 2005; Bel grade Vecernje
Novosti; FBIS; accessed 17 May 2005.

89 “Anericans Launched Anti-Russian Canpaign in Montenegro Russian
Consul,” 1 April 2005; BBC Monitoring International Reports; accessed
17 May 2005.
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Party deputy |eader Dragisa Pesic claimed that “it is
obvious that the deadline for the submtting of tenders was
being put off so that the powerful Russian oligarch and the
Mont enegrin master would neet and reach an agreenent in a
café [and settle] the sale of over a half of Mntenegro’s
econom c resources.” 9 In a scathing critique of the
Mont enegrin governnment, the Goup for Changes clained that
this only confirnmed that “there is only a pyramd of power
consisting  of Dy ukanovic and his closest friends,
organi zations linked to [organized] crinme, intellectuals
who have sold thenselves, non-governnental organizations,
and the controlling nedia. All that is an oligarchic
capitalism that resenbles feudalism and not noder n
capitalism”9 The group’s |eader Medojevic believes that
“the prime mnister is obviously l|ooking for sonme ways
| eading to Moscow, because that wll probably be his
destination when he quits politics, since he seens to be
having problens with the judicial authorities of sone other
st at es. All this is just another confirmtion that
Dj ukanovic thinks of the citizens of Montenegro as his
personal property.”9 The European Union has remai ned quiet
about the controversial sale. Wile their silence may not
indicate consent to the deal, EU officials certainly have
not taken any overt neasures to ensure legitimcy in
Mont enegro’ s privati zati on process.
E. CONCLUSI ONS

In general, Mntenegrins were able to satisfy their
mat eri al interests w thout having to declare their
I ndependence thus satisfying thenselves and the EU. First,

9 C. Prelevic.
91 | pj d.
92 | pj d.
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despite initial attenpts by the EU to force the
har noni zation of their econony wth Serbia, Montenegrins
were able to set tariffs and establish a commercial policy
best suited for its citizens. Since the majority of goods
in the republic are inported rather than locally produced,
the Montenegrin inport |obby had an interest in convincing
| eaders in the governnent to maintain Jlow tariffs

Li kewi se, businessnmen involved in the tourist industry
favored a visa regine structured to nmake it as painless as
possible for foreigners to cone to Mntenegrin shores. In
the end, EU officials recognized the futility in trying to
make the economc union work and changed Serbia and
Mont enegro’ s econom ¢ i ndependence from being de facto to

de jure.

Next, Montenegro has taken neasures to gain control of
its borders. It is inportant to note that savvy
Mont enegrin officials have done so with generous anounts of
foreign aid. In addition, since corruption and illega
cross-border trade are still ranmpant in Mntenegro, the net
effect of this nobve only changes whose pockets are being
l'i ned. Montenegrin citizens are convinced that corruption
is present in their governnent and the actions of their
| eaders justify this belief.

Finally, Serbia and Mntenegro are in the process of
privatizing their formerly socially owned conpanies
according to laws created by their individual parlianents.
As long as the status quo is maintained, with each republic
controlling the disposition of its own firns, there 1is

unlikely to be any inter-republic conflict. Yet this is
not to say there will be no controversy inside the borders
of each republic. The sales of the |argest conpanies,
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designed to attract strategic investnent, have been | engthy
and not entirely transparent. Furthernore, the EU has
taken a | ai ssez-faire approach with union in this process.

In sum wth regard to the material interests of
I mporters, tourist related Dbusinesses, and gover nnent
officials, it is business as usual in Mntenegro. These
I ndi viduals have effectively been able to have all the
econonmic benefits of 1independence from Serbia wthout
having to formally declare it. In reversing its position
on mandating a joint economc policy, the EU has agreed to
working wth each republic individually rather than
i nstigate an independence nove by either of them  Assum ng
the EU wll not revert to its original position, the
resulting situation has been to the satisfaction of all
parties. However, with economc matters now relegated to
the republic level, the *“union” of Serbia and Mntenegro
has beconme nore of an admnistrative title than one

i ndicating true accord.
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V. THE ROLE OF EXTERNAL ACTORS

This chapter will examne the role of external actors
in the affairs of Serbia and Montenegro. The parties npst

interested in their continued union are the European Union,

the United Nations, and the United States. Russi a,
however, has sent mxed signals to the Mntenegrin
gover nnent . In sone regards, Russia encourages Serbia and

Montenegro to work together, but alnost sinultaneously has
sought to build political and economc ties with them
separately. In any case, the notion of Slavic brotherhood,
whereby Russia is presuned to have sone special connection
to the Serbs, is greatly exaggerated. Hi story has shown
t hat realism and practicality have domnated their
relationship nore than any sentinental or historical urge
to cone to each other’s aid. Russia’ s influence on the
uni on has been secondary to the other actors. Montenegro’s
interaction with the aforenentioned external entities has
already had an inpact on its quest for independence and
will continue to do so in the future. | argue that were it
not for the intervention of a nunber of international
actors, the European Union in particular, Serbia and
Mont enegro woul d have separated into two distinct states.

Oficials in the European Union knew that they could use

the “carrot” of menbership as leverage in shaping
Montenegrin views on the benefits of I ndependence.
However, there are I|limts as to the extent of the

I nt ernati onal community’'s power to influence states.

