ISSN 1435-3288 ISBN 978-3-936183-74-0

Zentrum fur Europaische Integrationsforschung

Center for European Integration Studies
Rheinische Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universitat Bonn

Walter-Flex-Stralte 3 Tel.: +49-228-73-4952
D-53113 Bonn Fax: +49-228-73-1788
Germany http: //www.zei.de

Zentrum fur Europaische Integrationsforschung

Center for European Integration Studies
Rheinische Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universitat Bonn

Mladen Dragasevic

The Newest Old State
in Europe
Montenegro Regaining
Independence

laded uoIsSsnosI

C174
2007



Mladen Dragasevic, after being involved as a local expert in the ac-
tivities of major international organisations in Montenegro, has been
working in the Multilateral Department of the Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs of the Republic of Montenegro since 2003, where he has partici-
pated in and chaired a number of multilateral conferences and has
been involved in the coordination of inter-governmental activities in
the field of multilateral cooperation. He successfully completed the
Diplomatic Academy in Montenegro in the academic year 2003/04
and gained the Master of European Studies at the Center for Euro-
pean Integration Studies in Bonn, in 2005/06.




Mladen Dragasevic

The Newest Old State in Europe

Montenegro Regaining Independence

Introduction

There is no small nation without a great history. Montenegrin people are a
perfect example to confirm this rule. However, this paper is not about the
thousand-year history of Montenegro, the fierce struggles this small but
fearless nation had during its fights for freedom and independence. It is
about the most important features of the political situation in Montenegro
after the dissolution of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and of
the different unions with Serbia. This paper deals with the origins of the
independence movement in Montenegro in the last decade, tries to explain
the arguments in favour and against independence, as well as the possible
implications of the process, looked upon from different perspectives inside
and outside of Montenegro. Furthermore, it deals with the European Un-
ion’s involvement in the issue, the reasons behind the specific EU policy
towards Montenegro and its effects.

1. Montenegro’s historical background: From Duklja to
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia

1.1. General history

Montenegro is a mountainous Balkan country of rough beauty, located on
the Adriatic coast. The history of Montenegro is the history of wars and
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battles, fought against foreign domination. The first Montenegrin state,
Duklja, gained its freedom in 1042, having won a decisive battle against
Byzantium. Montenegro has been the only Balkan country that stood free
and independent throughout centuries, having resisted constant foreign at-
tempts of invasion. Outstanding leaders of the Crnojevic and Petrovic dy-
nasties governed Montenegro for centuries. The Crnojevic dynasty ruled
Montenegro until 1516 and Orthodox Bishops of the Petrovic dynasty were
leading the country up to 1851. Montenegro became a kingdom in 1910.
King Nikola of Montenegro was to be the only Montenegrin king, due to
the unconstitutional and hostile annexation of Montenegro by Serbia in
1918. The same year, the Kingdom of the South Slavs had been established
under the realm of the Serbian king Aleksandar Karadjordjevic.

In the period between the two World Wars, King Aleksandar dominated the
Yugoslav Government. Despite being a grandson of Montenegro's king Ni-
kola, he worked against the ideas of Montenegro as an independent state.
The Communist Party of Yugoslavia, on the other hand, supported the
equality of the Montenegrin nation (with Serbs, Croats and others), in rec-
ognition of the desire of the majority of Montenegrins who fought in World
War II for liberation and emancipation. This made the Communist party
popular in Montenegro; Belgrade, however, regarded Montenegro as a
mere backward province during the reign of the Karadjordjevic monarchy
in the First Yugoslavia. Tito's Partisans won the war of liberation and ac-
knowledged Montenegro's massive contribution to the war against the Axis
Powers and its desire for a renewed status by establishing it as one of the
six republics of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.

The Montenegrins' traditional Pan-Slavism made them inclined to support
the communist project of reunifying Yugoslavia. Consequently, after the
war many Montenegrins found themselves in high positions within the
military, political, and economic administration, in contrast to their former
marginality. Montenegro, regarded as an under-developed republic, became
a regular recipient of large quantities of federal aid, which enabled it to
embark — for the first time — on a process of industrialization. Furthermore,
at the beginning of the 1980s, the Montenegrin coast emerged as an impor-
tant tourist area.
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1.2. The dissolution of the former and the rise of the new Yugoslavia

No East European country has demonstrated so clearly as the former Yugo-
slavia the dangers inherent but largely unrecognized in the process of de-
mocratization. The central conflict, which destabilized Yugoslavia, was
between, on the one hand, the desire to create or consolidate (in the case of
Serbia) a state in which one national group was dominant, and on the other,
the perceived or demonstrable vulnerability of populations in these pro-
jected states, which led to their growing aspirations for independence. With
a largely homogeneous ethnic composition, Slovenia was able to secede
after a war which, when compared with what was to come in other FRY
Republics, was peaceful. Almost everywhere else, a plethora of minorities
inhabited the disputed territories: in Croatia, in Bosnia, in Serbia, in Mace-
donia. Only in Montenegro was the issue of minorities uncontentious.

For a long time (until just before the declarations of independence of Croa-
tia and Slovenia in June 1991), Western Europe and the United States ap-
peared unwilling to recognize that Yugoslavia was disintegrating and that
the presidents of its six republics were not capable of regulating this proc-
ess in a peaceful manner. The overall developments of the democratization
process in Yugoslavia demonstrated that the rhetoric of self-determination
could not be easily translated into practice. This dichotomy lead to the use
of force and created the dilemma in the international community as to how
to react to the independence claims by the various Yugoslav republics.

The break-up of the Yugoslav federation after 1989 left Montenegro in an
acutely precarious position. The first democratic elections in 1990 brought
the reformed League of Communists to power, confirming Montenegrin
support for the disintegrating federation. On the other hand, in 1989 the
remains of King Nikola and other members of the former royal family were
returned to Montenegro to be re-entered with great ceremony in Cetinje'.
This event fostered independence sentiments, re-emerging in some circles
of the Montenegrin society, after being repressed by two Yugoslavias. The
idea of Montenegro as an independent state had been vigorously pro-

1 Old royal capital of Montenegro.
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claimed by a group of intellectuals gathered in the Liberal Alliance of
Montenegro, one of the opposition parties in the Montenegrin Parliament.

The young leaders of the League of Communists of Montenegro, Milo
Djukanovic, Momir Bulatovic and Svetozar Marovic, all swept into power
during the so-called "anti-bureaucratic revolution" — an administrative
putsch of sorts within the Yugoslav Communist party, orchestrated by Slo-
bodan Milosevic. All three appeared devout communists on the surface, but
they also had sufficient skills and adaptability to understand the dangers of
clinging to traditional, rigid old-guard tactics in new and changing times.
When the old Yugoslavia effectively ceased to exist and the democratic
political system had been introduced, they quickly repackaged the Monte-
negrin branch of the old Communist party and renamed it the Democratic
Party of Socialists (DPS). Inheriting the entire infrastructure, resources and
membership of the old Communist party gave the DPS a sizable head start
on their opponents of the newly-formed parties. It allowed them to win par-
liamentary and presidential elections overwhelmingly. The party has ruled
Montenegro ever since (either alone or as a leading member of different
ruling coalitions), never losing power for even a day.

