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1. Introduction.

Under what conditions can NATO members restore stability to regions torn apart by war
and internd conflict? When is military force necessary to do s0? This paper explains
how the NATO dlies sabilized internd conflictsin post-cold war Europe.

This study probes focues on NATO's security role in the Bakans after 1992. The
Balkans generated successive waves of ingtability after the cold war. NATO members
exerted congderable diplomatic and military pressure to quell conflict in the region.
Today southeastern Europeislargdy stable. Yet NATO members did not achieve these
results easily or quickly. NATO’ s successive Balkan operations represent an uneven and
puzzling record of success. NATO gates emerged from the cold war stronger than ever.
But state and non-dtate actors routindy defied threats issued by aliance members seeking
to impose ability on aturbulent region.

Thiswas seen mogt vividly during the civil war in Bosnia-Hercegovina, when on severa
occasions NATO members threatened military action only to see Bosnian Serb
authorities continue their attadks. In October 1998 NATO miilitary threats did pressure
Y ugodav Presdent Slobodan MiloSevic into permitting a peace monitoring force, led by
the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), to enter Kosovo. But
when conflict erupted in the province only months later, NATO mentbers made even
more trangparent threets that failed to move the Yugodav president. While NATO states
ultimatdly slenced the gunsin both Bosnia and Kosovo, the question remains: Under
what conditions will threats issued by NATO members lead to enforcesble and stable
peace settlements in out-of- area conflicts?

This study uses bargaining theory to explain the divergent outcomes achieved by NATO
Sates as they pursued coercive diplomacy in the Balkans. It argues that resolving out- of-
area conflict depends on both the preferences of parties to interna disputes and the nature



of the threats NATO gates employ. The paper links together preferences and threats to
provide a consstent explanation across adl the casesin which NATO states sought
impose their will. Inthe mogt intractable Balkan conflicts, NATO restored stability only
after the alies used military force and threastened the domestic political base of stronger
parties that blocked an agreement.

This sudy unfoldsin five magjor sections. Part one briefly summarizes the empirical and
theoreticd literature on NATO' sinvolvement in Bakans and identifies the key puzzles
that remain. Part two outlines the research design and methodology employed. Part three
discusses reevant theoretica models and formulates competing explanatory hypotheses
that can unrave the puzzle of NATO's uneven successin the Bakans. Part four draws
comparisons across seven Bakan cases to specify the conditions under which NATO
states were able to send credible signals and put an end to internd conflicts. Thefifth
section offers abrief summary of the research and explores the policy implications of the

findings



2. Understanding Conflict and Cooper ation in the Balkans

Research on post-cold war Balkan conflicts fdlsinto three distinct categories. Oneisan
empiricd literature detailing the evolution of Bakan conflicts and the internationa
responseto them.!  Studiesin this genre offer detailed case histories of specific Bakan
conflicts and examine the surrounding the international community’ s effortsto bring

those wars to an end.

The second category comprises an analytic literature that employs theoretica and
conceptua constructs to explain important aspects of Balkan crises.? Thisliterature
addresses puzzles about the politicd effects of tacticd air power, intra-dliance

bargaining, and war termination, among others.

A third category of work uses Balkan crises as part of a comparative case methodology to
test broader hypotheses about internationd conflict3 These sudies focus more on testing
internationa relations theories rather than explaining concrete cases. They include post-
cold war Balkan conflict in asample of cases drawn from other time periods and regions
to test propositions about democracy and intervention, coercive diplomacy, and the

effectiveness of coercive air power.

This study bresks new ground by using theory to explain an important puzzle that cuts
across dl post-cold war conflicts in southeastern Europe. Unlike the second group of
studies, the scope of case selection is comprehensive rather than focused on one or two
cases. But unlike the third category of work cited above, this paper does not seek to test
generdizations about internationa interactions beyond the Bakan context. The focus
remains explaining concrete empirical puzzles about how NATO used coercive

diplomacy in southeastern Europe.



3. Research Questions, Empirical Cases, and M ethodol ogy

Why has an dliance of strong democratic states achieved uneven results when seeking to
reestablish gability in out-of-area conflicts? Why did NATO members need to use force
to achieve gability in some cases but not others? Why wasforce initidly ineffectivein
both Bosnia and Kasovo? The performance of NATO staesin the Bakansis puzzling

for three primary reasons.

Firg, NATO members emerged from the cold war stronger than ever. The economic and
military capabilities of NATO dates, particularly those of the United States, have been
unmeatched in Europe and esawhere for the entire post-cold war period. Yet NATO
members had difficulty imposing their collective will on much wesker actorsin Bakans.
The baance of power between NATO members, individually and collectively, presents a
logicd darting for explaining these cases. One can operationdlize the balance of power
in different ways. A useful gpproach calculates the baance of military capabilities by
creeting an average based on number of troops, aggregate military expenditure, and
military expenditure per soldier.* On thisreading, NATO states consistently had massive
military superiority over the actorsit targeted in out-of-area operations. Despite these
advantages across the entire range of the cases considered here, NATO members
experienced varying degrees of success when issuing diplomatic sgnas designed to quell
interna conflict. Relative power and the balance of forces on their own, therefore,

cannot explain the variation in outcomes exhibited in these cases.

Second, even when NATO states used military force, they did not dways achieve their
grategic gods. NATO forces began using military againgt Bosnian Serb targetsin 1994
while smultaneoudy seeking a negotiated settlement to the war in Bosnia. Periodic
military strikes between April 1994 and July 1995 had no effect in promoting a

settlement.

Findly, NATO'sinvolvement in the Bakans isinteresting because aliance members

were by and large not distracted by other crises. The successive Bakan crises emerged in



aten-year period between two critica events. the 1991 Persan Gulf War and the 11
September 2001 terror attacks on the United States. The United States dedlt with acrisis
on the Korean Peninsulain 1994 and another in Iraq in 1998 (with Greet Britain). But
the Balkans remained the focus of the Euro-Atlantic dliance for much of that decade.
Thus NATO members could and did focus their attention on the Balkans during this
period. Nonethdless, aliance states found that promoting stability in southeastern Europe
posed sgnificant chalenges.

2.1 Case ldentification

This study explains outcomes as processes rather than discrete events. The successive
crisesin the Balkans played out over severd years. To this point, none of the Balkan
conflicts have rlapsed into war. Y et scholars must resst the temptation to trace back
from these stable end points and identify the origins peace. As noted below, sdlecting on
the dependent variable distorts the andlysis and does not offer a sound method for
probing underlying causation.

The gtarting point for case selection centers on mgor threat announcements and military
srikes by NATO members. This study parses out cases from the announcement of
threats issued by NATO members. Cases are end dated when a stable settlement
emerges. If NATO members escalate from verba threats to military action, anew caseis
dated from the firgt military strikes to the emergence of a settlement. The Bosniaand
Kosovo crises are thus divided into two cases: one dating from NATO members isuing
verba warnings and the other from the onset of NATO miilitary strikes. Using these
criteria, this study isolates seven cases involving NATO and internd war in the Balkans.

= Bosnia August 1993 — February 1994

= Bosnia, April 1994 - November 1995

» Kosovo, December 1992 — March 1999
=« Kosovo, March 1999 - June 1999



= Presevo Valey, February 2000 - May 2001
= Macedonia, March 2001 - October 2001
= Serbia-Montenegro, April 1999 - March 2002

These criteria exclude some post-cold war Bakan conflicts.  The war between

Y ugodaviaand Soveniaisone. A second is the war between the Republic of Croatia
and Yugodaviaduring 1991 and 1992. This conflict is not included in the sample for

two reasons. First, NATO members decided againgt leveling threats against Belgrade
when Yugodav army (VJ) forces attacked Croatiain 1991. NATO military officids
drew up contingency plans to rebuff Serb attacks againgt Croatian cities like Vukovar and
Dubrovnik.> But NATO officids never issued verba warnings during thewar.  The
United Nations (UN) took the lead instead. UN negotiators hammered out a cease-firein
January 1992, which Croatian forces broke one year later. Decision-making by NATO
members, therefore, does not fulfill the first case-sdlection criterion.  In this respect, the
policy of NATO members on the war was not unlike its gpproach to other conflictsin the
Euro-Atlantic region. In Chechyna, Nagorno-Karabakh, Moldova, and el sewhere, NATO
members Smply refrained from issuing threats and intervening in internd conflicts.

Second, formal conflict between Republic of Croatia and Federal Republic of Yugodavia
(FRY) came to an end when VJ forces withdrew from Croatian territory at the end of
1992. The continued fighting between Croatian regulars and Serb paramilitaries of the
Republika Srpska Krgjina (RSK) after 1992 is not considered here as an independent
case. Thisconflict became part of the al-out war involving Mudims, Serbs, and Croats
in Bosniathat broke out in mid-1992.  Thus conflict between Croatia and Serb

paramilitaries does not form an independent case in the sample considered by this Sudy.



2.2 Controlling for Endogeneity and Selection Bias

One might argue that these case selection criteria leave open the door for endogeneity.
Did NATO members smply sdect themselvesinto crises that were reative easy to
resolve® Thisisnot the case. As shown below, the NATO dlies did not only intervene
in the mogt tractable conflicts. In some ingtances NATO states announced thrests and
took military action without succeeding in enforcing a settlement on warring parties. Had
they chosen only unproblematic conflicts they would have avoided both Bosniaand

K osovo.

Anather important problem that can confound andysisis sdecting cases on the
dependent rather than independent variable. This paper eschewsthis practice by only
including casesin which NATO issued verba threats, regardless of whether active
military combat breaks out. The paper does not saect on the dependent variable by
focusing on conflicts as outcomes. Cases sdlection istied directly to theissuing of
warnings and threats.  Thus the negotiations between Serbia and Montenegro on the
future of the Y ugodav federation are included in the case sample even though the two
Sides never engaged in a shooting war.



4. Bargaining Theory

This study argues that both actor choice models and structural models are necessary to
explain the empirica puzzles posed by NATO intervention in the Bakans.  Explaining
processes and outcomes exhibited by these cases requires understanding both the nature
and dynamics of the forces linking together the actorsinvolved. It dso requires
understanding the objectives and preferences of the actors themsdves. Clarifying the
systemic condraints on state choice and the goa's that motivate Sate choice provides a
full account of the outcomes considered.” To this end, this study draws on bargaining

theory and amodd of state preference formation.

The bargaining theory derives from agent-based rationa choice modeling. This body of
theory focuses on two systemic or interactive eements, information and credible

commitments, to explain variations and commondities across different cases.

4.1 Bargaining Theory and War

Bargaining theory offers a unified approach to modeling how states employ threats and
promisesin pre-war, inter-war, and war-termination phases of internationd crises?®

The principd ingght of bargaining theory is that states know that war will impose
subgtantial costs on both winners and losers. Both parties thus have a strong incentive to
reach ex antebargains to avert war's ex post costs.® Explaining the incidence of war
requires pinpointing the mechanismsthat prevent parties from reaching ex ante
stlements. The literature focuses on three possible causes. commitment problems,
private information and the incentive to misrepresent, and issue divisibility. States may
not reach settlements short of war because they cannot make credible commitments to
hold to an agreement. If one side expects the other will cheat, war may take the place of
ahypotheticd settlement. If ates cannot reved the true nature of their military
cgpabilities or will to fight and each believes the other is bluffing, bargaining toward an

ex antebargain may bresk down and war may occur. Findly, if states cannot determine

how to share or divide up an issue, they may fight instead of reaching an ex ante bargain.
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War isarare event in internationd relations1© 1t seldom happens because states
recognize the risks and work hard to avert them. When war does bresk out, it isamost
aways the product of deliberate state choicel* Only afraction of internationd crises has
escalated to war.12 Thisis prima facie evidence that in most cases Sates can overcome

the three obstacles noted above and negotiate settlements short of war.

Bargaining theory is a good candidate for helping explain the Balkans cases. Of
particular vaue is bargaining theory’ s emphasis on the problem of information and
incentives to misrepresent. In three of the Balkan cases, NATO membersissued verbal
warnings that ultimately led to peaceful settlements. But in two othersthe dliance
escadated verba warnings to military strikes. The use of verba and military sgnasto
achieve foreign policy objectives suggests that NATO members had variable successin

conveying their collective resolve to end internd conflict in the Bakans.

Sgnding isintringcdly linked to the making of threats and promises. Bargaining theory
suggedts that verba sgnas must entail costs for the sender if they are to appear credible
to those receiving them.  Actors can employ avariety of techniques to make
announcements cogtly. The objective is to show that anyone with less resolve would not
accept such codts. The literature isolates four methods that actors can use to render

verba announcements costly and thereby credibly convey underlying resolve.l3

One method imposes political costs. Leaders can sign dliance tregties and deploy troops
onforeign soil. This gpproach raises the specter of domestic palitica indtitutions that
punish leadersif they prove to be bluffing. A growing literature assesses whether
democratic Sates are more effective at Sgnaling that they mean what they say and will
dtick to the commitments they make. Theintuition isthat democratic leaders incur costs
and render signds credible through “audience costs.”14 Foreign pronouncements are
more costly for democratic leadersto make. If shown to be bluffing, they leave
themsalves vulnerable to charges they undermined the nation’s prestige and committed
themsdvesto afailed foreign policy. This could mean losing their job a the next

11



dection. Some evidence does show that democracies are more effective than other

regmesin signding that their threats and promises are credible.*

Political costs formed the basis of United States deterrence policy toward the Soviet
Union during the cold war. Soviet leaders knew that any American president failing to
uphold the nation s dliance commitments would suffer severe punishment at the balot
box. Thelarge US troop deployment to Europe told Soviet leaders NATO' s Article 5
commitment was no idle threet. Moscow had to take the commitment serioudy given the
political coststhat US leaders would incur if they proved to be bluffing.

A second type of cost involves mobilizing or deploying troopsin acrisis. Leaders create
cods for themsdaves by engaging in what Schelling cdls “the threet that |eaves something
to chance.”16 Taking demonstrable military actions short of war increases the likelihood
that war will occur. By increasing the probability of war, such brinksmanship exposes

|eaders to the costs of war.

