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traditions and the strengthening of the rule of law should be part of a broader strategy. 
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Executive Summary 

In the 1990s, the EU increasingly realised that the Area of Freedom Security and 
Justice also has an external dimension. Organised Crime, migration, and other 
challenges to internal security can be tackled only with the help of the neighbouring 
countries. The Western Balkan countries play an important role in this respect, as the 
wars in the former Yugoslavia led to an institutional break-down of whole states and 
societies. 

Thus, the enlargement to include the Western Balkans will be different from the 
previous EU enlargements. The main problems are how to deal with the legacy of 
wars, ethno-national tensions, the open status question, territorial integrity and state-
building. In 2006, an “Action Oriented Paper” was finally put together by the EU 
Member States’ interior ministries, which should provide a road map for the different 
EU actors in the Western Balkans. 

In the end, however, these problems can only be solved in the long run. Economic 
development, broadening of democratic traditions and the strengthening of the rule of 
law are all parts of a strategy to overcome the challenges to internal security and in 
particular corruption. This lengthy process will cause frustration in the Western 
Balkan States where people will regard EU membership as not that essential. The 
“enlargement fatigue” in the EU countries is the other side of this coin. The European 
Parliament should insist on democratic procedures and help to reduce the looming 
irritations of the relevant actors in the region. 
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1. Introduction 

The Area of Freedom, Security and Justice (AFSJ) is not only a dynamically 
developing policy field of the European Union but also an especially sensitive element 
of domestic politics for its Member States. Statistics show that after the end of the 
Cold War, EU States in the vicinity of the transformation countries experienced an 
increase of their crime rates, due to the influx from Central and Eastern Europe (see 
e.g. Table 1 in the Annex). The “completion” of the internal market in 1992 demanded 
the relinquishing of border controls for persons within the EU. 

In the early 1990s, EU actors thus realised that the field of Justice and Home 
Affairs (JHA), introduced by the Treaty of Maastricht, would also have an important 
external dimension. The need for stronger external action was stressed only at the 
Tampere European Council in October 1999; it stated that “external relations must be 
used in an integrated and consistent way to build the area of freedom, security and 
justice”.1 The successor document, the Hague Programme from November 2004, 
dealt comprehensively with the external dimensions of the AFSJ and saw “the 
development of a coherent external dimension of the Union policy of freedom, 
security and justice as a growing priority.”2

This short study, compiled in just three weeks, cannot fully cover all the questions 
posed by the Directorate General for External Policies of the Union. It will touch upon 
important aspects of the internal security of the Western Balkan countries and discuss 
the related EU activities in this respect. The analysis of the specific EU actions would 
require extensive empirical research over several months. In addition, the study 
concentrates on JHA elements of the EU response to the challenges in the Western 
Balkans. 

2. Overview of the main challenges to the EU 

The wars in the former Yugoslavia led to the institutional break-down of whole states 
and societies. Therefore, state failure and state weakness create stability and security 

                                            
1 European Council, 15 and 16 October 1999: Point 59. For an overview on these developments see 

the paper by Florian Trauner, External Aspects of Internal Security: A Research Agenda, Vienna 
2006, written for Team 23 of the Network of Excellence “EU-Consent”, financed by the 6th 
Framework Programme of the EU. 

2 So in its Part 4 on “External Relations”. See Presidency Conclusions – Brussels, 4/5 November 
2004, Annex I: The Hague Programme. Strengthening Freedom, Security and Justice in the 
European Union. 
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problems; e.g. non-existing or rather weak, non-professional and corrupt security 
forces, an inefficient and overly politicised judiciary, weak borders without efficient 
border controls and no professional and specialised anti-trafficking forces that could 
prohibit illegal migration or trans-border crime activities. The weak states as well as 
the regime change in almost all of the countries created a security and stability 
vacuum in which organised crime and mafia style activities could flourish. Politicians 
in charge often used criminals for their own ends. 