Montenegrin |eaders were willing to work with the EU only
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because they felt their ultinmate ains of restoring
Mont enegro’s international status would not be conprom sed
by doi ng so.
A BACKGROUND

1. On the Path to | ndependence

Fol |l owi ng the NATO air war over Kosovo, Montenegro was
very close to holding an independence referendum Polls at
the time showed a full 70 percent of Mntenegrins would
support the nove with half of that nunber consisting of
“Montenegrinists” and the remainder ardent supporters of
then President Djukanovic.9 Wrth nmentioning is that even
twenty percent of those in the pro-MIloSevic Socialist
People’s Party believed that a referendum should have been
hel d. At the age of 35, D ukanovic won the 1997
Montenegrin presidential elections on a pro-independence
platform He consistently won subsequent el ections holding
simlar views. Followng his victory, he visited many
Western heads of state and other top officials to pronote
his vision of an independent state. Under st andi ng the
international comunity would nost Ilikely not welcone
anot her problem in the Bal kans, D ukanovic was adamant that
Montenegro’s  independence would not destabilize the
regi on. 94 Stressing how strained relations had becone
between the two republics, |egal scholar and pro-denocracy

advocate Srdjan Darmanovic clainmed “Mntenegro does not

recogni ze the federal governnment at all. W have taken as
much autononmy as we can and still legally be part of the
93 Janusz Bugaj ski, “Mntenegro: out of the gray zone,” The Christian

Sci ence Monitor, (20 Decenber 1999), 9.

94 «pj ukanovic Tells NATO Assenbly Montenegro’s |ndependence Not
Threat to Stability,” 21 Novenber 2000; Podgorica Radio-Televizija Crne
CGore; FBIS; accessed 28 May 2005.
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Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.”® \Wile this may be an
exaggeration, it is only a slight one. Thus based on the
rhetoric and actions of Djukanovic, Mntenegro was clearly
headi ng towards i ndependence.

2. Pre and Post-M | oSevic Montenegro

However, Montenegro’s outlook on independence changed
with the fall of MIloSevic in Cctober 2000. Prior to this,
Mont enegrin politicians wer e havi ng i ncreasingly
confrontational relations with the governnent in Belgrade
leaving little doubt that they could secede wthout a
conflict under MIloSevic's dictatorial rule. Dj ukanovi c
stated that in the event of hostilities brought about by
M1l oSevic, “we will have no other choice but to defend our
state and our freedom”9% In an interview with The New York
Times, D ukanovic clainmed that a Yugoslav special mlitary
police battalion wth troops loyal to MIloSevic was
actually created in Podgorica to try to force him from
power .9 The height of these tensions occurred in July 2000
when M oSevic “anmended the federal constitution allow ng
him to run for re-election and changing the regul ation so
that the Federal president is elected by popular ballot
rather than in the Parlianent.”%  This virtually assured
MloSevic of victory as Serbs outnunber Mntenegrins
roughly sixteen to one. M| oSevic was seeking to turn the
| argely cerenonial position of Yugoslav president into one

95 Laura Rozen, “Frontline Podgorica, Montenegro: Breaking up from
Serbia is hard to do,” 23 Septenber 1999, The |Independent (London), 19.

96 «pj ukanovi c: Montenegro To ‘Defend Qur State’ |f M osevic
Provokes Conflict,” 21 Septenber 2000; Podgorica Mntena-Fax; FBIS;
accessed 8 June 2005.

97 Carlotta Gall, “Montenegrin Says Belgrade Is Using Its Arny to
Qust Him” The New York Tines, 28 March 2000, AS.

98 “|nternal Affairs, Serbia and Montenegro,” 23 March 2004;
available fromhttp://ww4. janes.com Internet; accessed 14 May 2004.
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of nore authority. Mont enegro, fearing a stronger federal
president could nore readily intervene in republic affairs,
responded at once by declaring a suspension of federal
deci si ons. Conpl etely exhaust ed W th bei ng an
I nternational pariah, the people of Serbia rioted when
M| oSevic attenpted to steal the election of autum 2000
from opposition | eader Vojislav Kostunica. This led to the
easi ng of tensions between the two republics when M| oSevic

was extradited to The Hague in June 2001.

Al though at first it nay seem contradictory, a post-
M | oSevic regi me was not entirely benefi ci al for
Mont enegrins desiring independence. Under M | oSevi c,
Mont enegro could count on a degree of synpathy and perhaps
cooperation from the international community in its quest
for independence. As one pro-independence NMontenegrin
wisely said shortly before the controversi al 2000
el ections, “l’ve never supported [MIloSevic] nore, because
if MIloSevic wns, we'll definitely have independence
here.”9 Wth Ml oSevic renoved from power, the attitude of
nost foreign governnents | eaned towards pressing Montenegro
to cooperate with Serbia s denocratic reforns rather than
focus on separating fromit. This served as an additional
hurdle for Montenegro to overcone in attaining independent
st at ehood.