On December 16, 1991, the EC Foreign Ministers met in Brussels and is-
sued a ‘Declaration on Yugoslavia’. This document significantly influenced
international reactions on the issue of recognition of the newly emerging
states and, arguably, transformed recognition law. The Declaration on
Yugoslavia introduced a process for applying the guidelines, which re-
quired any Republic of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(SFRY) to apply for recognition. The written applications would then be
submitted for advice to the Arbitration Commission, better known as the
Badinter Commission”. The Badinter Commission explained from a rela-
tively theoretical point of view the conditions whereby a national entity had
the right of secession, meaning that all former republics of the SFRY (Bos-
nia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Slovenia)

2 The Arbitration Commission of the European Community, established at a peace
conference on Yugoslavia (November 29, 1991), comprised five presidents from
different Constitutional Courts of the EC countries; it became known as the
Badinter Commission after the French lawyer appointed as its president.
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were entitled to statehood. This method of requiring an application for rec-
ognition, which is examined by an arbitrator and then decided upon accord-
ing to a set timetable, was virtually unprecedented in recognition practice.
The invitation by the EC, extended to all six Republics of the SFRY,
showed no uniformity in the responses or the results whatsoever.

On February 12, 1992, governments of Serbia and Montenegro agreed to
remain in the same state, named the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(FRY), which claimed continuity with the SFRY. Montenegro than hastily
organized a referendum on state status on March 1, 1992. In this, the first
referendum for Montenegrin independence, 95.96% of the votes were cast
for remaining in the federation with Serbia. The turnout was 66%° because
of the boycott by the pro-independence Montenegrins as well as the Mus-
lim and Catholic minorities. Proponents of independence claim that the poll
was organized under undemocratic conditions, with widespread propa-
ganda from the state-controlled media in favour of a pro-federation vote.

The international community rejected the Belgrade government’s efforts to
establish the FRY as a successor of the SFRY. The Badinter Commission
ruled that none of the six successor states of the SFRY could claim for it-
self alone the membership rights previously enjoyed by the former SFRY.
The four former SFRY republics — Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzego-
vina, and Macedonia — decided to apply for membership in international
organizations and since then have been recognized by the international
community and admitted as members of the UN. But while President Mil-
osevic was in power, first as the President of Serbia (1989-1997), then as
the President of the FRY (1997-2000), the FRY refused to apply for mem-
bership in international organizations. The FRY considered itself the sole
successor state of the SFRY, and therefore believed that it was automati-
cally entitled to positions in international organizations previously occu-
pied by the SFRY. The result was the partial exclusion from the activities
of the UN and the suspension from other international organizations. This
absurd situation of perpetuating the memory of a non-existent state lasted
for eight years.

3 http://www.tanjug.co.yu/Dogadjaji/referendum/default.aspx.
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2. Montenegro inside the Federal Republic of Yugosla-
via

2.1. The tension rises: Conflicts in the new Yugoslavia

Despite the ethnic, religious and linguistic similarities between Serbs and
Montenegrins, differences between the national interests of Montenegro
and Serbia were growing. Montenegro increasingly felt the consequences
of international sanctions imposed on the FRY, banning it from member-
ship in international financial organizations, and harming its own economy
and international standing. In response, Montenegro began to press for
greater political autonomy from Serbia and initiated a process of dissocia-
tion from the federal institutions in 1997. The whole process was similar to
the situation from the early 90’s, i.e. the Slovenian and Croatian separation.
The main difference is that the conflict between Belgrade and Podgorica
was primarily political and does not have an ethnic dimension.

In 1996, a pro-western faction of the political elite within the DPS, under
the leadership of Milo Djukanovic, began to openly propagate a different
economic and foreign policy from that of the federal government led by the
Milosevic supporters. In contrast to Momir Bulatovic, his opponent within
the DPS, Djukanovic rapidly adopted western values and came to lead a
new generation of young technocrats. Djukanovic’s prime objective was
the economic development of Montenegro through cooperation, leading
eventually to integration in Western European organizations. However,
Djukanovic dared to express open criticism of Milosevic. According to
Djukanovic, the international image of Milosevic was so bad that his elec-
tion as president of the FRY could only further damage the interests of the
Yugoslav federation, and thus of Montenegro.

The conflict between Djukanovic, on the one-side, and Bulatovic and Mil-
osevic on the other came to a head in the summer of 1997, when Djukano-
vic decided to challenge Bulatovic in the presidential elections scheduled
for October 1997. It ended with Milo Djukanovi¢ winning over Momir Bu-
latovi¢ in a second-round run-off. Former close allies had by this time be-
come bitter foes, which resulted in the splitting of the DPS. Bulatovic and
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his followers formed the Socialist People’s Party of Montenegro (SNP),
staying loyal to Milosevic, whereas Djukanovic began to distance himself
further from Serbia. This distance from the policies of Milosevic played a
decisive role in sparing Montenegro from the heavy bombing that Serbia
endured in the spring of 1999 during the NATO air-campaign.

Djukanovi¢ turned out to be the winner of this political fight, and his posi-
tion was strengthened by the parliamentary elections held on May 31, 1998.
Having won the parliamentary elections, the DPS candidate should have
been assigned federal prime minister. Instead, President Milosevic chose
Momir Bulatovic, who was defeated in the election, for this post. The DPS
considered Bulatovic’s appointment unconstitutional. From that moment
on, the Government of Montenegro (GoM) and President Djukanovic re-
fused to acknowledge the legitimacy of the federal institutions; thus the
federation became dysfunctional.

Djukanovic’s double victory represented the most serious challenge to Mil-
osevic’s rule since he had become president of the FRY. Under Djukano-
vic’s leadership, Montenegro tended to assume important state
competencies at the expense of the federal institutions. This political strat-
egy was Montenegro’s response to an openly hostile attitude of Milosevic,
who considered the federal state to be in the service of Serbian state inter-
ests. He simply ignored Montenegro’s attempts to formulate separate inter-
ests, to which it was entitled as an equal member of the federation.

As a consequence, the GoM established its strategy of dissociation with
regard to the federal institutions. It gradually built up the institutional ca-
pacities of a sovereign state, taking over the monetary and banking system,
foreign trade, customs and taxation. Montenegro introduced the Deutsche
Mark as a currency on November 2, 1999, thus reducing the influence of
the Yugoslav Central Bank on its economy. Since the introduction of the
Euro in 2002, all payments and transactions in Montenegro have been
changed accordingly. This meant that monetary union in FRY ceased to
exist and its unified market met additional obstacles. GoM had taken other
attributes of sovereign policy as well, such as the control of the customs
regime, the creation of a distinct visa regime and internal security.
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2.2. Post-Milosevic’s era: Widening the gap

The removal of Slobodan Milosevic from power in October 2000 was re-
ceived in the Montenegrin political public, as expected, with unconcealed
relief, but also with considerable reservation towards the new president of
the FRY Vojislav Kostunica. Democratic forces in Montenegro assessed
that the citizens of Serbia and the Serbian opposition elite achieved a big
success with the victory over the great bastion of dictatorship. Neverthe-
less, they asserted that this was just the first step in the democratic trans-
formation of Serbia, in which positive political energy had been suppressed
for a long time.