With the Dayton peace agreement in 1995 and the international intervention in 
Kosovo in 1999, the region entered a new era of post-conflict reconstruction. With the 
extradition of Slobodan Milošević to the Hague in 2001, it seemed that an era of 
purging the wars’ legacy and at the same time dealing with it in an appropriate way 
had finally begun. But the assassination in 2003 of Zoran Djindjić, who had extradited 
Milošević, and the “disappearance” of the war’s biggest indicted war criminals Ratko 
Mladić and Radovan Karadžić prolonged the agony in terms of regional insecurity and 
instability. 

Although most of the Western Balkan countries face similar challenges, a short 
overview of each of them will give a clearer picture of the challenges. 

2.1. The countries involved 

2.1.1. Bosnia-Herzegovina 

The Dayton agreement stopped the war but it has serious flaws when it comes to the 
(re)building of institutions and the creation of societal webs. Because of the lack of 
will on the part of the political elites (particularly, but not only in Republika Srpska), 
reintegration of Bosnia-Herzegovina up until now took place in a rather superficial 
way. This has had, as we will see below, dramatic internal as well as external 
consequences for stability and security and can roughly be measured according to the 
amount that the international community and recently the European Union has been 
spending in attempting to guarantee stability and peace. Between 1991 and 2000 
alone, more than 2 billion Euro were spent through the ECHO, PHARE and 
OBNOVA programmes for refugee return and post-war reconstruction. The CARDS 
programme shifted the emphasis from post-war reconstruction to institutional capacity 
building to rebuilding Bosnia-Herzegovina as a functioning state. In spite of all the 
institutional weaknesses, the EU started negotiations for a Stabilisation and 
Association Agreement in November 2005. 
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2.1.2. Serbia 

The case of Serbia (former Federal Republic of Yugoslavia from 1992 till 2003, then 
Union of Serbia-Montenegro 2003-2006) is even more complicated. As can be seen 
from the frequent change of name of the country in question as well as from the 
UNMIK administration of Kosovo since the end of the Kosovo war in 1999, the 
country has changed and in effect shrunk to what is today Serbia proper as well as the 
Autonomous Province of Vojvodina. Despite these discontinuities of rump Yugoslav 
vs. Serbian statehood, there are some problems that remain and have consequences for 
the security and stability of Serbia and its neighbours. On the one hand, and only very 
recently, the political elites in Serbia openly embraced the Europeanization of Serbia. 
On the other hand, there are still fugitive indicted war criminals, politicians give at 
least mixed messages when it comes to the territorial integrity of Bosnia-Herzegovina, 
and there are threats against any independent existence of Kosovo etc. At least it is 
clear now that for Montenegro as well as for Kosovo — irrespective of its final status 
— an independent channel for European integration has been opened and will be 
pursued. Although the EU adopted a Feasibility Report in April 2005 and launched 
negotiations with Serbia for a Stability and Association Agreement with the EU in 
October 2005, negotiations were interrupted in May 2006 due to non-satisfying co-
operation with the ICTY. 

2.1.3. Montenegro 

It was only with the “twin-track” approach that was launched separately with the two 
republics of the then Union of Serbia-Montenegro that Montenegro appeared as an 
autonomous negotiating partner for the EU. After the referendum in May 2006 and 
Montenegro’s internationally recognised independence, the European Commission 
intends to start its negotiations with Montenegro on the basis of a new mandate. 

2.1.4. Kosovo (as defined by UN Security Council Resolution 1244) 

Similar to Montenegro, Kosovo was up until now included in the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia negotiations with the EU. This might change with the current international 
negotiations on the final status of Kosovo. Up until now, the European Union is the 
largest donor, its main instrument being CARDS. Moreover, the EU acts an important 
agent within the pillar structure of UNMIK. 
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2.1.5. FYRO Macedonia 

Macedonia is a somewhat different case: unlike some of the Yugoslav successor 
states, it did not experience war as a result of the break-up of the former Yugoslavia. 
A Stabilisation and Association Agreement was concluded in 2001. A serious threat to 
peace and stability appeared in the aftermath of the Kosovo war in 1999 and the 
guerrilla-style uprising of a Macedonian based UÇK in 2001. With the help of various 
international actors — among them the EU — the Macedonian crisis was quickly 
overcome and the Albanian minority better integrated into the fabric of Macedonian 
statehood. Macedonia has been most prominently rewarded by the Union in terms of 
granting Macedonia a kind of preferential treatment when it comes to the whole 
process of drawing the country nearer to full EU membership: in 2001 the 
Stabilisation and Association agreement was signed, in 2004 it came into force. 