3. The New Constitution

From Decenber 2001 to March 2002, the international
community focused on diplomatic efforts to preserve sone
form of union between the last two remmants of Yugosl avia.
These efforts culmnated on March 14, 2002 when the

President of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, the

99 steven Erlanger, “Od Ties to Serbia Still Bind Many in
Mont enegro,” The New York Tinmes, 18 Septenber 2000, AlO.
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Feder al Deputy Prime Mnister, the President of the
Republic of Montenegro, and the prime mnisters of Serbia
and Montenegro signed the historic Belgrade Agreenent.
Anot her significant individual present was the official
wi tness of the signing, European Union H gh Representative
for Foreign Policy and Security, Javier Solana. Thi s
agreenent effectively dissolved the country of Yugoslavia
on February 4, 2003 when it was approved by the individual
assenblies of Serbia and Montenegro. The agreenent
establishes the federal institutions as the Assenbly, the
President, the Council of Mnisters, and the Court.100 |n
sone regards the two states are unitary in name only, npst
notably with respect to their econony and custons |aws as
di scussed in Chapter 11I1. The central governnment in
Bel grade is ostensibly in charge of defense and foreign
affairs, but Mntenegro has tried to strike new ground with
the latter. Wiile largely unsuccessful, Mont enegrin
politicians have attenpted to reach out to the Wst wth
hopes of forging bilateral relations separate from Serbi a.
For exanple, rather than providing unconditional support,
Secretary of State Albright cautioned Montenegrin Prine
M ni ster Vuj anovi ¢ agai nst a hasty declaration of

i ndependence during a four-day visit to the US. 101

Two of the nore inportant articles of the agreenent
concern the issues of independence and the structure of the
mlitary. The earliest that either constituency can hold a
referendum for independence is 2006. If this occurs,
i nternational docunments concerning the Federal Republic of

100 «Text of Serbia-Mntenegro agreement,” 15 March 2002; avail able
fromhttp://news. bbc. co. uk/ 2/ hi/europe/ 1874523. stm Internet; accessed
24 May 2004.

101 «wwj anovi c Says US Urging Caution Over Referendum” 5 February
2000; Paris AFP (North European Service); FBIS; accessed 7 June 2005.

51



Yugosl avia, particularly UN Security Council Resolution
1244, “would relate in their entirety to Serbia as
successor.”102  This ensures the fate of Kosovo is not |eft
undetermned if a split should happen. Under Tito's
regime, conscripts served outside their native republic
under the presunption that they would nore readily put down
uprisings against ot her ethnicities than their own.
However, under the new union, recruits conplete their
mandatory mlitary service in their native nenber-state,
but may serve in the other nenber-state if so desired.
This | eaves the possibility of each state’'s security forces
being used against each other in the event of inter-
republic hostilities. These two constitutional articles
denonstrate the shift away from Tito's tightly controlled
Yugosl avia where, until 1974, the federal state dom nated
the republics as well as the perverted version offered by
M | oSevic where Serbia al one held that position.
B. THE EUROPEAN UNI ON

The nost i nfluenti al out si de entity in t he
rel ati onship between Serbia and Montenegro has been, and
nost likely wll ~continue to be, the European Union.
Mont enegro has viewed its possible future as an i ndependent
state inextricably tied to EU recognition. Mont enegrin
President Filip Vujanovic said that the “way to European

integration is the interest of al | the people of
Mont enegro, interest of all the parties, governing and
opposition...”103 Serbian politicians, on the other hand

have not always put as nuch interest in joining the EU as
Mont enegr o. Yugoslav Premer MmMmMr Bulatovic once said

102 «“Text of Serbia- Montenegro agreenent.”

103 Filip Vujanovic, “Feasibility study conpletion delay is harnfu
to Montenegro,” 13 February 2004, Press Conference, Podgorica, Serbia
and Mont enegr o.
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that he was proud to be on an EU bl acklist which barred him
and hundreds of other Ml oSevic loyalists fromentering any
menber countries. He boasted “we are all proud to be on
the list, which is the proof that we remained faithful to
our goals, interests, obligations and the need to defend
our country” and that “getting off the list would be easy,
you just need to say that Slobodan Ml oSevic is not right
and that Anerica is right.”104

The European Union has nost recently asserted itself
in the affairs of the Forner Yugoslavia with the adm ssion
of Slovenia on 1 My 2004 and accepting Croatia as a
candi date country on 18 June 2004. Javi er Solana has
clearly and repeatedly stated that the road to joining the
European Union lies in Serbia and Mntenegro’ s continued
unity, though his role in helping create the Belgrade
Agreement was sonewhat controversi al because of hi s
previ ous positions. As one Serbian politician noted “it
[is] cynical that the man who ordered the bonbing of
Yugosl avi a¥%as the then Secretary General of NATO should be
assisting the talks process now ”105 Still others who
believe he held too promnent a role in the negotiations
derisively call the new union of Serbia and Montenegro
“Solania.” The issue of how long the nenbers of the union
woul d have to wait until holding an independence referendum
proved to be one of the conplex itens of the conprom se.
Solana initially proposed a noratorium on such a referendum
for five, six, or even seven years. Naturally this was

ill-received by Mntenegrin Prime Mnister MIlo D ukanovic

104 «yygosl av Prenier says he is flattered by EU punishment,” 19
Decenber 2000; Associated Press Worl dstream accessed 28 May 2005.