It was clear from the beginning that the positions of President Djukanovic
and the GoM concerning a new union are quite different from those of Kos-
tunica and the DOS. The GoM stated that Serbia and Montenegro ought to
constitute themselves into two independent sovereign states before entering
into negotiations on restructuring the federal state. In addition, Montenegro
made claims for two seats in the UN and separate memberships in interna-
tional organizations. President Djukanovic suggested that the new Union
between Serbia and Montenegro should have only three functions in com-
mon: defence, common market and foreign affairs. These demands repre-
sented the official position of the GoM for the forthcoming negotiations
with the Serbian Government and the federal presidency. The Montenegrin
negotiating platform envisaged a referendum to seek popular approval for a
solution or, if the negotiations failed, for independence.

The President of the FRY, Vojislav Kostunica, stated on many occasions
that one of his main priorities was to restructure the federal state and to
keep the two states together. It is interesting to notice that all of the main
political parties in Serbia, apart from great discrepancy in their political
agendas, were in favour of maintaining a certain kind of state union. Ac-
cording to Kostunica, the union between Serbia and Montenegro should
have a single legal personality in international relations and one seat in the
UN. The union should also have a joint federal government, one president,
a single army, a single currency and a common foreign policy.

10
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The first negotiating session between Kostunica, Djukanovic and Djindjic
(Serbian Prime Minister) in January 2001 was inconclusive. Both sides
clung to their respective platforms. The first price for the evident disagree-
ment was the stability of the Montenegrin governing coalition. The Pro-
union Peoples Party (NS) left the government and joined the opposition.
Early parliamentary elections in the Republic of Montenegro were the only
way out to break the political jam caused by the disintegration of the ruling
coalition. This crucial question of Montenegro’s legal status mobilized
82% of eligible voters, who took part in the elections held on April 22,
2001.

The pro-independence coalition led by Djukanovic won the election. Nev-
ertheless, the newly elected government was not to last very long. Under
great pressure from the European Union (see Chapter 3.1.), the GoM
signed the Belgrade Agreement, establishing the State Union of Serbia and
Montenegro. The strongly pro-independent Liberal Alliance of Montenegro
(LSCGQG) pulled out of the ruling coalition in protest, triggering new elec-
tions. LSCG's urge to punish Djukanovic for the “treason” of the Belgrade
Agreement was so powerful, that the party formed a strange alliance with
the federalist bloc. The voters, however, clearly expressed their support for
the political realism embodied in the Belgrade Agreement, extending the
ruling coalition’s mandate.

Djukanovic's victory has left the pro-union parties too discredited to form a
serious and vibrant opposition. Indeed, some time will pass before such an
opposition will arise.

3. The EU’s apprehension and intervention

3.1. Building the State Union

Having learnt the lessons of its failure to intervene in the Balkan crises dur-
ing the 90°s — especially in Bosnia and Kosovo — the EU was trying to be
much more efficient in preventing new conflicts in the region. Not being
able to find a timely agreement among its member states and institutions
for a solution of the newly emerged problems, the EU had to bear the mas-

11
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sive costs of providing urgent help to the war-destroyed areas in former
Yugoslavia. At the beginning of the 21st century, the EU was determined
not to allow more armed conflicts of any kind in the Western Balkans,
which almost have a certain place in the EU in the future.

After the fall of Milosevic’ regime, an overwhelming majority of the EU’s
main political actors favoured the concept of a joint state. This standpoint
was firmly supported by the EU High Representative for the CFSP, Javier
Solana. Washington and Brussels met with disapproval the Montenegrin
proposal for dissolution of the two states in a Czechoslovak-style “Velvet
Divorce”.* Montenegro began to seem more like a troublemaker than a reli-
able ally to the EU and the US. The EU's solution was to push for a rear-
rangement of relations between Montenegro and Serbia on completely new
foundations, but in the setting of what would remain, for diplomatic and
international purposes, one single political entity.

After pressuring Montenegro in various ways, the EU managed to persuade
Podgorica to sign the Belgrade Agreement on March 14, 2002, creating a
tailor-made entity named the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro, a con-
juncture of two semi-independent states. On February 4, 2003, the Parlia-
ment of the FRY adopted “The Constitutional Charter of the State Union of
Serbia and Montenegro”. The Constitutional Charter enabled the estab-
lishment of institutions like the Parliament, the President, the Council of
Ministers and the Court of the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro.

The main task of the institutions of the State Union was to carry out the
joint functions of two states: a common foreign policy, a free trade area and
the command of the Army. In practice, things were developing in a differ-
ent direction. The diplomatic-consular representatives of Serbia and Mon-
tenegro (especially Montenegrin diplomats) were pursuing the policies of
their own governments. Many obstacles disabled the proper functioning of
a joint market: the existence of two central banks and two different curren-
cies; different systems of taxation; divergences in foreign trade and cus-

4 The Montenegrin proposal envisaged two new states— Montenegro and Serbia —
each as an independent and internationally recognized sovereign entity, in an asso-

12
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toms and excise systems. The international community started to realize
significant obstacles to the effective functioning of the union. Appropriate
reactions followed. The World Trade Organisation allowed the two entities
to join separately and to be considered as two economic systems. Recognis-
ing the logjam between the two states, the European Commission adopted a
twin track approach in negotiations on a Stabilisation and Association
Agreement (SAA) in September 2004. It envisaged a single SAA with two
separate economic annexes — one for Montenegro and one for Serbia.

The politicians in the EU were becoming more aware of the fact that the
Belgrade Agreement perhaps was a success in terms of crisis preven-
tion/postponement, but it had not, by far, laid the foundations for a stable,
long-term union. The GoM, strengthened by the growing pro-independent
feeling among the people of Montenegro, was determined to use the option
provided in Article 60 of the Constitutional Charter: “Upon the expiry of a
3-year period, member states shall have the right to initiate the proceedings
for the change in its state status or for breaking away from the State Union
of Serbia and Montenegro. The decision on breaking away from the state
union of Serbia and Montenegro shall be taken following a referendum.*
By the beginning of 2006, nobody was denying the legal right of the ruling
coalition in Montenegro to consult the people on the idea of an independent
state in a democratic and fair referendum.

3.2. The Law on the Referendum: 55% democracy

While the Belgrade Agreement’s three year moratorium was expiring, dis-
cussions on the Referendum law were increasing. The biggest obstacle in
the negotiations was the discussion about the percentage of the electorate
necessary for legitimately proclaiming an independent state. The GoM was
willing to agree upon 40% of overall electoral body (for legitimately pro-
claiming an independent state), while the opposition asked for 60%. Firm

ciation somewhat similar to the arrangements that bind together the various mem-
bers of the European Union.

5 The Constitutional Charter of the State Community of Serbia and Montenegro,
http://www.mfa.gov.yu/Facts/const_scg.pdf.

13
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positions of the two parties led to the stalemate which needed a solution
from outside.

EU High Representative for CFSP, Javier Solana, appointed Slovak diplo-
mat Miroslav Lajcak as a mediator and his personal representative for the
Montenegrin referendum. Soon after he was appointed, Ambassador Lajcak
put forward a “proposal” the EU found best for the situation in Montene-
gro: for the referendum to be declared valid, the turnout had to be over 50%
of those on electoral lists. In addition, independence had to be approved by
at least 55% of citizens who took part in voting. The reasons behind the
EU’s proposal were complex.