2.1.6. Albania 

Albania was to a much lesser degree affected by the break-up of Yugoslavia than the 
other Western Balkan States. It had already very early on developed a relationship 
with the European Union. Despite internal political turbulence that originated from the 
near implosion of the state in 1997, and which led to a long-term internal political 
division of the country, Albania was able to sign the Stabilisation and Association 
agreement with the EU in 2006. 

2.2. The main challenges 

2.2.1. Regional cooperation 

Regional cooperation, pushed by the EU, is still seen with a lot of suspicion by the 
individual countries in the Western Balkans, particularly as all matters of internal and 
external security are the cornerstones of the relatively newly won independence of the 
successor states of the former Yugoslavia and have in some cases been actively 
defended in a war. In this situation, all initiatives from the EU and other actors to 
stress regional cooperation as the condition for further EU integration meets with a lot 
of open as well as hidden resistance. This can be seen in all the efforts to exchange 
and therefore “regionalise” highly sensitive security information and results of 
criminal investigation, especially when it is conflict-related e.g. exchange of 
information on war criminals and trans-border mafia-style activities. Well-meant 
efforts by the EU to pool institutions and information on criminal activities will have 
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only limited effects the more sensitive these data are perceived to be in the eyes of the 
various actors involved. There is still an enormous distrust of neighbouring states that 
is not only fed by wartime memories but even more by current political rhetoric and 
actions: as an illustration see the statements connecting the future of Republika Srpska 
and Kosovo’s final status. It is highly likely that these fears are also being 
Europeanised, i.e. transposed in the context of European enlargement. 

2.2.2. Borders 

Border management is an important issue. It was with the break-up of Yugoslavia and 
the independence of the successor states that 5000 km of new international borders 
were created and had to be administered. But the issue of borders is a much more 
complex issue that cannot be understood as a pure technicality. It was the borders that 
were at stake in the wars of the 1990s. The question of either political or ethnic 
borders, “just” or “unjust” borders is still a topic in the political debates in the various 
countries. That this is a lasting debate and will even “survive” EU membership has 
been shown by the Slovene-Croatian border dispute. 

Border issues seem sometimes conceptually quite blurred: when it comes to trans-
border crimes, illegal migration and other cross-border problems, the EU favours hard 
borders with a high degree of hard security and control mechanisms involved. When 
regional trans-border co-operation is the topic, soft borders that should be easy to 
cross and trans-border activities are emphasised. Trans-border co-operation and 
flexible borders as well as common efforts to develop border regions are in 
themselves a sign of good political cooperation, but something that often is lacking 
between the states in the region. The European Union should be much more aware of 
the fact that in the break-up of Yugoslavia the political and military attacks often 
started in the border regions. They were often attacked more than once and ethnically 
cleansed in counter-attacks. They are still high on the security agenda; as a result, they 
are often only sparsely populated. Whereas the effective control of the border seems 
more to be a question of provision of sufficient resources and training of adequate 
personnel, and is in itself a result of successful capacity building, the effective 
development of trans-border regions is a much harder task and has to be seen as a 
medium-term activity. It is a process that cannot really be introduced or even enforced 
from outside against the will and strategic objectives of the political actors on the 
ground. Often the local actors in the region are more in favour of these activities than 
the central authorities that are more concerned with security and sovereignty issues. 
As mentioned above, these are all highly politicised issues that are especially high on 
the agenda during national election campaigns. 
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2.2.3. Effective control over the security forces and the intelligence apparatus 