Third, States can engage reputations that are costly to form. States can repeatedly pursue
the same policy under smilar circumstances across time and space. Reputation building
supports verba signas by creating an intringic cost if a state does not follow past form

and carry through on athreat or commitment. Failure to do will mean diminishing or

losing a reputation that was costly to build in the first place.l’

Findly, satesmay launch limited military strikes to prove that they are willing to bear
the costs of awider war if the target does not take verba warningsserioudy. Bargaining
theory explains why states might deliberately choose to use force once verbd sgnas
prove ineffective. The combination of verba threats and associated cost-generdting
mechanisms do not exhaust the gamut of Sgnaing optiors in the bargaining theory.
Leaders may bear the “costs and risks of limited military engagements’ to add weight to
ther diplomatic Sgnding; in other words they may “employ war itself asacogly
dgnd.18

12



Most wars have not been characterized by demandsfor “unconditiona surrender.”
Diplomatic bargaining continues even after the first shots have been fired1® Exceptions
have been the dlied demands for unconditiona surrender from Germany during the
Second World War and the recent US-led war against Irag. But even the recent US war
in Afghanistan was not a“fight to the finish.” During the war US covert operatives pad
ubgtantial sumsto Taliban commanders to insure their forces defected from the

battl efield.2°

4.2 Bargaining Theory and Peace

Bargaining theory pinpoints how problems reated to credible commitments, information
asymmetries and incentives to misrepresent, and issue divighility problems contribute to
war. However bargaining theory aso shows how states can design, build, and maintain
ingtitutions that overcome these problems.?! This section traces how the indtitutiond
attributes of NATO contributed to the emergence and maintenance of peacein the
Balkans.

Internationd indtitutions are “ sets of rules that stipulate the waysin which states should
cooperate and compete with each other.”22 States create internationa inditutionsto
overcome obstacles that prevent ex ante settlements when interests conflict. Firg, they
increase information and trangparency. Ingtitutions increase the leve of information
about state preferences, strategies, and behaviors. Increased transparency attenuates
problems related to information asymmetries and uncertainty given incentivesto
misrepresent. The Conventional Forcesin Europe (CFE) treaty illustrates how
indtitutions increase information levels and thus promote cooperation in the military
sphere.

Second, gtates congtruct ingtitutions to help coordinate their actions and interests to
overcome commitment problems. How can states reach stable bargains if they are
uncertain if the other Sde will remain faithful to them? Ingtitutions creste enforcement
mechanisms that increase the likelihood that actors will be sanctioned if do not abide by

13



rules to which they agreed. The World Trade Organization offers numerous examples.
Findly, inditutions overcome the problem of issue divishbility by helping Sates

coordinate thelr interests. There are many ways to divide up disputed territory or

political power. Inditutions help sates identify possble solutions to seemingly

intractable problems coordinating around an acceptable compromise. Russiaand EU
members have tackled the problem of travel rights for Russan citizensin Kdliningrad,

an enclave of Russian territory soon to be surrounded by EU states. They have developed
an inditutiona arrangement that provides Kdliningrad residents with multiple- use vises.

The agreements settling the conflicts over Bosnia, Kasovo, Macedonia, and the Serbia-
Montenegro federation agreement are indtitutions. They comprise rules that govern how
power will be shared. But the enforcement and transparency mechanisms that make these
inditutions work derive from another indtitution, namey NATO.

Throughout the 1990s NATO members took very serioudy concerns thet their
organization was loang its “credibility.” This credibility problem derived from a series
of interrdlated events. The NATO dates had prevailed in the cold war over the Soviet
bloc. Alliance members interpreted this success to their collective commitment to
democratic governance, defense of individua freedoms, and market economics. But the
end of the cold war aso unleashed awave of ethnic conflict and violations of human
rights. NATO leaders and publics dike began to discern afundamentd problem. How
could the strength of the dliance rests on its commitment to democracy and freedom
while the worgt bout of ethnic cleansing since the Second World War wasraging in
southeastern Europe? In the midst of the Bosnian criss NATO's secretary-generd
described the problem thisway:

A gap has ...emerged between our vison of anew peaceful order in
Europe and our gppreciation of the price we must pay to bring it abouit.
This ggp not only produces ingahility, but it dso undermines our
democratic vaues and the credibility of the post-war inditutions which
have done so much to end the Cold War.2®

14



NATO members, hdtingly at first, began developing strategies and tools for intervening
ininterna conflicts. They issued verba threats and launched limited military strikesin

an effort to coerce parties to interethnic warfare in Bosnia to stop the shooting and accept
anegotiated settlement.2*

One scholar has likened NATO to an automobile. When visitors arrive by car, one does
not announce that the automobile has arrived. The car is merdly avehicle transporting
thevigtors. In the same way, one should not conflate NATO for the States that comprise

it. The members of the dliance conduct diplomacy and wage war, not the dliance.®

What difference does it make that those who played a dominant role in bringing sability
to the Balkans were members of amilitary dliance caled NATO? Why not Smply
describe and andyze the actions taken by specific Sates? NATO'sindtitutiond atributes
help explain how settlements emerged and how they have been maintained. Information
asymmetries and the incentive to misrepresent, commitment problems, and issue

divighility were dl present in these cases.

The agreements settling the conflictsin Bosnia and Macedonia, for example, contained
mechanisms designed to solve commitment and issue divishility problems. The presence
of NATO-led peacekeeping forces removed an important commitment problem. Fears
that one party might renege on the Dayton Peace Accord were gregtly reduced given the
presence of foreign troops that would prevent the resurgence of paramilitary activities.
Both accords aso contained mechanisms for power sharing that overcame issue
divighility problems.

Firg, NATO was the only ingtitutiond entity that sufficient diplomatic Sature to
coordinate the activities of adiverse group of organizations and actors. NATO officids
could work with other organizations like the United Nations and the OSCE at the level of
high diplomacy and aso provide lower-leve coordination of military activities on the
ground.® In addition to NATO's &finity in working with other internationa

15



organization, the dliance aso had developed a high degree of credibility in working with
third- party actorsthat played indrumentd roles in returning the region to sability.
Alliance members drew substantialy on their collective credibility to gain the
participation of third partiesin diplomatic negotiations.2” NATO members enlisted the
assistance of Russia at both the Rambouiillet talks and during the 1999 air campaign
agang Yugodavia Theimpact of Russan envoy Viktor Chernomyrdin’s misson to
Belgrade (with the EU’ sMartii Ahtisaari) on Y ugodavia s decison to withdraw from
Kosovo remains ameatter of controversy. But NATO's pre-existing relaionship with
Moscow (through mechanisms like the 1997 NATO-Russia Council) clearly facilitated
the cooperation that made such amission possible?? NATO states dso worked closdly
with the UN, OSCE, and EU to broker the Ohrid agreement that yielded a stable
Stlement in Macedonia

Second, NATO condtituted the only organization that could smultaneoudy pursue high-
level diplomacy and exercise military force. Since Clausewitz, it has been axiomatic that
force and diplomacy are complementary tools. NATO's organizationd structure allowed
it conduct diplomacy and wage war Smultaneoudy. Thisis capability is unique to
NATO. TheUN, EU (until recently), and OSCE lack a credible military component.
One could argue that the United States essentialy was a proxy for NATO at the both the
military and diplomatic levels. Clearly the United States military and American
diplomatic officids played the leading role, particularly in Bosniaand in Kosovo.
However one should bear in mind that the American public predicated support for US
intervention in the Balkans on working closaly with European dlies?® ThusNATO's
organizationa credibility was a strong pull on American policy makers and underwrote
their efforts to use force and diplomacy to end Y ugodavia s wars.3°

Third, only NATO had the organizationa capacities to deploy and command
peacekeeping forces to Sabilize war-torn regions in the Bakans. In Bosnia, Kosovo, and
Macedonia NATO infrastructure supported peacekeeping forces composed of member
states and nonrmembersaike. Alliance members made a conscious effort after 1990 to

retool NATO military structuresin order to support out-of-area operations and facilitate
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the participation of non-membersin such operations.3? The European Union has now
taken NATO's Amber Fox stabilization role in Macedonia. But even thisfirs-ever EU
peacekeeping operation will continue to rely on support on NATO organizational

support.

Thus NATO played acritica role in facilitating crigs diplomacy, in backing diplomacy
with force, and keeping the peace after warring parties agreed to a settlements. Assuch,
the dliance' sindtitutiona assets congtitute a necessary cause of peace in the Balkans:®?
However these ingtitutiond factors are not sufficient to explain when verba warnings are
aufficient or when actualy usng military force asasignd is necessary to induce a
sttlement. Moreover, NATO'singtitutiond attributes do not explain how much forceis
necessay to creete the conditions for a sable settlement.

4.3 Applying the Bargaining Model to the Balkans

Theinvolvement of NATO dates in the Bakans largdy conforms to the bargaining
modd. NATO members used verba warnings and thregts. If those verba warning
faled, they resorted to military action. At no point did NATO members demand the
unconditional surrender of military forces and civilian authorities as punishment for
opposing a settlement in Bosniaand Kosovo. The military action threstened by NATO
states was designed to inflict sufficient punishment to coerce the parties into accepting a
stlement. The limited nature of NATO military action supports the idea that dliance
officids were employing war asacostly signd. In both Bosniaand Kosovo NATO states
secured ceasefires and peacekeeping deployments without achieving anything
approximating total victory on the battlefield. Paé and Belgrade absorbed these attacks
and, dthough bloodied, retained significant military assetsin their aftermath.

However given the variation in outcomes across the Balkan cases, bargaining theory
cannot congstently explain NATO’ s mixed record of success and fallurein stabilizing the

region. Consder the following points.
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Firg, NATO members are anong the most democratic statesin theworld. Yet the
audience cogtsimposed by domestic politics cannot explain why verba warnings were
effective in some cases but not others.33 Between 1993 and 1995 most Americans
supported apolicy of usng air strikesto counter Serbian threatsto UN peacekeepers or
safe areas3* But the US government did not consistently back verbal threats with
military action.

Second, NATO members had deployed air forces to the region in support of a UN
imposed no-fly zone over Bosnia-Herzegovina. Y et naither this military deployment nor
the subsequent deployment of the NATO Rapid Reaction Force to Bosnia convinced the
Bosnian Serbsto reach a settlement. Theimpact of reputation building is thus mixed.

Third, NATO' s military intervention in Bosniawas afirg for the dliance, so no previous
reputation could support sgnding by dliance membersin that conflict. But the

reputation for intervention that NATO states gained from Bosniawas not effectivein
coercing Belgrade short of actudly usng military force. However after Bosniaand
Kosovo one could argue that NATO’ s reputation for intervention helped sedl the
diplomatic dedls in the Presevo valey, Macedonia, and between Serbia and Montenegro.

5. Empirical Propogtions

Thefact that bargaining theory cannot account for divergent outcomesis neither
controversid nor problematic. Abstract modding dways precedes formulating empirica
hypotheses. 3> Armed with deductive theory, scholars can then begin specifying the
conditions under which commitment and information problems are likely to gpply. The
key task isto identify hypotheses that explain: (1) the conditions under which verba
warnings and threats are sufficient to produce stable settlements; and (2) the conditions
under which military grikes are necessary and will lead to a stable settlement. To be
consistent, acommon conceptua thread should link the two hypotheses. This paper
argues that political costs a the domestic and internationd levels provide that conceptud

nexus.

18



Figure 1 arrays the empirica cases againgt the type of pressure employed by NATO
sates and the preferences of the stronger military partiesto internd conflicts. When the
strongest parties to interna conflict prefer integration in European indtitutions, verba
warnings againg the stronger party to the conflict are sufficient to achieve a settlement.
The Presevo valey conflict in Serbia and the fighting between ethnic Albanians and the
Macedonian government exemplify this path to stability. However when the stronger
party to interna conflict does not envison afuture in awider Europe, NATO members
must use military force in amanner that creates expectations of further escalaion and the
loss of domestic palitica authority for the stronger party. Such military actions Sgnas
the dliance s resolve to stronger partiesto internd conflict that block progress toward a
tlement. NATO Sates gabilized the conflictsin Bosniaand Kosovo in this manner

19



Figurel

NATO Strategy and Out-of-Area Conflict:
The Quest for Stability

TYPE OF PRESSURE EXERTED BY NATO STATES

Verbal Warnings Military Strikes

PREFERENCES
OF DOMINANT
MILITARY
PARTY TO
INTERNAL
CONFLICT

Sable Outcomes:
» Presevo Valey, February

2000 - May 2001
Integration in = Macedonia, March 2001 - N.A.
European October 2001
I ndtitutions
» Sarbia-Montenegro, April
1999 - March 2002
Unstable Outcomes Sable Outcomes:
= Bosnig August 1993 - = Bosnia April 1994 -
| solation from February 1994 November 1995
European
I ngtitutions =  Kosovo, December 1992 - = Kosovo, March 1999 -
March 1999 June 1999
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Arraying the Bakan cases againgt these two variables provides a useful way of
pinpointing the mogt critical questions regarding the efforts by NATO statesto bring
dability to southeastern Europe. This schematic helps clarify the necessary and sufficient
conditions that produced stable settlements in the Balkans.

This study employs the comparative case method to develop empirica propositions that
explain variation across outcomes.® The study compares cases to pinpoint the necessary
and sufficient conditions that explain how NATO members have restored sability in the
Bakans. The study arrays the cases againgt two broad variables: (1) the nature of threats
issued by NATO dates, and (2) the preferences of the dominant military partiesto
interna conflict whose policy NATO members sought to influence by making those
threats. Sorting the casesin this manner is anecessary first step to pinpoint what the hard
cases were and what relevant comparisons are required to explain variation across them.