The EU’s political concept towards Serbia and Montenegro had been clear
in recent years. The EU preferred the joint state of Serbia and Montenegro,
and made specific political steps in this direction, starting with the tremen-
dous influence on Montenegro in times of negotiating the Belgrade Agree-
ment, up to the exceptional 55% rule. There are a number of justified
concerns of the EU with respect to the effects of the eventual proclamation
of Montenegrin independence:

e Internal destabilisation of Montenegro: public opinion, almost equally
divided over two concepts of the status, could lead to yet another inter-
nal conflict in the unstable area of the Western Balkans.

e Undermining democratic progress in Serbia: the independence of Mon-
tenegro would strengthen nationalist positions in the Serbian Parliament,
and jeopardize the already fragile democratic government in Belgrade.

e Domino effect in the region: an independent Montenegro would fire
separatism in the surrounding countries, Kosovo, Macedonia, Bosnia
and Herzegovina. The EU was afraid of the idea that the process might
provoke Albanian leaders to proclaim the independence of Kosovo, in
the middle of negotiations between Belgrade and Pristina over its status.

e The future impact of yet another small state on the distribution of voting
power within the EU.

The GoM, being aware of the reasons behind the EU’s support for a state
union, made considerable diplomatic efforts in providing adequate counter-

14
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arguments. It was promoting the firm determination and efficiency of Mon-
tenegrin institutions in preventing any possible internal conflict in the
country, stressing the significant role cultural, traditional, religious and
family ties between the peoples of Serbia and Montenegro could play in a
peaceful separation. Podgorica constantly repeated its intention for the
closest possible cooperation in various fields between independent states in
the future. Furthermore, the GoM refused to be directly involved in the
resolution of the Kosovo issue. The historical, moral and legitimate right of
Montenegro to claim independence has not been disputed by the interna-
tional community since the Berlin Congress in 1878. The countries in the
region made substantial steps to improve security conditions: Macedonia
overcame its internal ethnic conflict and gained the status of EU member-
ship candidate, Bosnia and Herzegovina was finalising the process of
adopting the new constitution and is moving forward in the process of ne-
gotiations on the SAA. Finally, Montenegro will not be the smallest coun-
try in the EU (Luxemburg, Malta), and it is difficult to imagine that
670,000 Montenegrins will challenge the absorption capacity of the EU.

Nevertheless, the referendum conditions (55% of votes cast) had been im-
mediately heavily criticized by pro-independence media in Montenegro.
This major exception of the majority rule represented a potential risk for a
clear political outcome. By accepting this condition imposed by those who
refused Montenegrin independence — European diplomacy, in contempt of
the elementary rules of representative democracy and the right of people to
decide for themselves — could be accused of having created an inextricable
situation.

Indeed, if over half of voters — but less than 55% of them — were to vote in
favour of independence, Montenegro would have remained united with
Serbia and the minority would have won over the majority! In order to win,
supporters of the union with Serbia were therefore not obliged to win the
referendum, it was sufficient for them not to lose with too large a gap.
Prime Minister Milo Djukanovic declared, “The recommendation from the
European Union is dangerous for stability. The 55/45 ratio is contrary to
the very principle of democracy. The final decision should lie with the ma-

15
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jority and not the minority. In my opinion this is unfair, but we will accept
the European Union’s proposal.”

On March 1, 2006, the Montenegrin Parliament adopted the Law on the
Referendum on Independence by 60 votes in favour and 10 against. Pro-
independent parties (except DPS) were against the Law because of their
disapproval of the 55% rule.

4. Montenegro on the Way to the Referendum

4.1. The discourse on independence: Arguments in favour and
against independence

“Do you want the Republic of Montenegro to be an independent state with
full international and legal personality?” This is the question, which the
Montenegrins answered on May 21, 2006, and determined their country’s
fate. Both the pro-independence bloc and the pro-union bloc started their
campaigns confident of victory.

The independence bloc headed by Prime Minister Milo Djukanovic, who
connected his political fate with the referendum outcome®, was a multi-
ethnic coalition comprising the governing parties, which held 44 out of 74
seats in the Montenegrin Parliament. In the referendum campaign, the in-
dependence bloc extensively used the passionate sentiment among Monte-
negrins towards the long-lasting fierce battle for sovereignty. It proclaimed
that the experience of different types of state union showed that relations
with Serbia cannot be transparent, lasting and stable unless the two states
are independent or they form a tight political union. The “independentists”
strongly accentuated the fact that Serbia was holding Montenegro back in
the process of European integration, especially after the European Com-
mission suspended the SAA negotiations with Serbia and Montenegro on
May 3, 2006, due to the insufficient cooperation of Serbia with the ICTY in

6 Prime Minister Djukanovic declared that if the independence option acquired less
than 50%, he would resign.

16
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The Hague. Thus, Montenegro, once again, suffered the consequences of
the political decisions it was unable to influence.

Independentists based their argument on the achievements Montenegro
made in improving its political and economic policies. The developed mul-
tiethnic and multi-religious character of the Republic has been pointed out
as one of its basic values that distinguished Montenegro in a regional and
wider international context. Different confessions and ethnic groups, which
have been living together in this region for centuries, represented a true
recognition of the key principle of the European Union’s “Living together
in diversity”.

The independence block argued that Montenegro wanted to take its future
in its own hands, to build its independent European road, simultaneously
developing good relations with all the neighbouring countries, including
Serbia and Kosovo. In the SAA negotiations, Montenegro affirmed good
coordination of its institutions and developed clear negotiation positions.
Independent Montenegro will be a good example of dynamic economic in-
tegration into the EU, with its opened economic system, with excellent
natural resources and qualified workforce, together with the high level of
achieved economic reforms. Furthermore, Montenegro, as an independent
state, would have a larger scope of the financial support provided from
European funds and programmes for the accessing countries. Following the
introduction of the twin track model, funds from the CARDS programme
intended for Montenegro were increased from 8% in 2003 to approximately
12% in 2005. This will also be the case when accessing the IPA instru-
ments, in 2007.

The pro-union bloc headed by the main opposition leader Predrag Bula-
tovic’ was mainly an Orthodox coalition, which held 30 seats in the Par-
liament. The campaign of the pro-union block stressed the proximity
between the Serbian and Montenegrin peoples, and their great historic, tra-
ditional, religious and family ties. Unionists expressed concerns in the case
of independence for the status of the Serbs in Montenegro (197,000) and

7  Similar to the Prime Minister, President of the SNP Predrag Bulatovic declared that
if the independence option won more than 55% of the vote, he would leave politics.
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the Montenegrins in Serbia (263,000). They explained positive economic
effects of the State Union by taking the stand that independence would de-
prive Montenegro of its access to Serbian markets, and that the tourist
business would collapse because of the reduction of tourists from Serbia.
Backed by the EU’s support of the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro,
pro-unionist politicians claimed that union with Serbia is still the quickest
way to join the European Union. They targeted Djukanovic, whom they
accused of wanting to create a “private state” for himself and his wealthy
inner circle. They invited every opponent to the “regime” to vote against
independence. The unionist block had significant support from both the
government and the opposition in Belgrade. During the referendum cam-
paign there was a widespread pressure from the Serbian media on the lead-
ers of the independence block. In addition, Serbian Government officials
threatened with imposing barriers on an independent state of Montenegro
and its citizens (e.g. abolishing workers’ and students’ rights, health insur-
ance, introducing passports and special visa regime).