The relatively weak state institutions as well as the often sectarian political influence 
on them are especially problematic for the security forces and the intelligence 
apparatus. It is, for example, most likely that the military as well as the intelligence 
service are responsible for the inability to find and extradite indicted war criminals 
Karadžić and Mladić. All the generous European funding to professionalize the 
security apparatus, to train officers and to enhance confidence building among army 
professionals in the region will also be hampered as long as there is not enough 
mutual trust and a persisting belief that war is still imminent in the region. The lack of 
trust or rather limited trust was experienced when the international community tried 
for years to (re)unify the Bosnian police and the Bosnian army. 

Whereas it is rightly stated that political control over the security forces and the 
intelligence apparatus is a necessity, too much political influence often hinders 
professional conduct. Frequently, it is the officers and other professionals that 
complain about too much political pressure and who have to face drastic 
consequences. 

2.2.4. Crime and Corruption 

To introduce and monitor anti-corruption measures is a very important, but largely 
national obligation of the Western Balkan countries. This is particularly important for 
the security apparatus and the judiciary, if not, the rule of law cannot be realised. Trust 
in public institutions, especially in the police and the courts, is not only mandatory for 
democracy but also indispensable for security and stability as well. In the countries in 
the region, the law is often taken into one’s own hands exactly because there is no 
trust and no expectation that the police or the courts will act adequately (in time!) and 
not help the more wealthy (bribery) or the more influential party. In many cases, there 
is action but the courts in particular are so slow that it takes years to get a verdict. 
From the point of view of cost-effectiveness, it is highly beneficial to invest in anti-
corruption measures, to strengthen professionalism and increase personnel to reduce 
criminal behaviour as well as social tensions and unrest. The fact that ordinary wages 
in the security sector are very low causes professionals to leave the state sector and 
join private security firms. They are also relatively easy targets for bribery; some 
engage in illegal activities themselves. 

It was the break-down of public order during the war as well as the political 
pressure and the wild privatisation in the post-war period that made it easy for grand 

11 



style criminal behaviour to develop. Criminal networks and mafia style actors are 
often very close to elites and political actors that protect them against prosecution. 
They often act across borders. Although the question of ethno-national identity was 
very influential in the wars in the 1990s, criminal networks and gangs are often 
organised across ethno-national lines as well as regionally. In order to tackle this sort 
of criminal behaviour, a critical public and active civil society are necessary. 
European politicians have to be careful. These criminal actors are continuously 
expanding their activities into the arena of the European Union (money-laundering, 
forgery of banknotes, drug trafficking, human trafficking). 

2.2.5. Refugees and displaced persons as a permanent issue 

For a long period after the wars in the former Yugoslavia, the refugees and the return 
of refugees were seen by the international community and the EU as the primary 
problem for which a solution had to be found. To a limited degree, this return has 
taken place; to a much higher degree, many have, in fact, settled abroad and have no 
intention of permanently relocating to their native country. Moreover, what seems to 
be a problem that will persist, and might really influence regional security and 
stability to an even greater extent, are the refugees that have no perspective of 
returning but are deeply dissatisfied with their status of permanent exclusion in the 
country of refuge. They are also used as a political weapon in political processes. 
Serbs that fled Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo are an easy target for the 
radical and revisionist political forces in Serbia. There is a double challenge: to 
facilitate the return of refugees but at the same time enhance the integration into their 
new homeland of those who will not or cannot return. This is all the more necessary as 
the returnees are most often the elderly, whereas those that stay are the young and 
more active part of the population. To this end, comprehensive integration measures 
should be organised that also contain political information and regional reconciliation 
efforts. 

3. How the EU has been responding to the challenges 

When Foreign Minister Jacques Poos, as representative of the Luxembourg 
Presidency, declared in June 1991 that managing the conflicts in the (former) 
Yugoslavia would be “the hour of Europe”, he probably did not imagine what 
atrocities would soon be committed in this part of Europe. The Balkans were a long 
and hard learning process for the EU. Here, we will not look at the CFSP/ESDP 
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elements of the EU activities in the Western Balkans. We will focus on the JHA 
aspects, which are less known to the public. 