5.1 Nature of NATO Pressure

The diplomacy of war forms a continuum from the absence of verbd military threatsto
dl-out war. Asnoted, NATO dates issued verbal warnings and took limited military
action. Some verba warnings specifically cited actions that aliance members would take
if the target did not comply with NATO's demands. The threatened action was amost
aways punishment through air strikes. On other occasons NATO states |eft open the
exact nature of the action they would take if targeted actors failed to comply. However
the military strikes themsdlves were both aform of punishment and carried with them the
threat to carry out additional military operations. NATO members carefully
contemplated escadating their policy from verba threatsto military strikes. The
digtinction between verbd warning and military action therefore has red empirica

sgnificance.
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5.2 Preferences of Dominant Military Actors Involved in Internal Conflict

Over the past decade the newly independent states of central and eastern Europe have
faced achoice. They could pursue closer cooperation with and long-term integration in
indtitutions like the EU, Council of Europe, NATO, and OSCE. While these indtitutions
can function independently, they have increasingly, during the post-cold war era, forged
closer ties through a series of bridging arrangements.3” These states had a second option:
they could aso seek isolation from this web of overlgoping inditutions and organizations.
Most have chosen the first path. However some leaders, both at the nationa and
subnationd levels, have sought to distance themsdlves from mainstream European
inditutions. Examples incdlude Sovakiain the mid-1990s and Belarus.

Preferences in thismodd are driven by dlites and domestic palitics. Authoritarian leaders
and political systems tend to seek isolation from European indtitutions. They prefer to
seek local power and are prepared to wage war to advance their nationa and regiona
objectives. Elected leaders and democratic systemns tend to seek integration with Europe.
They prefer closer cooperation with European ingtitutions for economic gain and
ideologica solidarity.

A preference for closer integration with Europe crestes arisk averse when bargaining
with states representing European indtitutions. Bakan leaders of this stripe will seek to
avoid conflict of interests with representatives of European inditutions. They will not
wish to jeopardize their long-term future in Europe for locd politica gain.

Isit possible to establish the preferences of the actors involved independently of the
outcomes observed? One could argue that the causa arrow ran the other war: ethnic
conflict led to internationa sanctions which in turn led to isolation from European
ingtitutions. But thisis not the case. Nationa preferences can be isolated from the ethnic
conflicts under investigetion.
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For example, Yugodaviaunder MiloSevic waged war in Sovenia, Croatia, Bosnia, and
Kosovo. The Bosniawar cameto an end in 1995 with the signing of the Dayton Accord.
Someinternationd sanctions on Y ugodavia were lifted to reward MiloSevic for heping

to end Bosnian conflict. But the internationa community maintained an “outer wall” of
sanctions on Belgrade in an effort to encourage MiloSevic to improve politica conditions
in Kosovo.38 Open ethnic warfare (one of the outcomes tracked by this study) between
the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) and FRY security forces did not break out until
1998. Yet thereason for that violenceis clear: the ethnic policies pursued by the
authoritarian government in Belgrade prior to 1998.

MiloSevic faced achoice. He could change these policies and see sanctions lifted,
dlowing his country to form closer ties to mainstream European indtitutions. Or he could
continue to pursue those policiesin acynical effort to bolster his political power a home.
MiloSevic preferred consolidating his persond power to integrating his country in

Europe. These preferences were formed long before ethnic warfare broke out in Kaosovo.
Indeed, in 1997 the European Union offered MiloZevic closer political and trade tiesand
support for reentering internationd ingtitutions if he would accept third-party mediation

in determining Kosovo's future political satus. The Serb leader rejected the proposal .39

When Bakan actors prefer isolation from European inditutions, they have arisk
acceptant attitude when bargaining with representatives of European inditutions. They
will take greater risks to achieve and consolidate local power by resisting mediation
efforts advanced by representatives of European ingtitutions.

Combining the observations about the nature of NATO military pressure and the
preferences of stronger parties to internd conflicts yields three testable propositions.

HypoTHESIS 1: Verbal warnings by NATO members are sufficient to produce a settlement

when the stronger military party to a Balkan dispute prefers integration in European

i nstitutions.
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HypoTHESIS2: Verbal warnings by NATO members are insufficient to produce a
settlement when the stronger military party to a Balkan dispute prefersisolation from

European institutions.

CorOLLARY 1: Military action by NATO membersis necessary to produce a settlement
when the stronger military party to a Balkan dispute prefersisolation from European

i nstitutions.

5.3 Military Strikes and Political Costs

Under what conditions will military strikes be percelved as credible sgnas? In other
words, what factors produce a“tipping” or “breaking” point when actors targeted by
military strikes accede to diplomatic demands? This question has long intrigued scholars
studying war termination.“? But earlier sudies did not systematicaly investigate the
problem by embedding it in a deductive framework like bargaining theory. This section
explains how actors could render signals costly and create credibility where none had
existed before.

Bargaining theory holds that once verba communication fails states may launch military
drikes to send credible diplomatic Sgnds. Bargaining theory suggests thet threets to
wage war must be costly if they are to be perceived as credible. Once states crossthe
threshold from threat to military action, war imposes red costs on those sending military
sgnas. Waging war requires sacrificing blood and treasure. But once the threet is
carried out, it also impose costs on the targeted actor.  The threst to the target does not
drop out of the equation. Senders do not bomb their own citiesto create costs. The
combination of cogts borne by the sender and those imposed on targets explains when a

tipping point emerges.
As noted, the balance of power consstently favored NATO countriesin the Balkan

theater. Models that measure power as resources model cannot explain variations across

the Bakan cases. But more nuanced propositions regarding the specific nature of
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military strikes may be more useful. One interpretation of the theory suggests “offense”
and “defense” variants of balance of power or “redig” theory. Offendveredism
emphasi zes the importance of territory and the risks and opportunities associated with
taking and losing territory. 4! Offendive redism offersinsights into the conditions under
which military strikes can induce parties to accept peace terms. On this view, thregtsto
launch aground campaign designed to seize territory are more credible than threats to

launch air drikes to punish noncompliance.

HypoTHESIS3: NATO military action and credible threats to seize territory are necessary
to produce a settlement when the stronger military party to a Balkan dispute prefers

isolation from European institutions.

Bargaining theory focuses on the rdaionship between military action and political costs.
The sender uses military drikes to intensfy pressure on the opponent’s grip on politica
power. In contrast to offendve redlist theory, military pressure need not thresten to seize
territory but to shift the politica balance in away that undermines an actor’ s political
control. The targeted leadership must calculate whether continued attacks could cause
domestic actors—both supporters and opponents—to turn againgt the leadership and
undermine that political control. The tipping point comes when leaders expect that
potentia politica losses a home will exceed setbacks in conflicts with externd actors.

HypoTtHESIs4: NATO military action that threatens the local political power of the
stronger party to a Balkan dispute is necessary to produce a settlement when that actor

prefersisolation from European institutions.

This explanation is consstent with Hypothesis 1. Actors seeking integration with
European ingtitutions are willing to sacrifice loca or regiond power to gain the
advantages of closer tiesto Europe. However those seeking isolation from Europe will
resst demands made by representatives of European ingditutionsto claim or maintain
local power. Hypothes's 4 demongtrates that coercing such actors requires using military
forcein away that jeopardizestheir loca power.
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HypoTHESIs5: NATO' sinstitutional attributes facilitate negotiated settlement by solving

the commitment problems that arise in the wake of political settlements.

Once an actor sgndsits resolve and impose costs on the target, why would the latter
accept anegotiated settlement? Hypothesis 4 suggests that domestic political costs play
arole. Targeted actors reach atipping point when they are no longer willing to accept
higher political cogts. But why should they agree to a settlement? What prevents other
parties from using the settlement to improve their militarily position, renege on the ded,
and continue the conflict at alater date? NATO' sindtitutiond attributes explain why its
members have been able to use military force and overcome commitment problems that
could frustrate a negotiated settlement. NATO increases transparency and reassures
parties that fear being exploited.
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6. Case Comparisons

This section draws comparisons across casesto demonstrate how these hypotheses help
explain the centrd puzzle: How could such a powerful dliance have such ahard time
enforcing peece in the Bakans after the cold war?

6.1 Integration in European Ingtitutionsand Verbal Warnings

The northwest quadrant of Figure 1 comprises cases in which the most powerful parties
to internal Balkan conflict sought integration in European inditutions. Yugodavias
preferences for closer tiesto Europe changed dramatically after the September 2000
election and overthrow of Presdent Slobodan MiloSevic' s authoritarian rule in early
October. The imination of the MiloZevic regime and emergence of eectorad democracy
in both the Serbian and FRY politica arenas entailed a shift in preferences. President
Vojidav K ostunica and Serbian Prime Minister Zoran Djindjic immediately took action

to pursue closer ties with European indtitutions.

K ostunica succeeded in joining the EU-led Balkan Stability Pact in October 2000, only
three weeks after the Belgrade uprisng. The same month, the EU lifted economic
sanctions imposed on Yugodaviasince 1998. In November FRY officids attended the
Zagreb Summit, which inaugurated the EU’ s Stabiilization and Association Process for
the western Balkan countries. In July 2001 EU and FRY officids hed the first meeting
of the Consultative Task Force which assesses reform efforts in the run up to opening
negotiations for a Stabilization and Association Agreement. In November 2000

Y ugodavia reoined both the OSCE and the United Nations. And in June 2001 Djindjic
extradited MiloSevic to the Internationd Crimind Tribund for the former Yugodaviain
The Hague.

The Former Y ugodav Republic of Macedonia aso developed a strong preference for
integration in European inditutions. 1995 marked a watershed year for Macedonia. The
country joined both OSCE and the Council of Europe and aso singed up to NATO'’s
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Partnership for Peace (PfP) program. Macedonian officids publicly cdled for full
membership in NATO in 1996. Macedonia military forces participated in PfP field
exercises in subsequent years.  In late 1998 the Macedonian government permitted
NATO Rapid Reaction Force troops to deploy north of Skopje for purposes of extracting
OSCE monitors from Kosovo. In April 1999, at the Washington Summit, NATO
recognized Macedonia s status as an applicant and by having the country participate in

the dliance’ s Membership Action Plan (MAP). After the Kosovo war NATO troops
deployed near Tetovo to assist the resupply of the NATO-led Kosovo peacekeeping force
(KFOR). Skopje formed close ties with the EU beginning in 1996, when Brussas
include Macedoniain its Phare development program. Macedonia joined the Balkan
Sahility Pact in 1999. Reations with the EU culminated in April 2001 with the sgning

of a Stabilization and Association Agreement, the first such accord sgned by the EU and
awestern Bakan country.

The preferences of Macedonian political elites and those of Yugodav leaders after
October 2000 condtitute criticad dementsin the processes leading to political settlements
in three key Bakan conflicts. The ethnic warfarein Serbia s Presevo valey and in
Macedonia, together with the politica conflict between Serbia and Montenegro, were
resolved in part because the strongest military parties to these conflicts—the governments
of Yugodavia, Serbia, and Macedonia—sought integration within European ingtitutions.
Verba warningsissued by NATO sates took on greater significance because none of

these governments wanted to harm their prospects for closer ties to Europe.

6.2.1 Presevo Valley

Conflict between ethnic Albanians and Y ugodav forces broke out after NATO' swar for
Kosovo. VJand MUP units redeployed to southern Serbia after withdrawing from
Kosovo. Eighty percent of the population in the municipd aress of Presevo, Bujanovec,
and Medvedais ethnic Albanian. Inlate 1999 reports began filtering out of southern
SerbiathatY ugodav forces were mdtresting Albanian civiliansin the Presevo vdley. In
January 2000 an Albanian paramilitary force caling itsdf the Liberation Army of
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Presevo, Medvedja, and Buganovac, or UCPMB, emerged.?? This fighting force,
supported by ethnic Albaniansin Kosovo, began launching attacks on Serbian police
gations and on Serbian civilians. Ethnic Serbs engaged in reprisa attacks causing some
ethnic Albanians to flee from southern Serbia across the border into NATO-held
Kosovo.*3

The cycle of violence intengfied in early 2000 as UCPMB rebe s gained strength from
arms shipments and new recruits flowing into Serbia from Kosovo. The UCPMB
skillfully used the 5-kilometer Ground Safety Zone (GSZ) insde Serbiathat NATO
imposed on Yugodavia as part of the ceasefire agreement ending the Kosovo war. Under
the “Military- Technical Agreement” between NATO and Belgrade, only local Serb
police, but not Yugodav army or Ministry of Interior (MUP) troops, could enter this
buffer. The Albanian rebels used the GSZ to infiltrate wegpons and forcesinto Serbia
and find refuge from attacks by VJand MUP forces. UCPMB membersin southern
Serbiaand in Kosovo believed that if they intensified attacks on Serbian forces, it would
incite Serb retdiation againgt Albanian towns and villages. They hoped the resulting
violence would draw in NATO forces, which would then expd Serbian forces from the

region.**

NATO officidsissued early warnings to both UCPMB forces and the Serbian
government to halt the escaation of violence in the Presevo valey. In February 2000
Secretary-Generd Lord George Robertson said:

Thereis clearly risng tenson in the southern part of Serbiaand large
numbers of additiona Y ugodav troops have moved into the area.... |

would warn anybody who seeks to be provocative in that part of the world,
on whatever side of the divide they may be, that again we will not tolerate
action being taken. Clearly there are flashpoints in Kosovo and the
surrounding aress. We monitor them on adaily bass and we take what

robust and contingency action is required. *°
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Only daysater the supreme alied commander Europe (SACEUR), Generd Wedey
Clark, issued a broader warning. Referring to both the Presevo valley and Serbid s
dispute with Montenegro, Clark declared that “NATO islike aratchet: onceit has locked
on, it can only go one way, only get atighter and tighter grip.”#

The conflict in the Presevo valley escdated in late 2000. In November UCPMB
extremigts killed four Serb policemen in their most violent attack to date. In January the
UCPMB managed to kill one VJ solider and wound severa others. The VJresponded by
using tanks and artillery to shell Albanian villages*’

However the palitical and diplométic tide againgt conflict in the Presevo had areedy
begun to turn once new FRY and Serbian governments took power. In December
Secretary-Generd Robertson confirmed that he had been in contact with FRY President
Kostunica regarding conflict in southern Serbia. Robertson noted that “the fact thet the
president of Yugodaviawritesto the Secretary Generd of NATO on amatter of common
concern—an outbreak of violence in southern Serbia and the Presevo valey—isan
indication of the fact that these problems in the future will be dedlt with in aradicaly
different way [than they werein the past].”*® Kostunicaindicated that he was willing to
pursue a peaceful settlement to the conflict in southern Serbia. Serbia' s co-interior
minigter, Stevan Nikvecic conceded in late 2000 that “the area was neglected, politicaly
badly trested by the old regime.”*° Thewillingness of both FRY and Serbian officids to
compromise and work toward a negotiated settlement placed them at odds with high-
ranking VJ officers. These MiloSevic loydigts saw force as the only solution to the

violencein southern Serbia.>°

NATO members saw an opening to work with the new Serbian government to resolve a
conflict threatening to spread acrossinto Kosovo and Macedonia. NATO officids
invited Serbian Deputy Prime Minister Neboj$a Covic and Yugodav Foreign Minister
Goran Svilanovic to Brussds in February 2001. Covic outlined a plan under which
NATO would permit VJ and MUP forces into the GSZ. While NATO did not commit to
accepting the plan, Covic made it clear that Serbia would implement a series of reforms
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in southern Serbiaamed a integrating ethnic Albanians into socia and politica
indtitutions, enforcing civil rights, and promoting economic development.>! At the end of
February Robertson announced that NATO would begin dlowing Serbian forces to
reenter the buffer zonein smal, phased seps. Yugodav military forces began this
process on 14 March.