105 «“yygosl avia’'s future: Wio wants what?,” 17 Decenber 2001
avai l abl e from http://news. bbc. co. uk/ 1/ hi /wor| d/ eur ope/ 1715822. st m
Internet; accessed 24 May 2004.
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who wanted it much sooner. The negotiating parties reached
a conprom se of three years which began counting down when

t he new constitution cane into effect. 106

There is no apparent dissension within the EU ranks on
its firm position on Serbia and Mntenegro. Then French
Foreign Mnister Hubert Vedrine said that “no European or
Anerican |eader, as far as | know, is in favour of
Mont enegro possibly becom ng independent, and | don’'t
believe, what’s nore, that there are any neighboring
countries who are in favour of it either.”107 |n a visit to
Bel grade, French President Jacques Chirac bluntly said that
“the European Union opposes the idea of an independent
Mont enegr o. The Union is now hostile towards a total
severance of relations between Mntenegro and the federal
state.”108  |jkew se, Germany, who was l|argely responsible
for leading the international comunity in recognizing an
i ndependent Slovenia and Croatia in 1991, urged Montenegro
to give denocratic refornms in Serbia a chance. In a
neeting with President D ukanovic, German Foreign M nister
Joschka Fischer flatly said that his country would not

support “Podgorica’s plan to achi eve quick sovereignty.”109

The Eur opean Union’s maj or appr ehensi on with
Mont enegro’ s declaration of independence is that it wll

create further instability in the region. O specific

106 “Mont enegrin Prenmier calls for independence referendumin 2005,"
9 May 2004; BBC Monitoring International Reports; accessed 10 May 2004.

107 “French foreign ninister says Europe, US against Montenegrin
i ndependence,” 7 February 2001; Paris AFP (Donestic Service); FBIS
accessed 26 May 2005.

108 «\ont enegrin Authorities Face Growi ng Foreign Pressure To Abandon
I ndependence,” 12 Decenber 2001; Bel grade BETA; FBIS; accessed 26 My
2005.

109 Andrei Urban, “German FM skeptical about Montenegro’s
i ndependence,” 8 Novenber 2000; | TAR-TASS News Agency; accessed 28 My
2005.
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concern are independence-m nded Al banians in Kosovo, as
well as in Macedonia, and Serbs from the fornmer warring
factions within Bosnia and Herzegovi na. Al most a quarter
mllion ethnic Al banian refugees fled to Macedonia during
Qperation Allied Force in 1999 and its sizable Al banian
mnority already there may nore actively seek a union with
Al bania proper if Serbia 1is the lone successor to
Yugosl avi a. Finally, the still delicate peace in Bosnia
and Herzegovina may be shattered if the Bosnian Serbs
desire political wunity wth an individually sovereign
Serbia. In sum the EU has legitimte reason to worry that
an independent Mntenegro could result in upsetting the

uneasy cal m t hroughout the Bal kans.

To a certain extent, the European Union is intervening
in the donmestic policy of a sovereign state. Sol ana
justifies this as “further fragnmentation would only create
further division and instability in Montenegro and the
regi on, " 110 He also warned Mntenegro that in declaring
i ndependence they would effectively lose all gains made to
date by the conbined efforts of both states. One ot her
nmethod Solana s using to decrease the chance of
Mont enegrins passing a successful independence referendum
Is by requiring its support by a qualified majority rather
than a sinple majority. 111 In this endeavor he has the
backi ng of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE), Europe’'s preemnent elections watchdog.
Finally, despite all the efforts of the European Union to

110 «“gol ana warns Mont enegro agai nst i ndependence,” 1 Decenber 2001
Europe Information Service No. 2640; accessed 10 May 2004.

111 A sinple majority would require only more than half in favor of
the referendumto pass while a qualified nmajority would need to exceed
a predeterm ned threshold higher than half. The EU has not yet
proposed or recommended a specific percentage for Montenegro.
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keep the two countries together, even their own officials
admt that if “after a denocratic process Mntenegro
becones I ndependent, [they] wil | reluctantly accept

this. 112

Montenegro did not accept the Belgrade Agreenent
wi thout believing they would receive sonething in return
from the European Union. Their agreed upon delay in
hol ding an independence referendum was supposed to be in
exchange for nore rapid progress towards nenbership.
However, the European Commission has only recently
conpleted a feasibility study on Serbia and Montenegro’s
preparedness for entry which is the first inportant step in
the process. EU Comm ssioner for Enlargenent dIli Rehn
stated that “this is the beginning of the European road for
Serbia and Montenegro.” The study concluded that the union
is sufficiently prepared to negotiate a Stabilization and
Associ ati on Agreenent (SAA). The SAA, the final stage of
the Stabilization and Association Process, creates “a
contractual relation between a country of the [Wstern
Bal kan] region and the European Union.”113  The timng of
t he announcenent may be nore than coincidence. Serbia and
Mont enegro’s prospects for EU nenbership have inproved
considerably with Iless than a year before the first

avai |l abl e opportunity to hold an i ndependence referendum

Wiile the EU holds considerable sway in the Bal kans

Montenegrin officials have stated there are sonme matters

112 «“nMbnt enegro accuses EU of bias against small countries,” 9
February 2002; Europe Information Service No. 2658; accessed 10 May
2004.

113 «gserbia and Mont enegro: Commi ssion confirms sufficient progress
to open negotiations on a Stabilisation and Associ ati on Agreenent,” 12
April 2005; available from
http://europa.eu.int/conmiexternal relations/see/news/; |nternet;
accessed 26 May 2005.
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that are non-negoti able. During an interview with an
Italian newspaper, D ukanovic was asked if there was
anything in Mntenegro’'s negotiations with the EU that he
coul d never accept. The prinme mnister was clear in his
response by sayi ng:

What we coul d never accept in any way whatsoever

are limtations on our right to choose our

future. W would consider that discrimnation

I f Europe disagrees, let it call a neeting of the

Council for General Affairs and state explicitly

t hat Montenegro cannot do it; but | think certain

ri ghts are indisputable. 114

Following the signing of the Belgrade Agreenent,
Dj ukanovic faced the wath of his pro-independence
constituency who accused him of betraying his election
prom ses. During a question and answer session, he
vehenently denied this accusation claimng “ny election
prom se was to pursue a policy conducive to the restoration
of Montenegrin statehood...| still believe that this is the
best solution for the present and the future of
Mont enegro.” Later in the session he reiterated that his
preoccupation was “not with the [independence] referendum
but with the restoration of Mntenegrin statehood, and with
Mont enegro regaining its international and | egal status.”115
C. THE UNI TED NATI ONS AND THE | CTY