A first useful approach to EU assistance to the Balkans is to look at the 
Community Assistance for Reconstruction, Development and Stabilisation 
(CARDS).3 Table 3 in the Annex shows that from the Western Balkans it was Serbia 
(including Kosovo) which received above average financial support from the EU’s 
CARDS programme in 2005/6. The support to Albania and Bosnia has been 
noticeably below their share of population (compare columns 2 and 5 in Table 3). 
Assistance in JHA has a significantly different distribution. In Table 4 in the Annex 
one can notice that although Albania gets relatively little support from CARDS, 
almost a third of it is for JHA matters, and Albania thus receives the largest share of 
the financial resources allocated by the EU to combat organised crime, illegal 
migration etc. (see column 3 in Table 4.) The case of Serbia is the opposite of this: the 
overall sum is large, but JHA allocation is quite small. 

The EU, the Council and the Commission often produce papers outlining plans of 
action for the various fields of their competencies. This is particularly true for the 
intergovernmental Second and Third Pillars. Plans have to be decided by consensus 
here and are thus often simply a compilation of the concerns of the Member States. 

So the Action Plan from June 2005, implementing the Hague Programme, 
announced the adoption of a “strategy” for the external dimension of the AFSJ.4 In 
preparing this strategy, the Commission published a Communication on “A Strategy 
on the External Dimension of the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice”.5 Two 
points should be mentioned from this Communication. The Commission stresses the 
importance of cross-pillar coordination in regard to the external action of the AFSJ 
since it touches the fields of Community competence as well as CFSP and police and 
judicial cooperation. External action thus requires “close coordination between the 
Council and the Commission”. The Commission’s Communication insists that 
“Community competences must be preserved in relation to negotiations with third 
countries”. In addition, a regular exchange of information on activities in third 

                                            
3 Community Assistance for Reconstruction, Development and Stabilisation, see European 

Commission, CARDS Assistance Programme to the Western Balkans: Regional Strategy Paper 
2002–2006, n.d. 

4 Council and Commission Action Plan implementing the Hague Programme on strengthening 
freedom, security and justice in the European Union, Note from the Council/Commission to the 
European Council, Brussels, 10 June 2005, 9778/2/05, REV 2, p. 2, also COM(2005) 184 final. 

5 Communication from the Commission: A Strategy on the External Dimension of the Area of 
Freedom, Security and Justice, Brussels, 12.10.2005, COM(2005) 491 final. 

13 



countries between Member States and the Commission “is essential to avoid overlap-
ping or duplication and to ensure complementarity between actions”.6 Concerning the 
Western Balkan countries, the Communication mentions the four priority areas that 
these countries should develop through the CARDS programme: police and organised 
crime, integrated border management, judicial reform, and asylum and migration. 
Agreements on readmission and visa facilitation would signal mutual commitment to 
further cooperation.7

In December 2005, first the Justice and Home Affairs Council and then the 
General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC) endorsed “A Strategy for 
the External Dimension of JHA: Global Freedom, Security and Justice”.8 The 
Strategy states that it “is coherent with and contributes to the goals of the European 
Security Strategy”9, the so-called “Solana Paper” from December 2003.10 The “key 
threats” of the European Security Strategy are similar to the “key thematic priorities” 
of the Strategy for the External Dimension of JHA, as Table 2 in the Annex shows. 
Both Strategies see terrorism, organised crime and state failure among the significant 
problems. The JHA Strategy also mentions conflicts among the structural causes of 
migration, whereas the Solana Paper sees regional conflicts as a key threat. 