The NATO secretary-generd sent aspecia representative, Pieter Feith, to negotiate a
series of confidence building measures that could deescdlate the violence in the Presevo
valey. Feth, together with Sean Sullivan, palitical advisor to the KFOR commander,
initiated a series of shuittle diplomacy missions throughout the spring of 2001. A member
of the EU’s Palicy Planning Unit aso participated.>?

KFOR units put pressure on the UCPMB by interdicting weapons transported across the
border from Kosovo. But fighting continued in May 2001 as UCPMB forces captured
the Serb townof Oraovica and Serbian troops fought to retake it. More ethnic Albanians
fled from southern Serbiaiinto the relaive calm of aNATO-controlled Kosovo. However
ultimately NATO officids, working dlosely with FRY officids, fashioned both carrots

and strikes to end the conflict. An amnesty administered by KFOR and VJ provided the
carrot. Hundreds of UCPMB fighters laid down their weapons and surrendered to KFOR
forcesin Kosovo or to VJforcesin Serbia®3® NATO gave prior notice that on 24 May it
would permit Yugodav forcesto enter the remaining twenty percent of the GSZ. This
wasthe gick. Stung by those deserting under the twin amnesty programs, UCPMB
leaders and FRY officids signed an agreement brokered by Feith and Sullivan. Under
the accord UCPMB fighting units agreed to disband by 31 May 2001.5* In return FRY
officids agreed to accel erate measures to integrate ethnic Albanians into political and
adminigrative postions. Theinternationd community agreed to assis in the task.

OSCE officids hdp train a multiethnic police force for predominantly Albanian towns

and relief agencies asssted refugees returning from K osovo whose homes had fdlen into

disrepair.>®
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Not dl the Albanian extremists Sgned onto the accord. However they went dong with it
adl thesame. One hard-line rebd commander, indigible for an amnesty from Serbiaand
wanted by KFOR for firing on peacekeepers, commented that “if it was just the Serbs, |
could fight them, but | cannot fight againgt the NATO and the whole world.”56

Two factors explan NATO' s successin bringing stability to the Presevo vdley. Firs,
NATO dates played an early and active role and expressed its concern through verbal
warning to both sides. Alliance members made it clear that they would not tolerate an
escalation of violencein southern Serbia. Second, consistent with Hypothesis 1, the
stronger military party exercised restraint because it sought integration in European
ingtitutions. NATO members clearly specified that they did not want the violenceto
escalate and were in a position to back up their demands given the presence of NATO
forcesin Kosovo. After therevolution in Belgrade, FRY and Serbian government
officiads congdered a negotiated settlement and cooperation with NATO officids the best
possible solution to the conflict in southern Serbia. They understood that the tougher
military measures advocated by VJ officers would lead to further escaation and would
dienate NATO and other European inditutions.

Given the regtraint shownby Belgrade, NATO could then put pressure on the weaker
side—the UCPMB—to force a settlement. The arms interdictions, amnesty program, and
cooperation with FRY forces in opening the Ground Safety Zone ultimately combined to
put sufficient pressure on the Albanian extremigts. The result was a stable settlement. It
was stable because NATO forces were on hand in Kosovo to monitor the agreement, as
Hypothesis 5 suggests. NATO forces kept a close eye on the conduct of VJand MUP
unitsin the former GSZ. KFOR, underpinned by NATO indtitutiona assets, created the
trangparency necessary to make the agreement work.

6.2.2 Macedonia

The intervention by NATO gatesin Macedonia differs from the Presevo vadley casein
several key respects. NATO representatives were aready on the ground in Macedonia
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when the conflict flared up. The alies provided direct military assstance to the
Macedonian government, the stronger military party to theinternd conflict. Instead they
smultaneoudy asssted Skapje in putting military pressure on the Albanian rebes while
working with EU and UN representatives to coax both parties to implement a ceasefire
and move them toward the negotiating table. NATO officidsissued warningsto the
warring parties, but these sgnas were less pointed than those sent during the Presevo

valey criss

By August 2001, at Ohrid, an agreement was made. NATO forces collected and
destroyed 3,300 weapons as part of Operation Essential Harvest. But it was understood
by dl involved thet while this was a credible number of wegpons, it did not diminate
rebel stockpiles. NATO relied on Macedonia sinterest in European integration to
refrain from military escalation. In the meantime, NATO and EU officias exerted
condderable political pressure on Skopje to implement political reforms that would help
integrate the Albanian minority into socid and palitical indtitutions and thereby satisfy
theinsurgents stated political objectives.

A group itsdlf the Nationd Liberation Army (NLA) began organizing itsdf in late 2000.
Fighting between the NLA and Macedonian government forces broke out in January
2001. The Albanian rebels attacked a police outpost in northwestern Macedonia, near the
city of Tetovo. In February the NLA attacked the village of Tanusevd, highin the
mountains dong the border with Kasovo. The insurgents claimed to represent ethnic
Albanians who make up between 30 and 35 percent of Macedonia s population. Some
NLA rebelswere KLA veterans who had traversed international borders to fight another
day. But the NLA had popular support among Macedonian Albanians and drew most of
itsfighters from their ranks. Ethnic Albanians has long complained they were trested as
second-class citizens. Many Macedonian Albanians felt paliticaly disenfranchised and
cut off from mainstream Macedonian society and ingtitutions.

With onset of spring and better wesether, the NLA accelerated its attacks. The group aso
publicly declared its objectives. The rebels announced they were fighting for the politica
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and socid rights of Macedonid s ethnic Albanian minority. They wanted the Sav

majority to Albanians represented in police forces operating in predominantly Albanian
aress and sought grester recognition for the Albanian language in the public sphere.
Macedonian President Boris Trajkovski rejected the demands as politica blackmail made
a gunpoint. He declared Macedoniawould only consider politica reform once the rebel
force had been defeated. >’

In March the Albanian rebels gained a foothold above Tetovo and opened fire on a
government fortress. The Macedonian military responded by sending troopsinto the
mountains and launching atillery strikes. But the army was largely ill equipped to meat
the NLA’schdlenge. Prime Minigter Ljubco Georgievski’ s government announced an
officia crackdown on the NLA. It subsequently purchased attack helicopters and aircraft
from Ukraine. These aircraft, alegedly flown by Ukrainian and Y ugodav pilots, forced
the rebels to flee into the Sar mountains and across the border into Kosovo. 1n the wake
of these attacks, the United States pledged to accelerate delivery of $13.5 millionin
military aid already pledged to Skopje.>®

In March 2001 the NATO nominated a high-ranking German career diplomat, Hans- Jorg
Eiff, to heed NATO'scivilian liaison office. Thedlies aso opened amilitary liaison
officein Skopje.>® Furthermore, NATO set up an intelligence unit that assisted
Macedonian officids in their military campaign to put down the armed rebellion by
Albanian extremigts.® The United States was particularly active in supplying

intelligence datato Skopje. It supplied the Macedonian government with reconnaissance

imagery and other intelligence dataon NLA operations®!

In late April Robertson officidly responded to the attacks by NLA fighters on
Macedonian security forces. “I condemn the cowardly acts of the extremists and my
message is Smple; the violence must end and their tactics will not be successful.”62
In early May hiswords were even stronger. He issued a stern warning to the rebels.

Flying to Skopje with the EU high representative for common foreign and security
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policy, Javier Solana, Roberstson declared that “we're not going to alow democratic
ingtitutions to be undermined by abunch of murderers stuck in the mountains.3

But the secretary generd aso urged moderation on the Macedonian government. He
warned that the country was on the verge of civil war: “Thisisatime of red crigs. The
message today to the government and dl the people of this country is they must go back
from the brink before further disaster.” 4 Robertson took aim at a proposa floated by
Prime Minister Georgievski requesting that parliament issue aformd declaration of war
againg the NLA. Passing such abill would have entalled dissolving parliament and rule
by decree. Robertson and Solana persuaded senior Macedonian officiasthat such a
move would inflame conflict and could lead to uncontrolled escaation.®® Georgievski
cdled again for aforma declaration only weeks later but quickly backed down after
intense internationd and domestic pressure.66

Fighting erupted around Kumanovo in mid May. The government issued an ultimatum
demanding that rebe forces lay down their wegpons by 15 May. After the deadline
passed unheeded, Macedonian forces used hdlicopter gunships and artillery to pound
rebel positions. The NATO secretary-generd then pledged that the aliance would
provide military assstance to Skopje and step up patrolling to interdict weapons and
fighters filtering across the Kosovo-M acedonia border.67

With callsfor a declaration of war silenced for the moment, electionsin May produced a
new government of nationa unity. Inlate May, it cameto light that Imer Imeri and
Arben Xhéeferi, leading figures in the two main Albanian palitica parties (but not
members of the unity government), had made contact with the NLA working through the
senior OSCE representative operating in the country. Imeri and Xhaferi signed a dedl
with Ahmeti in Prizren to represent the NLA s interests in the political talks.%8
Macedonia Slav parties responded in anger and dishelief. NATO and EU officids
immediately condemned the contacts with the rebels. But when the Prime Minister
Georgievski declared that Imeri and Xharferi must renounce the agreement or see the
nationa unity government fal, Javier Solana shuttled back to Skopje to prevent the
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government from collapsing. Solana resolved the dispute by stressing to Georgievski and
Trajkovski that negotiation process must continue because no viable dternatives were
avalale®?

President Trgjkovski then issued a peace plan on 1 June. Trgkovski issued this bid for
peace after NATO and EU officias repeatedly urged Skopje to pursue a negotiated
settlement.”® The plan called for a compromise under which the Macedonian government
would indtitute political reform in exchange for the NLA laying down its wegpons. It
proposed that NATO send aforce into Macedonia to coordinate the disarmament of the
NLA.”® The codition government, which included strong representation from Albanian

parties, quickly accepted Trajkovski’ s peace plan.

But at this point peace efforts appeared deadlocked. The Macedonian government
refused to negotiate directly with the NLA and ingsted the rebels accept the political dedl
on offer. But NATO would not intervene to help disarm the rebels without a ceasefire. It
appeared that peace efforts were caught in avicious circle. With the Macedonian
government unwilling to meet with NLA leeders face to face, they could only negotiate
with members of Macedonian Albanian parties that had representation in the nationd

unity government. The government forbade those officias from making contacts with

the NLA. But without some input into the negotiation process, the NLA would be cut out
of the talks atogether, leaving them little incentive to lay down their arms.

Action taken by NATO and other internationd officids effectively freed Macedonia from
this Catch-22. A turning point in the conflict cameon 14 June when Trgkovski formally
requested that NATO assist in the demilitarization process. NATO responded on 20 June
that it would provide assistance once dl parties to the conflict agreed to a ceasefire and
committed themsalves to negotiate a politica settlement.”

Meanwhile heavy fighting continued in June, particularly around the village of

Aracinovo, only 10 kilometers from Skopje. International mediators from NATO and the
EU operated at both the military and palitical levels. NATO and EU officids helped
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broker a ceasefire by defusing the last two mgjor military confrontations prior to Ohrid.

US troops deployed in Macedoniain support of KFOR then escorted, but did not disarm,
NLA rebels from Aracinovo to the north of the country.”® Pieter Feith acted as an
intermediary to broker the Aracinovo evacuation. This NATO operation caused a
firestorm of protest among Macedonian Slavs who accused dliance officids heping the

rebels escape so they could fight another day.

Feith, EU envoy Francois Leotard, and US envoy James Pardew brokered aformal
ceasefireon 5 July. The NLA and Macedonian government signed separate documents
with NATO officidsin Prziren, Kosovo. However the negotiations broke down later that
month. Macedonian Sav officials began to balk at reforms designed to augment the
political and socid rights of Macedonian Albanians. Thisled the rekindling of conflict
around Tetovo. Robertson and Solana returned to Skopje to mediate and press for
continued talks. Feith then negotiated another withdrawa of NLA from forces from
around Tetovo in late July. The NATO specid representative held ameeting with NLA
politica leader Ali Ahmeti.”*  The Macedonian government responded angrily, declaring
that this was “ open, public cooperation between internationa mediators and the rebels.””®

But sustained fighting ultimately came to an end in Tetovo and helped pave the way for
politica talks that opened a Ohrid on 28 July. The negotiations involved representatives
of the four main Macedonian politica parties, Presdent Trgkovski, and international
mediators Leotard and Pardew. The negotiations were punctuated by several bouts of
violence between NLA and Macedonian military forces.