Serbia was against the independence of its neighbour for several reasons.
The stakes were not only psychological or about identity; they were also
geo-political and strategic. For the Serbs, Montenegro represented the Ser-
bia’s only remaining access to the sea after the dissolution of Yugoslavia.
The date of the referendum did not suit Belgrade, since Serbia was, at the
time, negotiating the future status of Kosovo, a province administered by
the UN, whose mainly Albanian population demanded independence. Ser-
bia feared that a possible independence of Montenegro might set a prece-
dent for Kosovo, or even Vojvodina, another province of Serbia with a high
percentage of inhabitants of Hungarian nationality.

4.2. Discussing the post-referendum situation: Montenegro’s initia-
tive

Both political sides in the Republic of Montenegro showed firm intention
towards organising the referendum on the future state status of the Republic
of Montenegro according to the highest democratic international standards.

They agreed to accept the results of the fair and democratic referendum,
once again confirming the solid democratic course of Montenegrin society.
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During the pre-referendum campaign, the GoM offered to begin nego-
tiation with the Government of Serbia on the future arrangements of the
relations between the two states, regardless of the outcome of the referen-
dum. Leaders in Belgrade repeatedly expressed unwillingness to start the
negotiations, justifying their position with the argument that they did not
want to prejudge the outcome of the referendum.

Certainly, the most discussed question in the whole process was what will
happen if the independent block wins simple, but not the qualified majority
according to the EU rule, for example, 54 % of the votes? Will it calmly
accept the fact that they lost the race by 1%, even though they won support
of a clear majority of the electoral body? In that case, the EU’s 55%
threshold, which aimed to prevent political instability in Montenegro, could
in the end possibly foster instability, albeit of a different kind. And after all,
if there were any unrest of this kind, what would be the European remedy?
The so-called “grey zone”, (the result between 50%-55% in favour of inde-
pendence) would merely postpone the resolution of the problem, for per-
haps another 3 years, but it would not bring the much needed political
stability to the country, nor to the region of Western Balkans.

Nevertheless, Montenegrin leadership was looking forward to the clear win
at the referendum, a win over 55%, which would leave no room for objec-
tion. In the expectation of this outcome, the GoM adopted specific strategy
papers and declarations, including the Action Plan of the Priority Activities
for Functioning of Montenegro as an Independent State, the Declaration on
Relations with the Republic of Serbia after Gaining Independence, the Dec-
laration on Making the EU Accession Process More Dynamic and the Dec-
laration on the Relations with the United Nations.

The most recent survey of public opinion before the referendum, conducted
by the Center for Democracy and Human Rights (CEDEM), a Montenegrin
NGO, showed that the estimated turnout on the referendum would be 87%,
out of which 56.3% of the votes would be in favour of independence, with
43.7% against.®

8  http://www.cedem.cg.yu/opolls/images/CEDEM april06 eng.pdf.
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4.3. The outcome of the referendum: looking to the future

The status of the union between Montenegro and Serbia was decided by a
referendum on Montenegrin independence on May 21, 2006. A total of
419.240 votes were cast, representing 86.5% of the total electorate. 230.661
votes or 55.5% were in favour of independence and 185.002 votes or
44.5% were against. The difference of 45.659 votes narrowly surpassed the
55% threshold needed to validate the referendum under the rules set by the
European Union. According to the Republic Referendum Commission, the
55% threshold was passed by only 2.300 votes.” The first state to recognise
Montenegro was Iceland, on June 8, 2006, followed by Serbia, the mem-
ber-states of the European Union, and the permanent members of the
United Nations Security Council, virtually removing any obstacles from
Montenegro's path towards becoming the world's newest sovereign state.

The 2006 referendum was monitored by 5 international observing missions,
headed by an OSCE/ODIHR Monitoring Team, and around 3,000 observ-
ers in total (including domestic). The International Referendum Observa-
tion Mission in its preliminary report “assessed compliance of the
referendum process with OSCE commitments, Council of Europe commit-
ments, other international standards for democratic electoral processes, and

domestic legislation”."

On June 3, 2006, the Parliament of Montenegro declared the independence
of Montenegro, formally confirming the result of the referendum on inde-
pendence. Montenegro has begun the process of seeking international rec-
ognition as well as a seat at international organizations.

9 http://www.rrk.cg.yu/.
10 http://www.osce.org/documents/html/pdftohtml/19150 en.pdf.html.

20



ZEI DISCUSSION PAPER:

O

1(1998)
C 2(1998)

C 3(1998)

4 (1998)
5 (1998)
6 (1998)

7 (1998)

O O o o O

8 (1998)

C 9 (1998)
C 10 (1998)

C 11 (1998)

C 12 (1998)
C 13 (1998)
C 14 (1998)
C 15 (1998)
C 16 (1998)
C 17 (1998)
C 18 (1998)
C 19 (1998)
C 20 (1998)
C 21 (1998)
C 22 (1998)
C 23 (1998)
C 24 (1998)
C 25 (1998)
C 26 (1998)

C 27 (1998)

Bisher erschienen / Already published:

Frank Ronge (Hrsg.)

Die baltischen Staaten auf dem Weg in die Europaische Union
Gabor Erdody

Die Problematik der europaischen Orientierung Ungarns
Stephan Kux

Zwischen Isolation und autonomer Anpassung: Die Schweiz im
integrationspolitischen Abseits?

Guido Lenzi

The WEU between NATO and EU

Andreas Beierwaltes

Sprachenvielfalt in der EU — Grenze einer Demokratisierung Europas?
Jerzy Buzek

Poland’s Future in a United Europe

Doug Henderson

The British Presidency of the EU and British European Policy
Simon Upton

Europe and Globalisation on the Threshold of the 21st Century.
A New Zealand Perspective

Thanos Veremis

Greece, the Balkans and the European Union

Zoran Djindjic

Serbiens Zukunft in Europa

Marcus Héreth

The Trilemma of Legitimacy. Multilevel Governance in the EU and
the Problem of Democracy

Saadollah Ghaussy

Japan and the European Union

Walter Schweidler

Bioethische Konflikte und ihre politische Regelung in Europa
Wolfgang Ischinger

Die Gemeinsame Aulien- und Sicherheitspolitik nach Amsterdam
Kant K. Bhargava

EU — SAARC: Comparisons and Prospects of Cooperation
Anthony J. Nicholls

Die deutsch-britischen Beziehungen: Ein hoffnungsloser Fall?
Nikolaj Petersen

The Danish Referendum on the Treaty of Amsterdam

Aschot L. Manutscharjan

Der Konflikt um Berg-Karabach: Grundproblematik und Losungsperspektiven
Stefan Fréhlich

Der Ausbau der europaischen Verteidigungsidentitat zwischen WEU und NATO

Tonis Lukas

Estland auf dem Weg aus der totalitaren Vergangenheit zurtick nach Europa
Wim F. van Eekelen

Perspektiven der Gemeinsamen Aul3en- und Sicherheitspolitik der EU
Ludger Kiuhnhardt

Europa in den Kraftefeldern des 21. Jahrhunderts.