The European Security Strategy already stressed the combination of instruments, 
when it stated that “terrorism may require a mixture of intelligence, police, judicial, 
military and other means.”11 It mentioned also the Balkans and underlined that “the 
co-ordination between external action and Justice and Home Affairs policies is crucial 
in the fight both against terrorism and organised crime”.12 The Strategy for the 
External Dimension of JHA emphasised even more the internal and external policy 
objectives of the EU. The broad range of instruments at the EU’s disposal should be 
“coordinated across the pillars (Community, CFSP, ESDP, and JHA) to deliver a 
tailored and coherent response”. In addition, Member States and the Commission 

                                            
6 Communication from the Commission, note 5, all quotes on p. 7. 

7 Communication from the Commission, note 5, p. 9. 

8 Council of the European Union, “A” Item Note from the Presidency to the Council, A Strategy for 
the External Dimension of JHA: Global Freedom, Security and Justice, Brussels, 6.12.2005, 
15446/05. 

9 Strategy for the External Dimension of JHA, note 8, Point 7. 

10 A Secure Europe in a Better World. European Security Strategy, adopted by the Brussels European 
Council, 12 December 2003, here quoted from Council of the European Union, Brussels, 8 
December 2003, Note from the Secretary General/High Representative, 15895/03. 

11 A Secure Europe, note 10, p. 9. 

12 A Secure Europe, note 10, p. 15. 
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“should ensure full co-ordination and complementarity of their activities and 
assistance programmes to avoid duplication”.13

Since JHA issues are not dealt with as consistently as they should be in relation to 
third countries, the Strategy for the External Dimension of JHA instituted on the one 
hand an extensive monitoring process. On the other hand, it announced the 
compilation of “action oriented papers” which would cover specific priority countries, 
regions or themes. These papers should be produced by the “Presidency working with 
the Council Secretariat and Commission, and supported in particular by groups of 
interested Member States”. The Strategy called for work on action oriented papers on 
five specific issues, one of them on “improving co-operation, on organised crime, 
corruption, illegal immigration and counter-terrorism, between the EU, Western 
Balkans and relevant ENP countries”.14

For the work on the action oriented papers, the Austrian Presidency (first half of 
2006) decided to establish three Groups of Friends of the Presidency, one of them 
dealing with the Western Balkans and relevant ENP countries; it met for the first time 
on 9 February 2006 in Brussels and finished its work on 12 May 2006. This, in the EU 
context, rather quick work on the action oriented paper was probably the consequence 
of not using the working groups/working parties framework of the Council. The 
meetings of the Group of Friends of the Presidency did not adhere to the formalities of 
the Council — no translation took place and not all Member States were present, only 
those interested in the subject. In addition, the horizontal nature of the subject would 
not easily fit into the structure of the working groups/working parties. 

The “Action Oriented Paper on Improving Cooperation, on Organised Crime, 
Corruption, Illegal Immigration and Counter-terrorism, between the EU, Western 
Balkans and relevant ENP countries”15 is practically a road map for EU action on 
JHA in the Western Balkans for the next years. It seems that the officials of the 
interior ministries from the countries most affected by the problems of the Western 
Balkans had been frustrated by the lack of progress in JHA in this region. Among the 
problems seen by these officials were decisions without full implementation, 
deficiency in coordination among EU actors and weak coherence of EU actions, but 
also the “jungle” of competencies among national foreign, defence and interior 

                                            
13 Strategy for the External Dimension of JHA, note 8, Point 9. 

14 Strategy for the External Dimension of JHA, note 8, Point 13. 

15 Council of the European Union, Brussels, 12 May 2006, 9272/06. The part on the relevant ENP 
countries will be ignored here. 
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ministries. Already the Friends of the Presidency (Western Balkans) report from 
October 2004 stated that: 

– “The EU has no agreed overarching strategy for tackling organised crime in 
the Western Balkans”. 

– “The EU’s approach to fighting organised crime in the Western Balkans is 
uncoordinated and compartmentalised”. 