The parties quickly reached an agreement on the use of Albanian languagein locd
municipdities and in officid business conducted by the centrd government.”® They dso
agreed on opening the police forces to ethnic Albanians. However the negotiations
ddled only days later over the disarmament of NLA fighters. The government inasted
that the rebels disarm before any political agreement was sgned. The NLA announced
that it would disarm only gradudly, asthe politica reforms were implemented into law.
Feith arrived at Ohrid to assigt in the negotiaions. He and Eiff ultimately convinced the
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Macedonian government to soften its stance on the timing of NLA disarmament by
reassuring the Macedonian Slav parties that NATO would collect rebel wegponsin a
timdy manner.”” Drawing on his experience in the Presevo valey, Feith helped

formulate the details of an amnesty program.’®

The Ohrid accord was signed on 13 August.”® Under the accord, parliamentary election
would be held no later than 27 January 2002. The NLA signed a disarmament agreement
with NATO thefollowing day. NATO's Operation Essentia Harvest began on 27
August and ended a month later. NATO members then deployed Task Force Fox
(Operation Amber Fox) to Macedonia at the request of President Trgjkovski. This 700-
strong force deployed to insure the security of the OSCE monitors overseeing the
ceasefire and implementation of the reformsin Albanian aress. Its origind mandate was
to expire after sx months. But the North Atlantic Council (NAC) extended it every Sx
months until 31 March 2003 when the EU’ s Operation Concordiareplaced it. The
deployment of Task Force Fox was crucid because the old animosities and much distrust
remained after Ohrid. The NATO force provided sufficient reassurance that neither the
NLA nor the government would take advantage of the settlement to take exploitative
actions.

The Macedonia conflict hinged largely on the government’ s desire to participate in
European ingtitutions. NATO' s verba threats brought the country back from the brink
because ultimately the government refrained from declaring dl-out war on the rebels.

The government exercised restraint, as predicted by Hypothesis 1, because the costs of
escalation were too high. The country would suffer a severe setback on the road to closer
tieswith NATO and the EU. The government thustook very serioudy the warnings
issues by these organizations. At same time, consistent with Hypothesis 5, the presence
of aNATO force on the ground, both to collect NLA wegpons and reassure both parties
afterward, was centrd to establishing Sability.
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6.1.3 Serbia-Montenegro

Europe’ s powers recognized Montenegro’s independence at the Congress of Berlin 1878.
But Montenegro was taken over Serbia at the close of the First World War. After the
1999 Kosovo war, threets by the Republic of Montenegro to withdraw from the Y ugodav
Federation and regain its independence produced another criss. However the overthrow
of Milosevic and consequent shift in Y ugodav preferences regarding integration in

Europe changed the nature of the crisis. Unlike the Presevo valey and Macedonia cases,
open military conflict never broke out between Serbia and Montenegro. NATO sates did
issue thrests to deter Milosevic from attempting a coup to didodge the Montenegrin
presdent. But once the new government came to power in Belgrade, Serbian and
Montenegrin preferences on working with European inditutions converged. Inthe
absence of active combat on the ground, NATO gtates effectively ceded responghbility to
the European Union for stabilizing the relationship between the two remaining republics

in the Y ugodav federation.

Montenegro began dipping out of Belgrade' s orbit in 1997 when Milo Djukanovic
defeated MiloSevic's handpicked candidate in the race for Montenegro’s presidency.
Djukanovic pursued the path of reform, greater political openness, and ethnic tolerance, a
radica departure from the political practices governing Serbia. Milo%evic attempted to
use economic sanctions and other hardline tactics to bring Djunkanovic to hed. But the
Montenegrin president was intent on pursuing his own course and moving closer to
maindream Europe. Western officias immediately began cultivating the Montenegrin
leader. 1n 1998 the Clinton administration invited Djukanovic to Washington where we
met with Secretary of State Madeleine Albright and Nationa Security Adviser Sandy

Berger.®

The Kosovo war put Montenegro in a precarious position. Djunkanovic pursued a policy
of neutrdity during the conflict. The alieslaunched strikes on air bases and surface-to-
ar missle batteries in Montenegro during the conflict, including some near the capitd,
Podgorica. NATO aircraft dso struck facilities at Bar, Yugodavid s only strategic port
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onthe Adriatic8? While condemning NATO air strikes on Y ugodavia, Montenegro's
president rejected MiloZevic's ethnic policiesin Kosovo and portrayed the republic asthe
FRY’slone bastion of democracy. During the conflict Djukanovic aso provided
sanctuary to Zoran Djindic, the Serb opposition leader who had fled Serbiato avoid
arrest.

In late March Djukanovic recognized “ a serious and genuine danger that even our state
could disappear...in the violence.” & In early April MiloSevic replaced the popular
commander of the VJ s 2'd Army stationed in Montenegro with amore loya hardliner.83
Severa thousand MiloSevic supporters dso took to the streets in an gpparent chalenge to
Djukanovic. NATO dates viewed these developments with grave concern. They saw
them as sgndsthat MiloSevic was planning to topple the Montenegrin president. A
senior British Ministry of Defence officia sad that “we have evidence to show that heis
preparing a coup againgt Montenegro. These moves must be recognized for what they
are: aplot to didodge an dected government.”®* NATO officids quickly warned
MiloSevic not to take action against Montenegro. Javier Solana, the NATO secretary-
generd, issued a stern warning backed by military threats. “Milosevic should know that
if he decides to do something of that nature, he will be stopped. We have plansto stop
him if he plansto take that direction,” Solanasaid. When asked if NATO dates were
prepared to use force, Solanareplied, “Yes, if they are preparing to go into
Montenegro.”®> NATO foreign ministers megting in Bonn reiterated the threat two days
later. They warned of “the most serious consequences’ if Belgrade moved againgt
Montenegro and pledged “full support” for Djukanovic.®

NATO officids dso warned the MiloSevic regime againgt undermining Montenegro’'s
government once the bombs stopped faling over Yugodavia In early July US officids
indicated that the 24 Army had grown from 10,000 troops at the onset of the war to
approximately 40,000 by itsend.8” State Department and Pentagon officids aso said VJ
units had deployed around severa Montenegrin cities® On avisit to Sargievo, Solana
issued another explicit warning to Belgrade: “We have been saying from the very
beginning that we will not tolerate any action in Montenegro, and we will continue to say
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that, and to act if necessary.” A spokesman for the US State Department was equaly
forceful: “ Any move by Milosovic to undermine the legitimate adminigtration of

Presdent Djukanovic or plans to destabilize Montenegro will be considered provocative,
and dealt with appropriately.”® Thus NATO membersissued strong warnings to deter
Belgrade from taking against Montenegro. However they dso did not want Montenegro
to secede from the Y ugodav federation. This action might have promoted the very
invason that NATO states sought to deter. It would also compromise efforts to prevent
Kosovar Albanians from declaring independence.

But as the war came to an end Montenegrin officias increasingly talked of independence.
They madeit clear that either the MiloZevic regime must go or Montenegrins, to pursue
closer tiesto Europe, must move toward independence.® Djukanovic proposed that
Serbiaand Montenegro discuss a new political relationship during a conference on the
federation’s future. Montenegrin officias sought their own currency, control of the
armed forces stationed on Montenegrin territory, a customs union, open borders, and
greater condtitutiond authority. Without agreement on alooser federation, Montenegrin
officias said they had no choice but to hold a referendum on independence by year's
end.%?

Djukanovic moved ahead with plans to establish the German mark as the de facto
national currency. With the talks on changing the baance of power in the federation
having broken down in November 1999, the voices cdlling for a referendum on
independence grew louder. That month the Montenegrin parliament began debating a
new law under which the republic would assume control over dl federd property,
including the trangportation sysem. This touched off amini-criss a the Podgorica
arport in early December. After the law passed, Montenegrin officias were about to
take over the airport when VJ troops seized it in a preemptive strike. Worried that this
incident could touch off civil war, the NATO secretary-generd issued another warning to
Belgrade. Lord Robertson declared that
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theinternational community and Nato took action this year to stop
Milosavic from conducting the kind of ethnic warfare that has marked and
stained the last decade in what used to be Y ugodavia, and therefore we
will continue to pay very keen atention to eventsin Montenegro. | hope
Milosevic will recognise the firmness of resolve to make sure thet the
Bakans arenot going to start the 21t century as another centre of
ingtebility.®2

A standoff between V Jforces and Montenegrin police forces prevailed for afew days
until Montenegro backpedaed on their claim to the airport. But in the aftermath of this
crisis MioSevic began building anew dite force, the so-caled 7t Battdlion, drawn from
the ranks of his political supportersin Montenegro. Montenegrin officids feared
MiloSavic would use this paramilitary group to intimidate, sow conflict, and ultimately
spearhead a coup againgt Djukanovic.®®

As 1999 came to a close, Montenegrin officids reiterated their intention to hold a
referendum on independence. Y et, even when provoked, Montenegro never took steps
to pursue areferendum. Three factors explain this caution. First, Podgorica had severe
economic troubles and desperately needed economic assistance from the EU and other
western countries. Djukanovic did not want to jeopardize that aid by committing to a
referendum. Second, the Montenegrin president realized that even though he might wina
referendum, support for independence would not be overwhelming. This increased the
likelihood of civil war. Third, Djukanovic believed that a strategy of waiting was
advantageous. Ashe put in May 2000, "Timeworksfor us; itison our Sde. We are
aware that over the long term, we are sure winnersin the war againgt Milosevic.”%4

Thislast caculation proved correct. With MiloSevic deposed after the September
elections, the federal and Serbian nationd governments took an entirely new approach to
the question of Montenegro’ s future ingde the federation.  Serbian and Montenegrin
preferences converged. Both sought integration in Europe. Consequently threets of war
receded into the background. Thiswas symbolized by Djukanovic' s visit to Belgrade—
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hisfirg in two years—in December 2000 to attend a meeting of the FRY Supreme
Defense Council. He proposed that the officers appointed by MiloSevic to command
federal forcesin Montenegro be replaced and that the 7" Battalion be disbanded.

K ostunica agreed to the requests.®®

The change in leadership in Belgrade did not end the political conflict with Podgorica. It
only diminated the threet that FRY military forces might intervene. In the absence of
military conflict or the thregt that it would bresk out, NATO officids effectively stepped
back and alowed the European Union to coordinate apolitica settlement. Javier Solana
held intense negotiations during early 2002 toward recondtituting the Y ugodav

federation. In March an agreement was reached under which anew state, Serbiaand
Montenegro, replaced the FRY. The two republics will share acommon defense and
foreign policy but will maintain separate economies, currencies, and customs services,

Both republics will be free to organize referendums on independence after three years.

The Serbia- Montenegro case strongly reflects the prediction offered by Hypothesis 1.
The shift in Serbid s preferences ruled out conflict between the two Y ugodav republics.
Under these conditions, NATO did not need to intervene on the ground because neither
Sde feared exploitation. Thisabsolved NATO of acontinuing role, and aliance member
effectively turned the dispute over to the European Union.

6.2 Isolation from Europe and Verbal Warnings

The southwestern quadrant of Figure 1 captures cases in which the preferences of
stronger actors do not coincide with European integration. Verba thrests will not be
aufficient to stabilize interna conflicts under these conditions.  In both Bosniaand
Kosovo, the stronger parties to ethnic conflict defied verba warnings and thrests issued
by NATO dates.
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6.2.1 Bosnia

NATO dates issued their first warning during the Bosnian war in August 1993. By this
point the Bosnian Serbs had seized seventy percent of Bosnia and had forced more than 1
million Bosnian Mudimsto flee their homes. In May the UN had declared sx Mudim
areasin Bosnia“safeareas” In the succeeding months, Republika Srpska (RS) forces
systematically set about attacking those enclaves, including the UN Protection Force
(UNPROFOR), and preventing humanitarian aid from reaching those safe areas. The

dliance’ s August communiqué was explicit:

The Allies regard the dire humanitarian Stuation in Bosnia- Herzegovina
and particularly in Sargevo, including repeated violations of cease-fires,
as unacceptable. They warn the parties to the conflict of their
determination to take effective action in support of UN Security Council
decisons. Since 22 July the Alliance has been ready to provide protective
ar power in case of attack against UNPROFOR in the performance of its
overdl mandate, on the basis of UN Security Council Resolution 836.
The Alliance has now decided to make immediate preparations for
undertaking, in the event that the strangulation of Sargievo and other areas
continues, incduding wide- scale interference with humanitarian assistance,
stronger measures including air strikes againgt those responsible, Bosnian
Serbs and others, in Bosnia-Herzegovina %6

Thethreat was clear. If Bosnian Serb and Croat forces continued to attack Mudim
population centers and cut off relief assstance, NATO members were prepared to
respond using force. For atimethisthreat caused Serb forces to dow the pace of, but not
stop, attacks on the safe areas and the Bosnian capital, Sargievo.’” However by
November 1993 Bosnian Serb forces were turning up the military pressure on the safe

areas.%8
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The August threat therefore had failed to deter the Bosnian Serbs. Thelr political leaders
did not fear ar drikesby NATO gdates. In February 1994 a Serb atillery atack killed 68
people a amarket in Sargevo. The Serbs had continued to defy the August 1993
waning. NATO members then issued another verba communication desgned to warn
off attacks on Sargevo. Thiswarning was far more specific. NATO states demanded

the withdrawd, or regrouping and placing under UNPROFOR contral,
within ten days, of heavy wegpons (incdluding tanks, artillery pieces,
mortars, multiple rocket launchers, missiles and anti-aircraft wegpons) of
the Bosnian Serb forces located in an area within 20 kilometres of the

centre of Sargevo, and exduding an area within two kilometres of the
centre of Pde®®

This effort at coercive diplomacy came with a specific deadline and threatened specific
military consequences. The Bosnian Serbs had ten days to comply or face “NATO air
strikes” On 21 February NATO members declared their mission accomplished after
Bosnian Serbs forces handed over their heavy wegpons deployed within the exclusion
zone.1%% On 22 February the dlies sought to replicate their success at Goradze. NATO
membersdemanded that Serbs forces immediately cease attacks on this safe areaand
remove heavy weapons from a 20-kilometer excluson zone 101 Once again, NATO
declared victory. But dliance officiads severely criticized UN officias for not approving
further air strikes after Serb forces continued shelling Goradze. 102

Y et within weeks Bosnian Serbs renewed the very attacks NATO states had proscribed.
In March the Serbs shelled Goradze using the very weapons banned under NATO

pronouncements.’®® The exdusion zone around Sargievo lasted longer, but in August
Serb forces renewed their shelling of the city.104

Thefailure of the August 1993 and February and April 1994 warnings led NATO

membersto retaiate usng air power. On 10-11 April launched the firgt air strikeson
Bosnian Serb forces at Goradze. NATO aircraft struck Serb and Croat forcesthe
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following August, September, and November. The dlies had moved beyond verbd
communication and were beginning to using military strikes in an effort to send stronger
sgrals about their resolve. As Hypothesis 2 suggests, the Bosnian Serbs, extremely
isolated from European ingtitutions, paid scant attention to NATO’ sverbd threats. The
Paé government elevated continued ethnic cleansing above dl other politica gods.