Marco Bifulco

In Search of an Identity for Europe

Zbigniew Czachér

Ist Polen reif flr die Europaische Union?

Avi Primor

Der Friedensprozel® im Nahen Osten und die Rolle der Europaischen Union
Igor Leshoukov

Beyond Satisfaction: Russia’s Perspectives on European Integration

Dirk Rochtus

Die belgische ,Nationalitatenfrage” als Herausforderung fiir Europa



C 28 (1998)
C 29 (1999)

C 30 (1999)

C 31 (1999)
C 32 (1999)

C 33 (1999)

C 34 (1999)
C 35 (1999)
C 36 (1999)
C 37 (1999)
C 38 (1999)
C 39 (1999)
C 40 (1999)
C 41 (1999)

C 42 (1999)

C 43 (1999)

C 44 (1999)
C 45 (1999)
C 46 (1999)
C 47 (1999)
C 48 (1999)

C 49 (1999)

C 50 (1999)
C 51 (1999)
C 52 (1999)

C 53 (1999)

Jurgen Ruttgers

Europa — Erbe und Auftrag

Murat T. Laumulin

Die EU als Modell fiir die zentralasiatische Integration?

Valdas Adamkus

Europe as Unfinished Business: The Role of Lithuania

in the 21% Century‘s Continent

Ivo Samson

Der widerspruchsvolle Weg der Slowakei in die EU.

Rudolf Hrbek / Jean-Paul Picaper / Arto Mansala

Deutschland und Europa. Positionen, Perzeptionen, Perspektiven
Dietrich von Kyaw

Prioritaten der deutschen EU-Prasidentschaft unter Berlicksichtigung des
Europaischen Rates in Wien

Hagen Schulze

Die Identitat Europas und die Wiederkehr der Antike

Glnter Verheugen

Germany and the EU Council Presidency

Friedbert Pfliger

Europas globale Verantwortung — Die Selbstbehauptung der alten Welt
José Maria Gil-Robles

Der Vertrag von Amsterdam: Herausforderung flir die Europaische Union
Peter Wittschorek

Prasidentenwahlen in Kasachstan 1999

Anatolij Ponomarenko

Die europaische Orientierung der Ukraine

Eduard Kukan

The Slovak Republic on its Way into the European Union

Ludger Kuhnhardt

Europa auf der Suche nach einer neuen geistigen Gestalt

Simon Green

Auslander, Einblrgerung und Integration: Zukunftsperspektive der
europaischen Unionsburgerschaft?

Ljerka Mintas Hodak

Activities of the Government of the Republic of Croatia in the Process of
European Integration

Wolfgang Schauble

Unsere Verantwortung fir Europa

Eric Richard Staal

European Monetary Union: The German Political-Economic Trilemma
Marek J. Siemek

Demokratie und Philosophie

loannis Kasoulides

Cyprus and its Accession to the European Union

Wolfgang Clement

Perspektiven nordrhein-westfalischer Europapolitik

Volker Steinkamp

Die Europa-Debatte deutscher und franzdsischer Intellektueller nach dem
Ersten Weltkrieg

Daniel Tarschys

50 Jahre Europarat

Marcin Zaborowski

Poland, Germany and EU Enlargement

Romain Kirt

Kleinstaat und Nationalstaat im Zeitalter der Globalisierung

Ludger Kuhnhardt

Die Zukunft des europaischen Einigungsgedankens



C 54 (1999)

C 55 (1999)

C 56 (1999)

C 57 (1999)

C 58 (1999)
C 59 (1999)
C 60 (2000)
C 61 (2000)
C 62 (2000)
C 63 (2000)
C 64 (2000)
C 65 (2000)
C 66 (2000)
C 67 (2000)
C 68 (2000)

C 69 (2000)
C 70 (2000)

C 71 (2000)
C 72 (2000)

C 73 (2000)

C 74 (2000)
C 75 (2000)
C 76 (2000)
C 77 (2000)
C 78 (2000)

C 79 (2000)

Lothar RGhI

Conditions and options for an autonomous ,Common European Policy on Security
and Defence® in and by the European Union in the post-Amsterdam perspective
opened at Cologne in June 1999

Marcus Wenig (Hrsg.)

Méoglichkeiten einer engeren Zusammenarbeit in Europa am Beispiel
Deutschland - Slowakei

Rafael Biermann

The Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe - potential, problems and
perspectives

Eva Slivkova

Slovakia’s Response on the Regular Report from the European Commission
on Progress towards Accession

Marcus Wenig (Ed.)

A Pledge for an Early Opening of EU-Accession Negotiations

Ivo Sanader

Croatia’s Course of Action to Achieve EU Membership

Ludger Kihnhardt

Europas Identitat und die Kraft des Christentums

Kai Hafez

The West and Islam in the Mass Media

Sylvie Goulard

Franzdsische Europapolitik und 6ffentliche Debatte in Frankreich
Elizabeth Meehan

Citizenship and the European Union

Glnter Joetze

The European Security Landscape after Kosovo

Lutz Rathenow

Vom DDR-Burger zum EU-Birger

Panos Kazakos

Stabilisierung ohne Reform

Marten van Heuven

Where will NATO be ten years from now ?

Carlo Masala

Die Euro-Mediterrane Partnerschaft

Weltachsen 2000/World Axes 2000. A documentation

Gert Maichel

Mittel-/Osteuropa: Warum engagieren sich deutsche Unternehmen?
Marcus Wenig (Hrsg.)

Die Blrgergesellschaft als ein Motor der europaischen Integration
Ludger Kiihnhardt/Henri Ménudier/Janusz Reiter

Das Weimarer Dreieck

Ramiro Xavier Vera-Fluixa

Regionalbildungsanséatze in Lateinamerika und ihr Vergleich mit der Europaischen
Union

Xuewu Gu (Hrsg.)

Europa und Asien: Chancen fir einen interkulturellen Dialog?
Stephen C. Calleya

Is the Barcelona Process working?

Akos Kengyel

The EU’s Regional Policy and its extension to the new members
Gudmundur H. Frimannsson

Civic Education in Europe: Some General Principles

Marcus Héreth

Stille Revolution im Namen des Rechts?

Franz-Joseph Meiers

Europaische Sicherheits- und Verteidigungsidentitat (ESVI) oder Gemeinsame
Europaische Sicherheits- und Verteidigungspolitik (GESVP)?



C 80 (2000)

C 81 (2001)

C 82 (2001)

C 83 (2001)

C 84 (2001)

C 85 (2001)
C 86 (2001)

C 87 (2001)

C 88 (2001)
C 89 (2001)

C 90 (2001)

C 91 (2001)

C 92 (2001)

C 93 (2001)

C 94 (2001)

C 95 (2001)
C 96 (2001)

C 97 (2001)

C 98 (2002)

C 99 (2002)

C 100 (2002)

C 101 (2002)

C 102 (2002)

C 103 (2002)

Gennady Fedorov

Kaliningrad Alternatives Today

Ann Mettler

From Junior Partner to Global Player: The New Transatlantic Agenda and Joint
Action Plan

Emil Minchev

Southeastern Europe at the beginning of the 21 century

Lothar Rahl

Structures, possibilities and limits of European crisis reaction forces for conflict
prevention and resolution

Viviane Reding

Die Rolle der EG bei der Entwicklung Europas von der Industriegesellschaft zur
Wissens- und Informationsgesellschaft

Ludger Kihnhardt

Towards Europe 2007. Identity, Institution—Building and the Constitution of Europe
Janusz Bugajski

Facing the Future: The Balkans to the Year 2010

Frank Ronge / Susannah Simon (eds.)