Firmy linked to Montenegro’s status in Europe and the
world is its relationship with the United Nations. Prior
to the fall of MIloSevic, Mntenegro, in an attenpt to
increase its diplomatic wvisibility and gain Wstern

support, sent Zeljko Perovic to establish hinself as a

114 «“nmpbnt enegro’ s Dj ukanovi ¢ Lists Reasons for Rejecting Yugoslav
Federation,” 22 February 2002; Tur Stanpa; FBIS; accessed 8 June 2005.

115 «“Mbnt enegrin president says accord with Serbia best possible at
present,” 14 March 2002; Podgorica Tel evisi on Montenegro; FBIS;
accessed 8 June 2005.
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sel f-proclainmed one-man “head of mssion and U N [|iaison
officer.”116  Yet, since it was a constituent republic of
Yugosl avia at the time, Montenegro could not even receive
“observer” status simlar to that granted to entities |ike
the Pal estine Liberation Organization. In fact, not even
the envoys from Bel grade had full rights at the UN as sone
menbership rights were revoked with the outbreak of civil
war in 1992.117  \Wiile a worthy attenpt, the Mntenegrin
nove proved to be an ineffective nmeans of chanpioning their

cause.

Mont enegro has a special interest in maintaining good
relations with the UN s International Crinminal Tribunal for

the Forner Yugoslavia (ICTY). Establi shed by Security
Council Resolution 827 on WMy 25, 1993, the ICTY has
focused its efforts on prosecuting all those gquilty of

conmitting war crinmes regardless of ethnicity.11®  Serbia
and Montenegro are constantly rem nded that their adm ssion
to the European Union depends greatly on their conpliance
with the [CTY. According to European Union Externa

Rel ati ons Conmmi ssioner Chris Patten, “[l]et’s be clear,
Serbia can protect those indicted for mass nurder and ot her
horrible crinmes or it can join the European Union, but it

can’t do both.”119

Montenegro has two  distinct approaches in its

relations with the |CTY. The first involves collaboration

116 Nicole Wnfield, “Mntenegro More Visible at UN,” 15 July 2000;
Associ ated Press Online, accessed 26 May 2005.

117 | pi d.

118 «|CcTY At A dance,” 21 April 2005; available from
http://ww. un.org/icty/glance/index.htm Internet; accessed 26 My
2005.

119 «“patten points to patchy progress towards prospective
menbership,” 1 May 2004; Europe Information Service No. 2865; accessed
10 May 2004.
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with Serbia in amending a controversial constitutional |aw
After its ratification in 2002, the offending law, “Article
39,” held that any person indicted for war crines after the
law canme into effect could not be extradited to The Hague.
There was an imediate international outcry when the
article was passed. Judge C aude Jorda, President of the
| CTY, said Article 39 “contravenes I nt ernati onal
obl i gations.” The European Commi ssion had characterized

Serbia and Montenegro’s cooperation with the ICTY as “slow,

reluctant, and insufficient.” Serbia and Mbntenegro
responded to this criticism by anending the |aw The
amendnent strips away the tinme limtation clause so that

further indictnments are permtted. Serbia and Montenegro’' s
foreign mnister Goran Svilanovic acknow edged that new
indictments can be expected wth the passing of the
amendnent . This anmendnent has won praise from the
Coalition for International Justice in showing “renewed

wi | lingness to cooperate with The Hague.”120

Unfortunately, the nove towards conpliance has not
al ways been steady and uniform In March 2004, the United
States withheld $26 million in econonmic aid to Serbia and
Mont enegro because of Serbia' s |lack of conpliance with the
| CTY. Thus Montenegro’'s second tack involves distancing
itself from Serbia and its associated inage as an
i nternational outcast. The Montenegrin governnent is
actively working with the I1CTY independent of Serbia.
Former Montenegrin Foreign Mnister Dragi Sa Burzan pl edged
his country’'s full cooperation with the ICTY calling it “a
civilization matter for us.” He also vehenently denies the

120 «“gserbia and Montenegro noves toward the EU,” 7 April 2003;
avail abl e from
htt p: //ww. euobserver. cont i ndex. pt hm ?print =true&si d=9&ai d=10839;
Internet; accessed 12 May 2004.
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presence of any indictees on Mntenegrin soil.121 President
Vuj anovi ¢ was even nore specific stating “Karadzic [who was
born there] would never enter Mntenegro because he knows
he would be arrested immediately.” Vuj anovic called the
all egations that he is hiding there “lies...presented to
make the international community less interested in
cooperation with Montenegro.”122 NMontenegro is aware of the
link between working with the ICTY and its rapprochenent
with Europe. Although Serbia has worked with The Hague in
an inconsistent fashion, Mntenegro is nmuch nore anxious to
cooperate in order to further the legitimacy of their
I nternational ains.
D. THE UNI TED STATES

The position of the United States towards Serbia and
Montenegro virtually mrrors that of the European Union and
United Nations. The US feels strongly that Serbia and
Mont enegro should remain together. In July 1999, when
asked by the editor of a Montenegrin weekly if the US would
bl ock a Montenegrin nove towards independence if forced to
| eave Yugosl avia because of Ml oSevic, President dinton
said “I want the people of Mntenegro to have a maxi mnum of
freedom and sel f-determ nation. But | don't think it’'s a
good idea for the United States, or for Wstern Europe
generally, to get in the business of redrawing national
borders right now "123 US Anbassador to Yugoslavia, WIIiam

Mont gonery, said that “the United States fully supported

121 «Byrzan says no Hague indictees in Mntenegro,” 17 February 2003;
Fi nanci al Tinmes Information; accessed 27 May 2004.