6.2.2 Kosovo

NATO datesissued verba warnings against FRY misconduct in Kosovo many years
before the 1999 NATO war for the Yugodav province. In late December 1992 President
George Bush sent MiloSevic aletter warning that “in the event of conflict in Kosovo
caused by Serbian action, the United States will be prepared to employ military force
against the Serbs in Kosovo and in Serbia proper.™05 Secretary of State Warren
Christopher reiterated the warning in 1993.196 Judging the impect of these warningsis
difficult because both MiloSevic and the NATO allies became preoccupied by events

elsawhere in the former Yugodavia

The chief US negotiator at the Dayton peace conference, Assistant Secretary of State
Richard Holbrooke, repeated these warnings to MiloSevic in face-to-face meetings after
an agreement was sSgned. 107 Holbrooke had sought to include stipulations on Kosovo's
politica future a Dayton but gave up after the Y ugodav president put up strong

resistance.

The Kosovo Liberation Army surfaced in 1996 after MiloSevic's government revoked
Kosovo' s autonomous status, established de facto martid law in the province, and
increesingly used brutd tactics againg the ethnic Albanian mgority. However until early
1998 the KLA maintained alow military profile, carrying out only sporadic and minor
attacks on government and military ingdlations. But in January 1998 the KLA stepped
up its operations. Violence in the province escalated on 28 February when VJand MUP
forces swept through Albanian towns and villages, killing dozens of civilians and forcing
large numbersto flee. Over the spring and early summer the KLA expanded its ranks
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and its attacks. By July the rebds claimed to control 40 percent of Kosovo' sterritory.
That month Y ugodav forces launched anew offensive. The attacks drove thousands of
Kosovar Albanians from their homes and threatened to precipitate large-scae

humanitarian crigs.

The Contact Group of Nations (Britain, France, Itay, Germany, Russia, and the United
States) was the firgt internationa body to take up challenge posed by the explosion of
violencein Kosovo. The group met in early March and demanded that the Y ugodav
government end military operations and open political talks with the Kosovar Albanian
politica leadership. By late April the Contact Group countries (excluding Russa)
imposed economic sanctions on Belgrade to back up their demands. But they would not
threaten military action if MiloSevic failed to comply. 198 The United Nations Security
Council aso debated how to stabilize Kosovo. In September the Security Council passed
Resolution 1199 calling on Belgrade to cease military operationsin the province and
remove military units engaged in repressing civilians, permit effective monitoring of the
Stuation on the ground by internationd diplomatic missions, dlow for the safe return of
refugees, permit access to Kosovo for internationd relief agencies, and enter into politica
didogue to resolve the conflict.1%° But the Security Council could not reach an
agreement on backing these demands with the threat of force.

NATO members took up the cause and opted to send a strong military signa in support
of internationd diplomacy. The dlies had debated, studied, and negotiated for many
months on how to best respond to the escalating violence in Kosovo.'1° But by late
September the dlies developed a consensus on strong action. They first issued an
“ACTWARN"” authorizing the supreme alied commander to request forces for possible
use in an enforcement operation.11?  On 1 October US Secretary of Defense William
Cohen told reporters that Y ugodaviafaces a* credible military threat” if Belgrade did not
soon comply with UN Reolution 1199. With the pressure mounting, MiloSevic
announced that he would withdrawing his forces from Kosovo. Presdent Clinton sent his
specia Balkans envoy, Richard Holbrooke, to Belgrade to convey the specific actions
MiloSevic must take to fulfill UN demands.
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The NATO dlies gpproved aforma warning backed by the threat of military action on
13 October. They demanded that the FRY comply fully with UN Resolution 1199. And
they enumerated specific consequencesif MiloZevic did not accept these terms. “the
North Atlantic Council decided to issue activation orders - ACTORDSs - for both limited
ar drikes and a phased ar campaign in Y ugodavia, execution of which will beginin
approximately 96 hours.”112

That same day Holbrooke and MiloSevic beet the deadline by announcing a broad
politica and military agreement.23 Under the so-called Holbrooke Agreement, Belgrade
would withdraw the forces it had deployed to Kosovo after February 1998, accept OSCE
monitors, and overflights by NATO arcraft to verify compliance.  The supreme dlied
commander, Genera Wedey Clark, and the chairman of NATO' s Military Committee,
Generd Klaus Naumann, traveled to the Y ugodav capitd to reach an accord on the
specific withdrawals that were required under the Holbrooke Agreement.114 Once
MiloSevic withdrew most, but not al, of those units, NATO members extended their
origind deadline by ten days*®> On 25 October, two days before NATO' s ultimatum
would expire, Clark and Naumann reached an agreement with FRY officids on the
specific numbers of troops and units dong with the terms of their redeployment. 116
NATO members then announced that the FRY wasin “substantial compliance” with
Resolution 1199. But the dlies vowed to maintain the ACTORDs in adrive to “achieve
full compliance” And they reiterated the threstened punishment: “If we see evidence of
subgtantid noncompliance in the future with UNSC Resolution 1199, then we will be
ready to use force.” 117 Thus dliance members et the ultimatum pass but maintained the
threat.

The verba communication of such warnings and threets was, for atime, sufficient to
gabilize the situation in Kosovo. By November the humanitarian crisis had abated
greatly. NATO and OSCE representatives succeeded in negotiating a series of
arrangementswith FRY officias to monitor developmentsinsde Kosovo. Thisincluded
the deployment of an unarmed OSCE Kosovo Verification Misson (KVM). The greater
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transparency provided by this monitoring mission indtilled a grester sense of security for
Kosovar Albanians who had fled their homes to escape VJand MUP attacks. They now
had sufficient confidence to return to their homes or find shelter esawhere before the
coming of winter.18 But substantial problems remained. The KLA took advantage of
the VJ and MUP withdrawals to launch new attacks. NATO gsates had little leverage
over the KLA, and this had serious consequences for the aliance s ability to maintain
stability in the province19

However the root of the problem lay in the preferences of the Yugodav leadership.
MiloSevic's responsed to renewed KLA attacks by flagrantly violating UN Resolution
1199. He sent units previoudy banned from Kosovo back into the province. He aso
returned unitsto the field that he was obliged to keep garrisoned in Kosovo. But the
mere fact that these forces violated the Holbrooke Agreement was not as important asthe
mission they carried out. MiloSevic unleashed Serb forces into Kosovar Albanian
communities to implement Operation Horseshoe. Under this plan, VJ and MUP forces
would pursue a systematic campaign of terror to depopulate Kosovo of ethnic Albanians.
As Serb forces killed, burned, and pillaged, the plan envisioned, Kosovar Albanians
would flee into neighboring Albania and Macedonia. Without afriendly population to
sugainthe KLA, MiloZevic believed he could stamp out the armed uprising.'® He aimed
a solving the Albanian problem by permanently expeling the Albanian population.
Naumann has said in hindsight he recognizes that MiloSevic hinted at this policy during

the negoatiations that he and Clark held with the Yugodav president in October 1998.121

Like Georgevski in Macedonia, the Serb leader faced a choice in how to handle an
Albanian uprisng. Given his preferencesfor closer tiesto Europe, the Macedonian
leader exercised caution. He and his government refrained from declaring al-out war on
the NLA. MiloSeuc's preferences were shaped by his authoritarian persondity and
political system and a nationdist ideology. Having dready foregone the chance for
closer ties to European indtitutions, the Y ugodav president opted to pursue his own find
solution for the long-smmering Kosovo conflict.
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AsVJand MUP forces intengfied their attacks on ethnic Albaniansin January 1999,
NATO' s verba warnings clearly had failed. Alliance members opted to give diplomacy
one last chance. They organized a peace conference at Rambouillet, France in February.
Britain, France, and the United States organized the talks, inviting both Kosovar
Albanian politicd leaders (including those from the KLA) and FRY representativesto
attend.

The prelude to Rambouillet and the actua negotiations are complex and need not be
retold here.1?2 NATO members drew up the terms of an Interim Agreement and then
presented it to both sides. The text contained four key provisions that made a clean break
with the Holbrooke Agreement. First, Kosovo would become a self-governed
autonomous province of Serbia. Second, al VVJ and MUP forces would withdraw to
Serbiaproper. Third, aNATO-led peacekeeping force would enter Kosovo to provide
security. Fourth, the agreement would remain in effect for three years after which an

international conference would be convened to negotiate Kosovo' sfind status.123

FRY representatives considered the fird, third, and fourth provisons as dedl bregkers.
They swore never to tolerate foreign troops on FRY territory nor salf-governance for
Kosovo. And for them the fourth provison was smply arecipe for cregting an
independent Kosovo. By the end of the Rambouillet talks and the subsequent
negotiationsin Paris, deadlock had emerged. The Kosovar Albanian delegation had
signed the Interim Agreement. The Serbs refused.

NATO officids, acting under the ACTORDs issued the previous October, then delivered
thelr final warning to MiloSevic in person. Holbrooke, Clark, and Christopher Hill, one
of Holbrooke' s negptiators, traveled to Belgrade on 22 March. The three told the
presdent that air strikeswill commence unlessthe FRY signs the Rambouillet Interim
Agreement. The following day Holbrooke returned to meet with MiloSevic done.
Holbrooke reiterated NATO's resolve to act on its threst:
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“Y ou understand that if | leave here without an agreement today, bombing
will gart dmost immediately.” And he said, “Yes, | undergtand that.” |
sad, “You understand it'll be swift, severe and sustained.” And | used
those three words very carefully, after consultations with the Pentagon.
And hesaid, “You're agreat country, a powerful country. Y ou can do
anything you want. We can't gop you.” Therewas an air of resgnation to
him, and we sat done in this big, empty paace, surrounded by these
inherited Rembrandts and other art Ieft over from earlier regimes. | said,
“Yes, you understand. Y ou're absolutely clear what will happen when we
leave?’ And he said, very quietly, “Yes. Youll bomb us"124

Why did MiloSevic refuse NATO' s demands and trigger war? Some suggest that
he believed he could ride out the bombing, split the dliance, and cause the dlies

to retreat.}?>  Others contend MiloSevic may have thought that Russiawould
somehow intervene to end the attacks. Still others speculate that the Y ugodav
president questioned NATO members resolve and thought the attacks would only
last afew days.

This study argues that understanding the failure of verbd thrests hinges on
MiloSevic' s preferences and the nature of Signaling. The Yugodav leader was
willing to absorb military strikes as the price for kegping control over Kosovo.
As Hypothesis 2 explains, leaders of Satesthat resist integration in European
inditutions will pursueinterna conflicts to consolidate domestic power.
MiloZevic had long fomented wars of ethnic nationaism to consolidate domestic
power. Verbd threats did nothing to diminish that political power. To the
contrary, they strengthened that power in the short by causing a“raly around the
flag” effect. 1t wasonly a the point when the military strikes promised to
undermine his domegtic political power that MiloSevic capitulated on Kosovo.
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6.3 Isolation from European Institutions and Military Strikes

The southeast quadrant of Figure 1 captures cases in which NATO used force to
intervene in Balkan conflicts. NATO members ultimately deemed that in both Bosnia

and Kosovo military force was necessary to signd their resolve. However the use of

force did not produce immediate results in either case. In each NATO members escal ated
their use of military force to break the will of the stronger military actors that stood in the
way of comprehensive sttlements to interna conflict.

The Bosniaand Kosovo cases involve dominant military actors that preferred isolation
from European indtitutions. Case comparison demonstrates that NATO members
achieved stable outcomes only after initiating or supporting sustained attacks that
imposed domestic political costs on the stronger party to ethnic conflict. At the same
time, theinvolvement of NATO as an indtitution explains how it was possible to achieve
a dtable settlement in the wake of those attacks.

6.3.1 Bosnia

A sries of military operations unleashed in Croatia and Bosnia beginning in early

August 1995 ultimately compelled the Bosnian Serb leadership to accept a negotiated
settlement that it had long ressted. The Republika Srpska had rejected two previous
peace plans. In April 1993 they refused to Sign on to the EU/UN Vance-Owens peace
plan. In July 1994 the Serbs likewise rgjected the terms of a settlement proposed by the
Contact Group. On this occasion MiloSevic broke with Paé and cut off economic
support for the Bosnian Serbs. But Belgrade continued to provide military assistance and
sent high-level INA officers to command RS forces.

On 4 August Croatian forces swept across the Krgjing, a strip of Croatian territory held
by RSK forces since 1993. Dubbed “ Operation Storm,” the Croats wiped out the
Republika Srpska Krgjina in matter of five days. As Serb paramilitary forces fled, the
Croatian forces “liberated” 11,000 square kilometers of territory. This meant alarge-
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scale ethnic deansing operation targeting Serb civilians. Burning and looting their way
across the Krgjina, they forced more than 180,000 ethnic Serbs onto the roads. Many
found refuge in Serb-held Bosnia, in and around BanjaLuka. Many thousands aso fled
into Serbia proper. More than 80,000 refugees flooded into Serbia during the first week
after the Croatian attack.