Multiculturalism and Ethnic Minorities in Europe

Ralf EIm

Notwendigkeit, Aufgaben und Ansatze einer interkulturellen Philosophie

Tapio Raunio / Matti Wiberg

The Big Leap to the West: The Impact of EU on the Finnish Political System
Valérie Guérin-Sendelbach (Hrsg.)

Interkulturelle Kommunikation in der deutsch-franzésischen
Wirtschaftskooperation

Joérg Monar

EU Justice and Home Affairs and the Eastward Enlargement: The Challenge of
Diversity and EU Instruments and Strategies

Michael Gehler

Finis Neutralitat? Historische und politische Aspekte im europaischen Vergleich:
Irland, Finnland, Schweden, Schweiz und Osterreich

Georg Michels

Europa im Kopf — Von Bildern, Klischees und Konflikten

Marcus Horeth

The European Commission’s White Paper Governance: A ‘Tool-Kit’ for closing the
legitimacy gap of EU policymaking?

Jurgen Riland

ASEAN and the European Union: A Bumpy Interregional Relationship

Bo Bjurulf

How did Sweden Manage the European Union?

Biomedizin und Menschenwdurde.

Stellungnahmen von Ulrich Eibach, Santiago Ewig, Sabina Laetitia Kowalewski,
Volker Herzog, Gerhard Héver, Thomas Séren Hoffmann und Ludger Kihnhardt
Lutz Kappel

Das Modernitatspotential der alten Sprachen und ihre Bedeutung fiir die Identitat
Europas

Vaira Vike-Freiberga

Republik Lettland und das Land Nordrhein-Westfalen — Partner in einem vereinten
Europa

Janusz Musial

Periodische Arbeitsmigration aus Polen (Raum Oppeln) nach Deutschland. Ein
Testfall fiir die Erwerbswanderungen nach der Osterweiterung?

Felix Maier (Hrsg.)

Managing asymmetric interdependencies within the Euro-Mediterranean Partner-
ship.

Hendrik Vos

The Belgian Presidency and the post-Nice process after Laeken

Helmut Kohl

Der EURO und die Zukunft Europas



C 104 (2002) Ludger Kuhnhardt
The Lakes of Europe
C 105 (2002) Katharina von Schnurbein
Der tschechische EU-Beitritt: Politischer ProzelR wider die 6ffentliche Meinung
C 106 (2002) Andrew Dennison
Shades of Multilateralism. U.S. Perspectives on Europe’s Role in the War on Ter-
rorism
C 107 (2002) Boris Hajos et.al.
The Future of the European Integration Process: |deas and Concepts of Candidate
Countries
C 108 (2002) Hans von der Groeben
Europaische Integration aus historischer Erfahrung. Ein Zeitzeugengesprach mit
Michael Gehler
C 109 (2002) Emil Mintchev /Klaus Blinger
A Sustained Economic Revival in Kosovo. Need for a Liberal Concept
C 110 (2002) Michael Lochmann
Die Turkei im Spannungsfeld zwischen Schwarzmeer-Kooperation und Europai-
scher Union
C 111 (2002) Indra de Soysa / Peter Zervakis (eds.)
Does Culture Matter? The Relevance of Culture in Politics and Governance in the
Euro-Mediterranean Zone
C 112 (2002) José Manuel Martinez Sierra
The Spanish Presidency. Buying more than it can choose?
C 113 (2002) Winfried Loth
Europaische Identitat in historischer Perspektive
C 114 (2002) Hansjorg Eiff
Serbien — zwei Jahre nach Milosevics Sturz
C 115 (2002) Peter Doyle
Ireland and the Nice Treaty
C 116 (2002) Stefan Frohlich
Das Projekt der Gemeinsamen Europaischen Sicherheits- und Verteidigungspolitik
(GESVP): Entwicklungen und Perspektiven
C 117 (2003) Ludger Kihnhardt
Welche Grenzen setzt die Globalisierung der europaischen Integration?
C 118 (2003) Franz-Josef Meiers (Hrsg.)
Die Auswirkungen des 11. September 2001 auf die transatlantischen Beziehungen
C 119 (2003) Hubert Iral
Between Forces of Inertia and Progress: Co-decision in EU-Legislation
C 120 (2003) Carlo Masala (ed.)
September 11 and the Future of the Euro-Mediterranean Cooperation
C 121 (2003) Marcus Hoéreth
When Dreams Come True: The Role Of Powerful Regions In Future Europe
C 122 (2003) Glen Camp
The End of the Cold War and US-EU-Relations
C 123 (2003) Finn Laursen / Berenice L. Laursen
The Danish Presidency 2002: Completing the Circle from Copenhagen to
Copenhagen
C 124 (2003) ZEI (Hrsg.)
Der Verfassungsentwurf des EU-Konvents. Bewertung der Strukturentscheidungen
C 125 (2003) Hans-Christian Maner
Multiple Identitaten — Der Blick des orthodoxen Siidosteuropa auf ,Europa“
C 126 (2003) Janko Prunk
Die rationalistische Zivilisation
C 127 (2003) Wiadystaw Bartoszewski
Europas Identitat nach der Osterweiterung
C 128 (2003) Dimitris K. Xenakis and Dimitris N. Chryssochoou
The 2003 Hellenic Presidency of the European Union.
Mediterranean Perspectives on the ESDP



C 129 (2004) Fritz Hellwig
Europaische Integration aus historischer Erfahrung. Ein Zeitzeugengesprach mit
Michael Gehler

C 130 (2004) Thorsten Faas / Tapio Raunio / Matti Wiberg
The Difference Between Real And Potential Power: Voting Power, Attendance and
Cohesion

C 131 (2004) Andreas Jacobs (ed.)
Euro-Mediterranean cooperation: enlarging and widening the perspective

C 132 (2004) Ludger Kiihnhardt / Gabor Erdédy / Christoph Bohr
L’Europa centrale fra le culture politiche nazionali tradizionali ed una nuova
identita europea

C 133 (2004) Hubert Iral
Wartesaal oder Intensivstation? Zur Lage der EU nach der gescheiterten Regie-
rungskonferenz

C 134 (2004) Nicole GroR
Netzwerkbildung in der EU als regionale Standortpolitik? Nordrhein-Westfalen und
die transnationalen Beziehungen zu Regionen im Benelux-Raum sowie in Mittel-
und Osteuropa

C 135 (2004) Karl-Heinz Narjes
Europaische Integration aus historischer Erfahrung. Ein Zeitzeugengesprach mit
Michael Gehler

C 136 (2004) Ludger Kihnhardt
The Global Proliferation of Regional Integration. European Experience and World-
wide Trends

C 137 (2004) Andreas Marchetti (ed.)
The CSCE as a Model to Transform Western Relations with the Greater Middle
East

C 138 (2004) Lothar Runhl
Conditions for a European intervention strategy in application of the ESDP and
US/Nato crisis management

C 139 (2004) Hubert Iral
Im Spannungsfeld zwischen Normalzustand und Legitimationsfragen. Die Wahlen
zum Europaischen Parlament 2004 vor dem Hintergrund der EU-Erweiterung und
des Verfassungsgebungsprozesses

C 140 (2004) Franz-Josef Meiers
Transatlantic Relations after the U.S. Elections. From Rift to Harmony?