122 «“Karadzic not in Montenegro, prenier says,” 17 March 2002;
Deut sche Press-Agentur; accessed 26 May 2005.

123 Anna Husarska, “FRYed,” The New Republic 221, no. 14 (4 Cctober
1999): 17.
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the views of the EU regarding the future relations of
Montenegro and Serbia...there is no longer any dilenm

about it.”124

The United States has taken sonmething of a political
“tough | ove” approach wth Mntenegro. As with the EU, the
US is insistent on the union’s full cooperation wth The
Hague and is critical of Belgrade’'s “arns-to-lraq” scandal
in 2002. Wile MIloSevic was in power, the US had to give
its support to D ukanovic to help undermne the dictator’s
power base, but not so nuch so as to give the appearance of
backi ng Montenegrin independence. US- Yugosl av rel ations
reached their lowest point in 1999 when Richard Hol brooke
sought Yugoslavia' s renoval from the United Nations. Yet
even after MIloSevic’'s fall, it was <challenging for
Mont enegrin authorities to receive Wstern acknow edgenent.
One nmonth after the Bush administration took office,
Secretary of State Colin Powell refused to see Djukanovic
when he was in Wshington, D.C 125 The State Departnent
claimed that Powell did not want to influence the inpending

el ections in Montenegro.

Montenegro also has to consider Anerica’ s clout even

with regard to EU accession. Croatia recently admtted
t hat its “cooling rel ati ons” W th t he US were
“instrumental...in t he post ponenent of [ menber shi p]

negotiations with the European Union.”126 The road to the

124 « Ambassador Mont gomery Confirms US Agai nst Montenegro’ s
I ndependence,” 13 February 2001; Bel grade BETA; FBIS; accessed 26 My
2005.

125 Tom Gal | agher, “ldentity in Flux, Destination Uncertain:
Mont enegro During and After the Yugoslav Wars,” International Journal
of Politics, Culture and Society 17, no. 1 (Fall 2003): 66.

126 Nikola Jelic, “Coolness in Croatia's Relations with US Seen as
bstacle to Joining EU, NATO " 23 May 2005; Zagreb Jutarnji List; FBIS;
accessed 25 May 2005.
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EU may not I|ead through Wshington, but US support is
understood to be an unstated prerequisite for countries
seeki ng EU nenber shi p.

The United States continues to be an inportant actor
in the region for econom c reasons. Anerica was Serbia and
Montenegro’s largest foreign investor in 2003.127 On
another level, the United States holds sway with the other
potential sources of external aid. If they can convince
these foreign actors that aid to Serbia and Mntenegro is
i nadvi sable, they very well my stop their assistance
efforts. This nove would devastate Serbia and Montenegro’s
already fragile econony. Serbian Deputy Prime Mnister
Mroljub Labus put it succinctly: “Serbia cannot do w thout
the IMF.7128 \Wile the threat of foreign aid drying up is
serious enough, there may be even graver inpacts. As a
consequence of the withdrawal of foreign aid, investors nay
interpret this as a sign of regional instability and |ack
of international conmtnent. The |ikelihood of investnent
in this type of scenario is very low Cearly, the United
States’ influence over Serbia and Montenegro is substanti al
both politically and econom cally.

E. RUSSI A
Not all of the actors who can influence Serbia and

Montenegro are from the West. There is a perception that
Russia has historic ties to Serbia and they wll always
cone to the aid of their “Slavic brothers.” In fact,

Russia only supports the Serbian cause when it is to their
benefit and, historically, “when push cones to shove Russia

127 «External Affairs, Serbia and Montenegro,” 17 March 2004;
available fromhttp://ww#4. janes.com Internet; accessed 14 May 2004.

128 «| abus Says Serbia Ready To Pursue Reforns, Optinistic on Debt,
I MF, " 12 April 2004; Novi Sad Dnevnik; FBIS; accessed 30 May 2004.
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has al ways abandoned the ‘savages.’”129 |n recent tines,
Russia has sent conflicting nessages regarding the
rel ati onship between Serbia and Montenegro. Russi a began
wi th anbival ent statenents. They said that the matter was
purely a donestic one and “[w] hether Serbia and Mntenegro
beconme i ndependent states or stay in a single federation,
Russia is prepared in any event to cooperate closely wth

both republics.”130

The next developnment occurred in April 2003 when
Russia decided to wthdraw its peacekeepi ng contingent from
Kosovo and Bosnia. The two reasons given by Russian Chief
of General Staff Anatolii Kvashnin were that all of their
mlitary objectives had been achieved and the high
operating costs of the deploynents. In reality, there is
still unrest there which requires an international mlitary
presence and the total operational expense is relatively
smal | . The nore likely reason is a lack of Russia s
interest in the Balkans stemm ng from the discernnent that
they cannot conpete with the Wst there.131 Ser bi an
President Boris Tadic could only say that, “we did not
fully understand this decision, but we respected it.”132
Russian officials added that the drifting of Kosovo towards

i ndependence will Jlead to a second Chechnya, where

terrorism and drug trafficking wll flourish...in the

129 jydah, 52.