– “There remain serious weaknesses in the institutional capacities of the 
Western Balkan States to fight organised crime”.16

The Action Oriented Paper refers to the “Vienna Declaration on Security 
Partnership” which stated that the “development of an area of enhanced freedom, 
security and justice can only be successfully achieved through relationships based on 
mutual partnership between the European Union and its partners.”17 Then the Action 
Oriented Paper gives a situation overview. One of the main challenges in the Western 
Balkans is organised crime. It “endangers long-term political, economical and social 
development in the region and undermines the concept of the rule of law”. This 
problem “increases due to corruption, which is also significant for the region and 
closely connected to organised crime.” EU aid intended for revitalising the region 
risks being diverted by corruption.18 Organised crime is also closely related to illegal 
migration and human trafficking. Another challenge is terrorism, which also has 
potential links to organised crime.19

A short summary of current actions deals mostly with the CARDS programme 
(which will be followed in 2007 by the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance). The 
main part of the Action Oriented Paper gives a list of seven recommendations, from 
improving regional cooperation of law enforcement personnel to more effective donor 
coordination. Each of these recommendations is followed by a box outlining 
“immediate actions”. Of great value is the Annex that lists the activities of the EU 
Member States: agreements with Western Balkans countries, liaison officers stationed 

                                            
16 Quoted from Council of the European Union, note 15, p. 4. 

17 Council of the European Union, Brussels, 8 May 2006, 8501/06, p. 3, emphasis in the original. The 
Declaration was the outcome of the Ministerial Conference on the “Role of internal security in 
relations between the EU and its neighbours”, 4-5 May 2006, Vienna, where some 50 ministers of 
the interior from ENP countries and the Western Balkans participated. 

18 Quoted from Council of the European Union, note 15, p. 4, emphasis Luif/Riegler. 

19 Quoted from Council of the European Union, note 15, p. 5. 
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there, and training and support activities of the EU States. Finally, the Annex lists the 
existing financial support from the EU for the recommended actions. 

The Commission and the Council Secretariat will monitor the progress of the 
Action Oriented Paper and report to the JHA Council as well as to the GAERC every 
18 months. If necessary, friends of the presidency groups can also monitor the 
progress. The first report will already be due by December 2006, in the framework of 
the Strategy for the External Dimension of JHA. Since the time for implementation of 
the Action Oriented Paper has been very short, the effectiveness of this approach 
cannot be assessed yet. But it is clear that the ministries of the interior want results 
and not empty talk and more “action” plans on paper. 

4. How adequate is the EU response and how can it be improved? 

The most important implication of this short analysis is that the Western Balkans 
enlargement will be different from the previous enlargements. As pointed out in 
Section 2, the countries of the region are mostly new countries with weak state 
structures. Past experiences with accession processes, even the most recent ones, are 
only of limited help. The main challenges for JHA in the Western Balkans are how to 
deal with the legacy of wars, ethno-national tensions, the open status question, and 
territorial integrity and state-building. Post-socialist transformation is clearly only of 
secondary importance. This holds true also in regard to the EU’s relationship with and 
response to the region. From the beginning, the relations took a totally different path 
(humanitarian assistance, peacekeeping, questions of international recognition of suc-
cessor states etc.) than in the case of the Eastern enlargement. 

In addition, the EU sees the Western Balkans too much as a coherent region. 
When resources and capacities are involved, the asymmetries and hierarchies are not 
adequately dealt with. All activities in which neighbouring countries have a common 
interest should be supported not only because of this mutual interest, but also because 
they are conducive for building up trust, since the lack of trust is a crucial problem in 
the region. Those activities which the countries perceive as too sensitive to share 
information on should not be forced upon them. The ensuing open or hidden 
obstruction can only cost the EU dearly. 

Therefore, the EU and its Member States have to act very skilfully in the rather 
sensitive field of JHA. The memory of ethnic conflicts, the small communities which 
for a long time have had only limited access to the outer world, and the still existing 
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clan structures in the Western Balkans all make the work for officials from North-
Western Europe much more tricky and exceptional. 