The defeat of the Krgjina Serbs and tide of refugees flowing into Serbia caused
immediate political problems for Belgrade. On the nights of 7 and 8 August, 2,000
people participated in protestsin Belgrade' s Republic Square. The Serbian Nationa
Renewd Party and Nationd Party organized the protests. Government authorities moved
quickly to arrest leaders of these parties after the first night’s demongtration.?® On 7
August the Holy Synod of the Orthodox Church accused the government of abandoning
ethnic Serbsin Croatiaand Bosnia. While not mentioning MiloZevic by name, Church
leaders accused the “ neo-communigt” regime of complicity in the “genocide’ of the
KrginaSerbs. The synod declared that the government “is not up to its historic
responghilities”  Church leaders urged that opposition unite to remove the Belgrade and
form a* government of Pan+ Serb confidence would be cgpable of saving the nationa
honour.”?” This cal sparked an even larger demondration on 9 August. Protestersin
Republic Square, chanting in unison, accused the government of treason for not helping
rebuff the Croatian offensve in the Krgina128

The refugee criss placed MiloSavic in apaliticd bind. Internationa economic sanctions
had dready ravaged the Y ugodav economy. The refugee influx threastened to send the
economy crashing into free fal. The president could have sedled the bordersto prevent
refugees from entering Serbia. But thiswould have stoked the nationait fires dready
raging againg him.1?® MiloSevic ultimately relieved some of the pressure by resattling
Krgina Serbsin Vojvodina, Kosovo, and the Sandjak. Nationalist groups evicted ethnic
Croats and Hungarians from their homes in V ojvodina and handed them over to Serb

refugees from the Krgina
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But the pressure on MiloSevic continued to mount. Operation Stormgave new impetus to
Bosnian forces battling Serb paramilitaries around Bihac. Bosnian units broke through
Serbian lines around this Mudim enclave. NATO members had aready initiated a more
aggressive campaign to protect Bihac, Zepa, and Sargevo. On 1 August they threatened
to use air strikes to counter any renewed attacks on these “ safe areas.” 3% Holbrooke then
embarked on a diplomatic shuttle misson aimed at achieving a diplomatic settlement. He
arrived in Belgrade on 17 August and told Milosevic that he would no longer negotiate
with the Palé leadershipt3!

Motivated by Y ugodavia s economic problems, the pressure brought to bear by Serbian
nationdigts, and the renewed calls for a diplomatic solution by the West, the Yugodav
president decided to cut adea with Palé. He brought the RS leadership to Belgrade on
26-27 August and, under the aegis of Patriarch of the Orthodox Church, reached an
accord on forming a Serbian delegation for peacetalks. The Belgrade Agreement
dlotted three seats on delegation to Palé (to be held by Radovan Karadzic, Ratko Mladic,
and Momcilo Krgjisnik) and three to Yugodavial3? However because the agreement
gave the Yugodav president the power to bresk atie, MiloZevic could effectively
negotiate on behdf of Pdéin any future peacetaks. By nominaing himsdlf, Yugodav
Foreign Minigter Milan Milutinovic, and Montengro Presdent Momir Bulaovic tofill

Y ugodavia s seats on the delegation, MiloSevic assured himsdlf of aleast atie on any
decision because Milutinovic and Bulatovic were under his direct contral. 132 However
Palé did recelve some sweetenersin the deal. 1n a secret annex to the agreement,
MiloSevic agreed to secure minima Bosnian Serb territorid demands, including
contiguous territory for the Republika Srpska, a partitioned Sargjevo, awider corridor
connecting the RS and Serbia, and access to the Adriatic. 134

Over the next month, the Belgrade Agreement would form the linchpin of a series of
events that would lead to a settlement of the Bosnian war a Dayton, Ohio. NATO
members and the Bosnian Mudim-Croat Confederation triggered this processin late
August and early September. After Serb artillery attack on a Sargjevo market that killed
dozens of civilians, NATO unleashed Operation Deliberate Force. Under aplan drawn

54



up by NATO military officidsin late July and early August, NATO members agreed to
launch far more extensve air srikesif RS forces violated the safe areas. On 30 August
NATO members unleashed a series of air attacks on Bosnian Serb heavy weapons, air
defenses, communications nodes, munitions depots, and bridges and roads that formed
lines of communications for these forces13° Theinitia atacks lasted until 1 September
when the UN requested a bombing pause. They resumed on 5 September and continued
until 14 September except for temporary pauses caused by poor wesather.

In the midst of the NATO air grikes, the Bosnian Mudim-Croat federation launched a
coordinated offensive against Republika Srpskaforces. What would become known as
Operation Mistral 2 began on 8 September. Croatian forces drove east while the Bosnian
Mudim army struck from the south, putting enormous pressure on key Serbia strongholds
in western Bosnia. The combined offengive continued until 12 October and reduced
Serb- controlled land in Bosniafrom 70 to 50 percent. By mid- September Banja Luka,
the largest Serb town in Bosnia- Hercegovina, was on the verge of collgpse. The NATO
ar grikes played an important role in the success of the Mudim:Croat offengve. When
the ground offengive began, the NATO air campaign pinned down RS forces in the east
and prevented them from reinforcing their besieged comrades in the west.136 While not
directly intended, the synergistic effects of ground and air power were dso no mere
accident.137  Air gtrikes had long been a centra part of the US Strategy to coerce the
Serbs and force them to accept a negotiated settlement. American pressure lay behind
NATO' s decisons to escdate the air strikes that previoudy had been limited to
“pinprick” strikes againgt isolated targets. 138 While NATO officids did not coordinate
their atacks with ground units, the timing of the two operations meant that “NATO
planes had in effect become the Croatian and Bosnian air force.”13°

Banja Luka s population had swelled as refugees from surrounding areas had fled the
advancing amies. Asthe NATO air grikes and Mudim-Croat ground offensive, RS
repestedly gppealed to Belgrade for military assstance. US officias grew concerned that
thefdl of Banja Lukawould lead to a massive humanitarian criss. Some 300,000 people
would be forced to flee. Holbrooke exerted pressure on the Mudim:-Croat federation not
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to take the city. He secured a commitment to this end and announced it publicly on 19
September. 140

However the threat to Banja Luka and the refugees that would surge into Serbia played a
key rolein the political settlement. MiloZevic effectively had two choices. He could
ether intervene militarily to prevent Banja Luka from faling or cooperate to end the war.
But NATO ar drikes and the federation ground offensive boxed MiloSevic in. He could
not intervene because his forces would be vulnerable to NATO air strikes. But if Banja
Lukafdl, the resulting refugee crisis could cause a nationaist backlash and destabilize
theregime. The Croatian offengve into the Krgina had dready shown how refugees
could trigger politica unrest. The threet that Banja Lukawould precipitate another
refugee influx perssted despite Holbrooke' s public assurances. The Bosnian Serbs could
continue ressting demands for a ceasefire and prompt the federation to keep pressing
toward BanjaLuka. Thisis precisaly what happened in October when Banja Luka
appeared on the verge of collgpse once again.14!

In the end, MiloSevic recognized that only NATO had the capacity to insure Banja Luka
would not fdl, that the refugees would not flood in, and that nationdist opposition would
not challenge his authority on the very issue that brought him to power in the first place.
NATO offered this solution through its commitment to deploy a peacekeeping force
strong enough to insure that fighting would not bregk after a political settlement. This
meant that MiloZevic had to reach a settlement. The Belgrade Agreemert gave him the
tools that he needed to push a settlement through over any oppostion that Palé might put
up. The president had dready gone along way down thisroad on 8 September after the
NATO bomhbing but before the Migtrd 2 ground offensive. The Agreement on Basic
Principles that MiloSevic signed in Geneva contained some of the core features of the
political settlement thet dl partieswould Sgn a Dayton.

But it did not contain everything. Miluntinovic agreed to a further set of principles on 26

September in New York. Moreover, MiloSevic would ultimately renege on the secret
clausesto the Belgrade Agreement.  He broke his pledge to seek a partitioned Sargjevo,
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an expanded corridor linking Serbiaand the Bosnian Serb republic, and access to the sea.

The only promise he kept was guaranteeing territoria contiguity for the Republika Srpka

Two critica factors produced a settlement in Bosnia. Onewas NATO's ability to
exercise palitical pressure on Belgrade. As Hypothesis 4 suggests, the air strikes served
as credible sgna by threatening the MiloSevic' s political base. NATO drike aircraft
worked in harmony with the Mudim-Croat federation ground offensive. However,
contrary to offensve redist theory (Hypothesis 3), the threet to seize additiond territory
did not bring the war to an end. Rather, NATO'singtitutiona capacities to prevent the
seizure of territory after any agreement—namey the fdl of Banja Luka—reassured
MiloSevic that reaching a settlement wasin hisinterests. The parties could have reached
an accord and reneged on it ex post facto. MiloSevic would have ressted a settlement
that left the Mudim: Croat forces in a better position to launch a coup de main on Banja
Luka. But the Dayton Peace Accord was not open to such exploitation because it was
enforceable. And it was enforcesble because, consstent with Hypothesis 5, aNATO-Ied
peacekeeping force prevented the parties from reneging on their commitments.

6.3.2 Kosovo

Y ugodavid s rgection of the Rambouillet draft settlement raises an intriguing question:
Did MiloSevic rgect the agreement because he believed that relinquishing control over
Kosovo would jeopardize his political authority? In other words, did MiloZevic refuse
NATO's peace terms and accept war so blithely because he believed that the loss of
Kosovo would incite arebdlion againg hisrule? Some scholars have speculated thet this
indeed was the case.1#2 MiloSevic may very well have caculated that absorbing the air
drikesfirst and only giving up Kosovo later, if he were forced to do so, was amore

sound strategy than smply handing over Kosovo a Rambouillt.
Of course Miloevic ultimately did give up Kosovo and remained in power for more than

ayear afterward. This retrospective evidence casts doubt on, but does not invdidate, the
clam that the Yugodav president feared for his paliticd life if he agreed to terms before
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the bombing started. Nevertheless, the question remains: Why did MiloSevic ultimatey
agreeto a settlement? Why did he withdraw JNA and MUP forces from Kosovo and
permit aNATO-led peacekeeping force to enter the province? Why did he not resist to
the end? Why did he not force NATO members to launch a ground war to seize Kosovo?
And even in that case, he might il have resisted and compelled NATO membersto
march al the way to Belgrade.

Y et he did not pursue this path. After 78 days of bombing he agreed to withdraw his
troops and permit NATO forces to take control. Why? When asked to speculate on
matter, General Wedey Clark responded: “You'll have to ask Milosevic, and he ll never
tell you.”*43 While this may be the case, this study presents comparative evidence that
MiloSevic caved into NATO pressure when the air strikes had begun to generate
aufficient domestic oppostion to the war and the regime. This section aso shows that
NATO members never serioudy signded that they were about to launch aground
invason. MiloSevic did not capitulate when he did because he feared the loss of territory,
elther in Kosovo or Serbiaitsdf.

With the MiloSevic regime refusing to accept the draft Rambouillet peace plan, NATO
dtates activated their threatened air strikes. NATO launched Operation Allied Force on
24 March 1999. But like NATO bombing in Bosnia prior to Operation Deliberate Force,
the initid strikes on Yugodaviawere limited. Assuming that MiloSevic would cave after
afew days, the dlies did not target Belgrade and high-vaue targetsin the firgt series of
drikes. Alliance forces refrained from hitting the center of Belgrade until the eventh

day of the campaign. The dliance aso did not attack the country’ s electrica grid until

the beginning of May, atarget included in “Phase 111" of NATO's planned air

campaign. 144

Phase | of Operation Allied Force involved striking Yugodaviaar defenses. This phase
ended on 27 March when the NAC authorized Phase || against security forces and their
support facilitiesin Kosovo. Disagreement among the dlies meant the NAC never
formally agreed to attacks on Phase I11 targets, which included the politica leadership,
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economic infrastructure, highway and road networks, and bridges. The adliesreached a
compromise griking those targets in late April by giving the Secretary Generd the
discretion to authorize those strikes.24° In May NATO crossed the threshold from limited
to robust military pressure on Yugodavia. During the firg month of the campaign

NATO aircraft averaged gpproximately 92 strike sorties per day. This number increased
to 250 during May. While the number of daily strikes remained quite low when

compared to the 1991 Gulf War, NATO states had clearly intensfied the attacks.

By early June MiloSevic decided to relent. After the Ahtisaari- Chernomyrdin’smisson
to Belgrade, he accepted the terms formulated by G-8 nations. Thisled to the Sgning of
the Military- Techicd Agreement on 9 June specifying the transfer of Kosovo to NATO's
control. Scholars have considered a number of reasons why, in addition to the air strikes,
MiloSevic decided to rdinquish control over Kosovo. These factors include the
redization that, contrary to earlier expectations, the bombing campaign would not
fracture NATO poalitically; that Russawould no longer support the Serb cause and had in
effect sded with NATO; that NATO was likely to launch aground offensive either
againg Kosvo, Serbig, or both; that a further escdation of the air campaign would destroy
Serbia s economy; and that domestic political unrest had reached unacceptable levels.146
The case comparisons made by this study suggest that MiloSevic because he believed that
NATO would indeed escdate the air strikes and that the bombing would incite greater
opposition to hisrule.

Until the end of April, the public and most groups in the socid and politica spheres
strongly supported the president’ sresistance to NATO' s demands. But by early May
things had changed dramaticaly. According to one survey, 71 percent of Yugodavs
reported suffering from shortages in specific goods!4? While the politica opinions of the
respondents were not canvassed, thisdatain dl likelihood went hand in hand with
increasing popular anger with the regime.

At the end of May families of soldiers deployed to Kosovo began to stage series of

antiwar protests. The demondrations took place in the south-central Serbiatowns of

59



Krusevac, Aleksandrovac, and Tratenik. As many as 500 reservists then deserted their
posts in Kosovo and returned to their homes in Krusevac. They were joined by hundreds
of other reservigts given temporary leave to help cam the Stuation in their hometown.