C 141 (2004) Ludger Kuhnhardt
From National Identity to European Constitutionalism. European Integration: The
first fifty years

C 142 (2005) Ashkaan Rahimi
The Evolution of EU Asylum Policy

C 143 (2005) Samuel Wells / Ludger Kiihnhardt (eds.)
The Crisis in Transatlantic Relations

C 144 (2005) Hansjorg Eiff
Zum Problem des Kosovo-Status

C 145 (2005) Miguel E. Cardenas / Christian Arnold
La experiencia de la Union Europea y sus anécdotas para la «Comunidad Andina
de Naciones» (CAN)

C 146 (2005) Franjo Stiblar
Preservation of National Identity and Interests in the Enlarged EU

C 147 (2005) Erol Esen
Grundzige der Kommunalverwaltung und die européische Integration der Turkei.
Strukturen, Aufgaben und Standpunkte

C 148 (2005) Jirgen Elvert
Zur gegenwartigen Verfassung der Européaischen Union. Einige Uberlegungen aus
geschichtswissenschaftlicher Sicht

C 149 (2005) Matti Wiberg
New Winners and Old Losers. A Priori Voting Power in the EU25



C 150 (2005) Siebo M. H. Janssen
Belgien — Modell fir eine féderal verfasste EU? Die Foderalisierung Belgiens im
Kontext der Europaischen Integration

C 151 (2005) Geert-Hinrich Ahrens
Die Prasidentschaftswahlen in der Ukraine. Die schwierige Mission der OSZE/
ODIHR-Wahlbeobachter (August 2004 bis Januar 2005)

C 152 (2005) Ludger Kihnhardt
Northeast Asia: Obstacles to Regional Integration. The Interests of the European
Union

C 153 (2005) Martin Zimmek
Integrationsprozesse in Lateinamerika. Aktuelle Herausforderungen in Mittelameri-
ka und der Andenregion

C 154 (2005) Andreas Marchetti (ed.)
Ten Years Euro-Mediterranean Partnership. Defining European Interests for the
Next Decade

C 155 (2006) Valeria Marziali
Lobbying in Brussels. Interest Representation and Need for Information

C 156 (2006) Nina Eschke / Thomas Malick (eds.)
The European Constitution and its Ratification Crisis. Constitutional Debates in the
EU Member States

C 157 (2006) Ludger Kihnhardt
European Integration: Challenge and Response. Crises as Engines of Progress in
European Integration History

C 158 (2006) Andreas Marchetti
The European Neighbourhood Policy. Foreign Policy at the EU’s Periphery

C 159 (2006) Thomas Demmelhuber
The Euro-Mediterranean Space as an Imagined (Geo-)political, Economic and
Cultural Entity

C 160 (2006) Emil Mintchev / Janusz Musial
Stabilitat durch Bildung. Die Fortbildungsprojekte des “Zentrum fiir Europaische
Integrationsforschung” (ZEI) in Stidosteuropa (1999 — 2006)

C 161 (2006) Jirgen Mittag
Escaping the Legitimacy-Accountability-Trap? Perspectives of Parliamentary Par-
ticipation in European Security and Defence Policy

C 162 (2006) Cordula Janowski
Globalization, Regional Integration and the EU. Pleadings for a Broader Perspec-
tive

C 163 (2006) Swetlana W. Pogorelskaja
Die Bedeutung der deutschen parteinahen Stiftungen fiir die EU-Politik gegeniber
den MOE- und GUS-Staaten

C 164 (2006) Wolfram Hilz
Deutschlands EU-Prasidentschaft 2007. Integrationspolitische Akzente in schwie-
rigen Zeiten

C 165 (2006) Franz-Josef Meiers
Zwischen Partnerschaft und Widerspruch. Die deutsch-amerikanischen Beziehun-
gen seit dem 11. September 2001

C 166 (2006) Christiana Tings
The new German European Policy. Challenges to Decentralised EU Policy Coordi-
nation

C 167 (2007) Ludger Kuhnhardt
Europa neu begriinden

C 168 (2007) Marvin Andrew Cuschieri
Europe’s Migration Policy Towards the Mediterranean. The Need of Reconstruc-
tion of Policy-Making

C 169 (2007) Ariane Kosler
The Southern African Development Community and its Relations to the European
Union. Deepening Integration in Southern Africa?

C 170 (2007) Thomas Demmelhuber
The European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) and its Implementation in the South-
ern Mediterranean. The Case of Egypt



C 171 (2007) Matthieu Bertrand / Borde Popovi¢ / Denis PreSova (eds.)
Reconstructing Europe. Two Alternative Proposals for a European Constitution

C 172 (2007) Frauke Muth
When Sleeping Dogs Wake Up. Norway and Justice and Home Affairs in the
European Union

C 173 (2007) Carsten Schymik
Norwegens Sonderweg nach Europa. Warum Norwegen nicht Mitglied der Europa-
ischen Union ist

C 174 (2007) Mladen Dragasevic
The Newest Old State in Europe. Montenegro Regaining Independence

Das Zentrum fiir Europdische Integrationsforschung (ZEIl) wurde 1995 als selbstandig arbei-
tende, interdisziplindre Forschungseinrichtung an der Rheinischen Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universitat
Bonn gegriindet. In Forschung, Lehre und Politikberatung sowie im Dialog zwischen Wissen-
schaft und Praxis beteiligt sich das ZEI an der Lésung bisher unbewaltigter Probleme der europa-
ischen Einigung und der Gestaltung der Rolle Europas in der Welt. Weitere Informationen finden
Sie auf unserer Homepage im Internet: http://www.zei.de.

ZE|— DiscUSSION PAPERS richten sich mit ihren von Wissenschaftlern und politischen Akteuren
verfalten Beitragen an Wissenschaft, Politik und Publizistik. Jeder Beitrag unterliegt einem inter-
nen Auswahlverfahren und einer externen Begutachtung. Gleichwohl gibt er die persénliche Mei-
nung der Autoren wieder. Die Beitrage fassen haufig Ergebnisse aus laufenden Forschungspro-
jekten zusammen. Die aktuelle Liste finden Sie auf unserer Homepage: http://www.zei.de.

The Center for European Integration Studies (ZEI) was established in 1995 as an independ-
ent, interdisciplinary research institute at the University of Bonn. With research, teaching and
political consultancy ZEI takes part in an intensive dialogue between scholarship and society in
contributing to the resolution of problems of European integration and the development of
Europe’s global role. For further information, see: http://www.zei.de.

ZEI— DiScUSSION PAPERS are intended to stimulate discussion among researchers, practitioners
and policy makers on current and emerging issues of European integration and Europe’s global
role. Each paper has been exposed to an internal discussion within the Center for European Inte-
gration Studies (ZEI) and an external peer review. The papers mostly reflect work in progress.
For a current list, see the center's homepage: http://www.zei.de.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Europe ISO Coated FOGRA27)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