130 Maksi m Yusin, “Russia Wuld ‘ Cooperate Closely’ Wth Both
I ndependent Montenegro and Serbia,” 10 April 2001; Mscow | zvestiya;
FBI'S; Internet; accessed 14 May 2004.

131 “Troop pul | -out shortens Mbscow s reach,” OxResearch, Oxford (25
April 2003), 1.

132 Gennady Sysoyev, “Russia Should Be in the Bal kans,” 17 Novenber
2004; Mbscow Konmersant; FBIS; accessed 25 January 2005.
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center of Europe.”133 Fortunately this grim prediction has
not conme to pass. Neverthel ess, the decision to |eave
effectively relinquishes Russia’'s ability to have a say in
the region with regard to mlitary matters. Later in the
sane nonth of mking this decision, in a reversal of
statenents made two years prior, a spokesman for the
Russian Foreign Mnistry said their country backed “the
efforts of Belgrade and Podgorica to build up a Serbian-
Montenegrin state comonweal th.”134 However, this sonewhat
uncl ear stance of Russia’'s true role in the region has not

deterred Serbia and Montenegro from seeking its support.

Serbia and Montenegro has |ooked to Russia for both
political and econom ¢ assi st ance. Duri ng t he
aforenentioned <crisis in 2000 when MIloSevic adopted
fundanmental constitutional anendnents w thout consulting
Montenegrin officials, the Serbian |eader was hoping

Mont enegro would actually attenpt to hold an independence

ref erendum This would have given him justification in
declaring nmartial law and the ability to deploy the
Yugosl av army agai nst Mont enegro. Dy ukanovi ¢ bel i eved the

Bal kans were facing another civil war “which only Russia
could prevent.”135 Yet at this critical hour Russia did not
i nt ervene. Economi cal | y, Serbia and Mntenegro are
dependent on Russia for energy sources such as natural gas.

Serbia in particular has a critical need for natural gas to

133 “Russia to quit ex-Yugoslavia; Kosovo to becone ‘a second
Chechnya,’” 9 April 2003; BBC Monitoring International Reports;
accessed 14 May 2004.

134 «“Russia supports efforts to build Serbian-Mntenegrin
commonweal th,” 23 April 2003; Financial Times Information; accessed 14
May 2004.

135 ““Only Russia’ can stop new Bal kan war after M| osevic snub to
Mont enegro,” 12 July 2000; Moscow Kommersant; FBI'S; accessed 14 May
2004.
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i nprove its econony and, at one point, had a $300 mllion
debt to Russia's gas i ndustry joint-stock conpany
Gazprom 136 Gas shipnents were actually suspended in June
2000 due to Serbia's arrears and projected inability to
pay. Finally, as discussed in Chapter 111, many busi nesses
and industries in Mntenegro have yet to be privatized
which make them ripe for foreign investors. Russia has
al ready poured capital into Montenegro by purchasing hotels
on the Adriatic and real estate connected to tourism 137
Wiile Russia may not hold a dom nant position in
determining the future of the wunion between Serbia and
Mont enegro, the two republics continue to have interests
t here. Therefore, in the search for European Union
menber ship, Serbia and Montenegro have to find a bal ance
between enbracing the Wst while being careful not to
al i enate Russi a.
F. CONCLUSI ONS

Under the | eadership of D ukanovic in the late 1990’ s,
Mont enegro seened to be destined for independence. Yet, it
was the EU that Dbrokered the peaceful transition from
Yugoslavia into the Union of Serbia and Montenegro.
Dj ukanovic placed greater value on becom ng an EU nenber
state than on any other goal, even independence. W t hout
EU invol venent, Montenegro would have likely declared its
i ndependence regardless of the consequences outside its
bor ders. Yet, D ukanovic did not perceive the signing of
the signing of the Belgrade Agreenent as a true sacrifice

136 Gennady Sysoyev, “Russia invited to Bal kans - Wth Natural Gas in
Tow,” The Current Digest of the Post-Soviet Press 53, no. 8 (23
February 2001): 21. Though Russia sinultaneously had a debt to the
For mer Yugosl avia of about $267 mllion.

137 “Mont enegrin Prenier, Russian Foreign M nister discuss political,
economic ties,” 19 July 2003; Mscow Kommersant; FBIS; accessed 14 My
2004.
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of autonony. He said that “objectively and responsibly, we
can say today that with this [agreenent] Montenegro has
retained and affirmed all inportant rights for governing
its own future.”138  Furthernore, it is inportant to note
that Mntenegro did not give carte blanc to the EU in
setting the conditions for the new union wth Serbia.
Dy ukanovic was insistent that his citizens ultimately be
af forded the opportunity to determne their future. I f the
EU had not specified a tineline allowng for a referendum

to be held, Montenegro woul d not have signed the agreenent.

Besi des the European Union, there are other external
actors which influenced Montenegro’s behavior. |In order to
gain international acceptance, Montenegro had to closely
cooperate with the |1CTY. Additionally, wth potentia
investment interests in Mntenegro and the power of
granting or wthholding critical foreign aid, the United
St ates al so hol ds consi der abl e i nfl uence in t he
i nternational conmmunity. Thus far the US has been willing

to defer to the European Union in natters concerning

Montenegro and will alnost certainly continue to do so in
the future. Finally, while Russia may be seen as an
alternative to the Wst, it has denonstrated Ilittle

interest in the Union’s affairs and, consequently, holds
negligi bl e influence over its behavior.