On 23 May between 1000 and 3000 people gathered in Krusevac to protest the return of
the reservigs to Kosovo. Protesters dso gathered in Aleksandrovac, including uniformed
reservists, and sought to march to Krusevac to join the demonstration. Government
authorities forced them to turn back. 48

Demondirations aso broke out in at least four other townsin south-central Serbia. In
Cacak, 160 kilometers south of Belgrade, the mayor formed a*“ Citizens Parliament” asa
forum for local residents to expresstheir opposition to the war. Police surrounded the
mayor’ s house, but he had already gone into hiding. A group of 100 people belonging to
the Citizens Parliament convened in any event and sent a letter to MiloZevic demanding
that he end the war.14°

What was the impact of these protests on Belgrade' s decision to accept the terms offered
by Ahtisaari-Chernomyrdin on 3 June? Some predicted before this date that the
demongtrations would ultimately compel the government to reach a settlement. Bratidav
Grubacic, a Belgrade political commentator, reasoned that the protests were “less against
the army, but more againgt local paliticians. It will put serious pressure on President
Milosevic and the army to find a settlement.”1%0 But the main opposition partiesin
Belgrade discounted these protests in the Serbian heartland. “We will not ask party
members to come to the streets” said Ljiljana Lucic of the Democratic Party of Serbia
“It'sirrespongble. There have been enough victims here dready - and we want to avoid
making more at adl costs” An unnamed politica andyst stated that the protestsin south-
centrd Serbia“will have no influence. These are three tiny towns. The only thing they
will get from protesting is a greater police presence.” 151

The absence of large, organized protests in Belgrade, in contrast to the situation in 1995

after Serb refugees arrived from the Krgina, isnot surprising. 1n 1999 Belgrade was
under direct attack. The population was dready war weary. The regime had imposed
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stringent media censorship and shutdown opposition mediaoutlets. The regime also was
prepared to crack down hard on any overt expressions of dissent. Leaders of mainstream
opposition parties suggested that widespread demongtrations againgt the regime would
have to wait until after the war. Vuk Dragkovic, leader of the Serbian Renwa Party, said
that “we. . . are not [in] oppogtion to Serbig; we are fighting for Serbia. Today we are
fighters againgt NATO. Tomorrow we will be fighting againgt Milosevic.”5?

Indeed, many believed that the escalation of air attacks—particularly the series of Strikes
on power plants during the first and third weeks of May that crippled water, eectricity,
and phone sarvices in Belgrade—meant that MiloSevic would soon capitulate. Asone
former government officia said of MiloSevic said at the end of May: “It's closer to the
end than to the beginning of the end. He's not buying time”1>3 The Yugodav president
faced two digtinct problems by the end of May: the air strikes and growing political
unrest. Clearly there was a cause and effect relationship. Therefore, MiloSevic may have
reasoned that his political opponents would pressure the regime whether or not the
country was under attack, as Dragkovic indicated. This placed a premium on ending the
ar grikes so he could concentrate on reigning in the forces that threatened his political
base a home. As Predrag Simic, an advisor to Draskovic, put it, “Every single party is
reca culating its positions and looking at the options. Milosevic knows that he will

aurvive for the time being and islooking a what comes after the bombing.”154 The war
had generated spontaneous protests in south-central Serbia. MiloSevic knew the
organized protests were forthcoming, with or without war. He decided to give up Kosovo
to fend off the coming storm of political dissent.

A number of scholars and policy makers have argued that the threat of NATO ground
offengive, not the agrid attacks and political protests, coerced Belgrade into releasing its
grip on Kosovo.1%> However arecent study presents a sound and well-documented
argument that NATO gtates had not reached a political consensus on the need for ground
operations had not clearly signaled that they would pursue aland invasion, and were not

prepared for such an invasion.156
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The most sgnificant flaw in the argument that a ground threet caused MiloSevic to cave

on Kosovo isthat officias from NATO countries never articulated such athreet publicly.
On 18 May President Clinton stated that “we have not and will not take any option off the
table.”15” While British Prime Minister Tony Blair had been pushing the aliesto make
preparations for a ground offengive for over amonth, only Washington could credibly
sgnd that an invason was impending given its dominant military rolein the dliance.

United States civilian and military officids gave Viktor Chernomyrdin “very explicit”
warnings about an impending ground attack only days before his mission to Belgrade.158
Just before Belgrade agreed to the G-8 demands the president’ s nationa security adviser,
Sandy Berger, declared in a private meeting that the administration would pursue dl
options to win thewar.1>® However thiswarning, issued in private, does not appear to be
credible. If the administration were serious about making such athrest, it would have
donein public, just as NATO officias had dore in Bosnia

Not al credible signas, however, need be verbdized. At the end of May NATO combat
engineers began reinforcing the road connecting Albaniato Kosovo.  Simultaneoudy the
Albanian army began supporting KLA forces with artillery gtrikesin an effort to secure
supply routesinto the Yugodav province. Mg. Generd Vladimir Lazarevic, commander
of the Yugodav amy’s Prigtina Corps, cdled it “the beginning of anew phase of
aggression, the so-called land operation.”160 On 25 May NATO aso authorized the
deployment of nearly 30,000 additiond troopsto Macedonia. The dliance justified the
increase as preparation for sending a peacekeeping force in Kosovo once a settlement had
been reached 6!

Belgrade might have interpreted both the road improvements and the troops deployment
as definitive preparations for aground war. But the Y ugodav leadership would dso have
recognized that aforce of 50,000 troops was insufficient to invade Kosovo when most
knowledgesble observers put the number at 175,000 or more.162 Moreover, US officids
and many other NATO-member states explicitly ruled out the possibility of aground
invason. The verba statements contradicting the preparations on the ground could only
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have raised doubts in the minds of Serb leaders that the dlies were serious about aland

invason.163

When compared to the warnings NATO sates issued during the Bosnia conflict and
before the Operation Allied Force began, the threats to launch a ground offensive in

K osovo were vague and not backed up by sufficient forces on the ground to make them
credible. MiloSevic might have been concerned that NATO states—either a codition of
the willing or the dliance as awhole—would send ground troops into Kosovo or Serbia.
But that prospect was too distant to explain why the FRY |eadership accepted the terms
conveyed by Chernomyrdin and Ahtisaari. The combination of air strikes as credible
sgnds and the outbreak of domestic politica protest—with the expectations that it would
intensfy—compelled MiloSevic to concede. This evidence is consstent with the
bargaining approach outlined in Hypothesis 4. On the other hand, the offensve redist
proposition that coercion is likely to succeed when states face the loss of territory
(Hypothesis 3) does not shed light on this case.

But even if one accepts that the proposition that ar strikes and politica threats to the
regime caused MiloSevic to withdraw from Kosovo, the entry of aNATO peacekeeping
force into Kosovo poses apuzzle. Why did the FRY regime not anticipate that NATO
states would use Kosovo as base from which it might launch attacks into Serbia proper?
The regime hed long warned that Kosovo wasthe first step in aplan aming a taking
control of Yugodaviain itsentirety. Inapublic address just prior to the firg NATO air
drikes, MiloSevic painted agrim picture: “This has not been just a question of Kosovo,
athough Kosovo, too, is of immense importance to us. The freedom of our entire country
isin question, and Kosovo would have only served as adoor for foreign troopsto get in
and put in question precisely these greatest values of ours."164

One could argue that, since the FRY leadership relinquished control over Kosovo rather
than fight to the bitter end, such statements were mere hyperbole desgned to raly the
nation. But there is another explanation. As suggested by Hypothesis 5, NATO's

indtitutiona capacities may have made giving up Kosovo easier to swalow. Asan
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aliance of democratic dates, the dliance retained a high degree of credibility. The
dliance has a unique capacity to make highly credible politicd commitments. Belgrade
could be relatively confident thet aliance would do no more than it promised: end the

civil war in Kosovo and return the province to sdf-governance.

7. Conclusion

The Bakans posed serious chalenges to those committed to a more peaceful and stable
Europe. NATO emerged from the cold war stronger than ever. Y et dliance members
encountered red difficultiesin seeking to enforce peace and security in southeastern
Europe. Clearly some the problems the dlies faced were homegrown. Thedliesdid not
aways summon the requisite will, unity, or resources necessary to quell Balkan conflicts.

But NATO gdates dso found themsalves deeply engaged in a complex bargaining process
as they sought to impaose peace on aturbulent region. They consstently sought to send
crediblesgnasin an effort to turn state and non-gtate actors back away from ethnic
warfare. NATO's agenda after the cold war centered on developing a credible set of
srategies and forces that would successfully enforce peace in the new Europe. NATO's
Bakan interventions reflect amixed record of success and failure. This study presents an
andytic framework that can make sense on this complex story.

This study demondtrates that the ability of NATO dates to stabilize out-of - area conflicts

in Bakans hinged on both the preferences of the parties to those conflicts and the type of
threats issued by dliance members. Using theoretical proposition derived from

bargaining theory and cross- case comparisons of the mgor Bakan conflicts, the study
reaches four principa conclusons. Firgt, when the stronger party to interna conflict

prefers integration in European ingtitutions, then sgnas sent by NATO dlies as verbd
warningswill lead to a stable settlement. Thisis precisdy what happened in the Presevo
valley, Macedonia, and Serbia-Montenegro cases. When the stronger party seeks a closer
relationship with Europe, it will refrain from escaating conflicts to the highest levels of

force. Thisredtraint creates opening for diplomacy and a negotiated settlement.
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Second, when the stronger partiesto internd conflict prefer isolation from European
sates, then military strikes are necessary to achieve a sable settlement. Actorsthat
pursue interna conflict without concern for ther future in Europe will take verba sgnds
with agrain of sat. They will only retreat and accept a negotiated settlement when
military actions threaten their grip on domestic political power. The Bosniaand Kosovo
conflicts both followed this pattern.

Third, NATO'sindtitutional capacities played a critical rolein both the more tractable
cases in northwest corner of Figure 1 and less tractable cases in southeast corner. The
dliance played an important role in amdiorating commitment problems that might
otherwise have engendered backdiding on peace pledges. Just because parties agree to
peace does not mean they will remain at peace. The dliance s high degree of
inditutiond credibility averted explaitation and the reneging on commitments thet
plagued the pursuit of stable settlements throughout modern diplomatic history.

These findings have sgnificant policy implications for an dliance that continues to
evolve. In August 2003 NATO will move outsde the Euro-Atlantic region for the first
time by taking command of the International Security Assstance Force (ISAF) in
Afghanigan. NATO members have dso decided to provide logigtical and intelligence
support for a Polishtled multinationa peacekeeping forcein Irag. As of thiswriting, the
dlies continue to discuss whether NATO will formaly participate in helping keep the
peace in Irag. NATO members are thus seeking to extend their collective credibility to
sabilize conflicts beyond Europe.

This study suggests three important caveets as NATO moves outside the traditiond Euro-
Atlantic theater. First, NATO members must recognize that their ability to stability the
world beyond Europe will depend first and foremost on whether actors see afuturein a
closer relaionship with NATO and the European Union. Members of these organizations
must continue to establish partnership programs and regiond association agreementsin
North Africa, the Middle Eadt, and south Asia. If these arrangements successfully pull
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actors toward European indtitutions, then the challenge of intervention, if and when
conflicts arise in these regions, will be far more managegble. Thisisthe lesson of the
cases clugtered in the northwest quadrant of Figure 1.

Second, NATO gates must augment their military capabilities to project power beyond
Europe. Thelessons of the Bakansreadsin part that not al actors will want to be drawn
into Europe sinditutiona orbit. If NATO members are serious about enforcing peace
and security in far-flung regions, then the dlies must have the military capecity to put

turn up the domestic political heet on regimes and non- state actors that foment interna
conflict. While the United States has this capacity, other dliance members must close the
cgpabilities gap to insure they can send credible military sgnals. Thedlianceis
establishing a Rapid Reaction Force, to be made deployable in 2004, that promises a
more flexible force designed to intervene in fast-moving crises far from NATO territory.

Third, contrary to some analyses, NATO states need not develop new palitica
mechanisms to ensure that the aliance can make effective and efficient decisons asthe
dliance expands to 25 members. Thetask of diplomatic Sgnaling requires clear and
precise statements of intent backed by the credible threat of military force. An dliance

comprised of democratic states will necessarily have interna debates and disputes over
policy and drategy.

However the cases compared here show that the falure of Sgnaling did not originatein
the falure of dliance inditutions. Despite internd divisions over Bosnia and Kosovo,
NATO officids did issue clear warning and threets. The Bosnian Serbs may have
perceived that domegtic politics congtrained aliance members rather than furnishing
information about their collective will to impose gability on the region. But ultimeatdly
facing down these ethnic nationalists also required putting pressure on Belgrade. After
the Croats invaded the Krgjina, the Belgrade Agreement and air and ground offensivein
Bosniainduced MiloSevic to turn on his alies and betray their interests at Dayton.
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Thereis adso no question that NATO members employed alowest common denominator
approach during the Kosovo campaign. This process bid down the intengity of the
opening air srikesagaing Yugodavia It was difficult for the dliesto sgnd ther

resolve because they rules out the use of ground forces and bombed from an dtitude that
insured ground fire could not down dlied aircraft. Allied Sates cregtively avoided
domestic audience costs. Those contributing directly to the air attacks had a great ded of
support from the public and opposition paliticians. Meanwhile states whose publics and
political opposition rejected the air campaign—Greece, Spain, Portugal, and Czech
Republic, for example—did not participate directly in offensve military operations
againg Yugodavia, sparing them from public rebuke. But these difficulties were
surmountable within NATO' s exiging political inditutions.  In the end air Srikesfar less
punishing than those launched on Irag in 1991 imposed sufficient political costs on
Belgrade to force a settlement.

NATO isa*consensus-making machine” This meansthat the dlies will make
compromises. While the dlies should be prepared for hard bargaining and internd
debate—inevitable in any democratic dliance—they need not overhaul their dlianceto
pursue out- of-area peace and security operations. Current structures alow for building a
consensus and sending credible Sgnals. Theredity isSmply that some out- of-area
operations are harder than others. In the future, intra-aliance debate on out- of-area
interventions will likely focus on the degree of difficulty such operations pose. Answers
to that quegtion will inform firgt-order decison making on whether to intervenein the

firgt place.
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