138 “Mbnt enegrin president says accord with Serbia best possible at
present.”
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V.  CONCLUSI ON

A SUMVARY OF RESEARCH FI NDI NGS

The Union of Serbia and Montenegro is a case of
successful international intervention to prevent another
possi bl e Bal kan war. Left to their own devices,
Montenegro’'s |leaders wuld have held an independence
referendum nost likely in the 1999-2000 tinefrane. Wth
MIloSevic still in power, this could have resulted in
bl oodshed. In successfully negotiating a union of the two
republics, the international community avoi ded the outbreak
of hostilities within Montenegro as well as potentially in
its neighboring states. However, the union of Serbia and
Montenegro is wvirtually a msnoner as the only truly

federal institutions are the Foreign Mnistry and mlitary.

In general, Montenegrin nationalism has not been a
factor in the decision to separate or unify with Serbia.
Ethnically, |linguistically, and religiously, Serbia and
Montenegro are quite simlar, but certainly not identical
Each republic also has a distinct history which has not
al ways been marked by cordial relations. Per haps nost
i nportantly, the promnent |eaders of Mntenegro have not
been prone to utilizing nationalismto further their goals.
Yet, there are enough differences between the two republics
that sonmeone determned to stir up support for a
“Montenegrin identity” could conceivably do so.

Another inportant factor in this case was that
Montenegrins were able to satiate their material interests
and still remain together wth Serbia. Rel ying on an
econony that survives on inports, low tariffs benefit all
but a small mnority of Montenegrins. Mont enegro’ s

67



political |eaders were able to maintain control over this
policy independent of Serbia. Furthernore, Mntenegro has
assumed control of its borders, but has not denonstrated

the wll to curb the tide of snugglers and organized
crimnals transiting through the country. This indicates
that these illegal groups are Ilikely now paying off

Mont enegrin border officials rather than Yugoslav Arny
ones. Lastly, the current nethods of privatization in
Montenegro allow elites to receive all the potential
benefits of the process wthout submtting thenselves to
hi gher echel on oversight. European Union officials or a
strong federal governnment in Belgrade could have asserted
t hensel ves as a clearing house for privatization matters in
the union thereby undercutting Montenegro’s authority. Yet
current trends in the relationship between the EU and
Mont enegro indicate that the former is willing to give mnmuch
nore autonony to the later in return for continued union
wi th Serbi a. If the EU attenpted to force the econonies
together in such a way that inposed a cost on the
Montenegrin elite, the true extent of EU influence would

have been brought to |ight.

At first sight, it appears that the international
comuni ty over cane Mont enegro’ s noment um t owar ds
i ndependence and successfully negotiated a wunion wth
Serbia. Wile it is a fact that the endstate consisted of
no i ndependent Mont enegro  and, nore inportantly, no
regional hostilities, external actors did not have to
contend with two potentially divisive factors. First,
the world did not have to convince nationalistic
Montenegrins to halt their desire for a sovereign state.
Second, the EU agreed to allow the two states to have
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essentially independent economes wthout affecting their
material interests. Consequently, there was no cost
inmposed on politicians or business |eaders who had
interests in being able to set or influence Mntenegrin
fiscal policies. Furthernore, Montenegro agreed to this
union wth the understanding that it could hold an
i ndependence referendum as early as February 2006. As that
time draws nearer, the EU has nade additional concessions
whi ch further |oosened the already | oose union. The United
States has essentially backed the EUs work and has used
its nonetary strength to pronote Montenegro’s cooperation
with the UN and [|CTY. Finally, the Russian Federation has
taken an approach resulting in a decline of its influence
in the region and is not a factor in the independence
questi on. In short, Montenegrins are willing to be joined
with Serbia as long as the fire of nationalism does not
flare up and the phantom union does not inpinge on
Montenegrin elites’ material interests.
B. | MPLI CATI ONS FOR THE FUTURE

The failure of the international comunity to prevent
the tragedies in Bosnia and Kosovo did not deter it from
I ntervening in Montenegro. However, this is not to say
that it has found the *“silver bullet” for neking al
potentially sovereign states abandon their independence
aims. As has been shown, the conditions in Mntenegro were
conducive to international negotiations. The scenario
coul d have concluded nmuch differently if the world had to
force two (or nore) entities together w thout |eaving room

for conprom se.

The term “independence” has a different meani ng when

mentioned in the context of the Balkans. Wile the
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anni versary of the United States’ independence makes nost
Americans feel proud, Croatia and Bosnia's struggle for
I ndependence brings forth thoughts of mass suffering and
shanmeful international indifference. The specter of the
Yugoslav civil wars still weighs heavy on the mnds of
today’ s di pl omats. For this reason, they react cautiously
when mnorities nmke statenents concerning independence.
The conditions surrounding independence in the Balkans
today are nuch different than those of the early 1990s.
Montenegro’s future is intertwined with the question of
mnority rights in Kosovo, Mcedonia, and Bosnia as their
status poses the greatest threat to regional security. In
confronting a situation simlar to that in the Former
Yugosl avia, international actors would be well-advised to
consi der what elenments of nationalism are present and the
presence of individuals willing to use them as well as
whose material interests are affected by the continuance of
uni on. This will allow the world to form the best course
of action for that specific situation — to do otherw se
coul d be di sasterous.
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