In some cases, the EU focuses too much on its own acquis rather than on the 
“home-made” problems in the Western Balkans. This might lead to an overstretch on 
regional as well as European capacities and to a misreading of threats to security and 
stability. Two examples might be terrorism and migration that are seen as EU security 
problems and externalised to the region, although they are far less a problem for the 
region itself. 

There are two indirect possibilities to enhance the performance of the EU. One is 
to let bilateral relations work. Countries not only geographically but also historically 
close to the Western Balkans, like Slovenia, Hungary, Austria and Greece, can help to 
improve the situation through bilateral assistance. One case in point are the bilateral 
treaties on police cooperation Austria has signed with most of the Western Balkan 
countries. In addition, Austria strongly supported the conclusion of a regional police 
cooperation treaty among the Western Balkan countries at a meeting in Vienna in June 
2005. 

But these bilateral contacts need to be coordinated at the EU level. The lists in the 
Annex of the Action Oriented Paper on the Western Balkans indicate how complex 
the relations are and how difficult a functional coordination process will be. 

The second possibility to enhance EU activities is cooperation with other 
organisations, like the Southeast European Cooperative Initiative (SECI). A useful 
example of cooperation is with the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in 
Europe (OSCE). The OSCE has through its field missions often rather close contact to 
the native population and the EU has the financial means. In some instances, this can 
be a helpful combination. Another interesting approach is the Steering Group on 
Successor Arrangements in Kosovo. Representatives from the OSCE, the United 
Nations and the EU try to find a possible division of labour after the status question 
has been resolved. The EU and OSCE are now already discussing detailed plans for 
future programmes and are trying to identify potential gaps and overlaps which should 
be avoided. This includes discussions on who is better positioned to do what. Thus, 
anticipatory contacts can improve the overall achievements of both the EU and the 
OSCE. 

Probably the most important, but also the most difficult issue the EU has to tackle 
in the Western Balkans is corruption. It is rather difficult to influence from the 
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outside, as the Action Oriented Paper admits.20 The problem will probably only be 
solved in the long term. Economic development, broadening of democratic traditions 
and the strengthening of the rule of law are all parts of a strategy to overcome 
corruption; and the EU has to find the right people in the region. This lengthy process 
will cause frustration in the Western Balkan States where people will regard EU 
membership as not that essential. The “enlargement fatigue” in the EU countries is the 
other side of this coin. 

The tasks of the European Parliament in this process are twofold. On the one 
hand, the European Parliament will have to insist on open and democratically 
legitimised procedures in this drawn out process. On the other hand, the European 
Parliament could help to reduce the looming frustrations on both sides. 

                                            
20 The Paper admonishes the Western Balkan States “to take the appropriate measures”, see Council 

of the European Union, note 15, p. 10. 
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Annex 

Table 1 

Foreigners Convicted for Offences/Crimes in Austria 
(Percentage of All Convictions) 

 Youth Adults 

1975 3.3 10.9 
1980 3.8 9.3 
1985 5.3 8.8 
1990 22.8 18.5 
1995 21.1 20.7 
2000 21.5 23.2 
2001 21.9 23.7 
2002 26.2 25.5 
2003 33.5 27.0 

 

Source: Statistisches Jahrbuch Österreichs 2005, p. 473 (data from Statistik Austria). 

20 



 

Table 2 

“Key Threats” of the European Security Strategy and 
“Key Thematic Priorities” of the Strategy for the External Dimension 

of JHA 

European Security Strategy: Key 
threats (December 2003) 

Strategy for the External Dimension 
of JHA: Key thematic priorities 
(December 2005) 

Terrorism Terrorism 
Organised crime Organised and serious crime 
State failure Weak governance and state failure 
Regional conflicts Migration 
Proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction 

 

 

Sources: A Secure Europe in a Better World. European Security Strategy, adopted by the 
Brussels European Council, 12 December 2003, and A Strategy for the External Dimension of 
JHA: Global Freedom, Security and Justice, Brussels, 6.12.2005, 15446/05. 
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Table 3 

Population of the Western Balkan Countries — 
Compared to Share of CARDS Allocation 

(Programme Allocation for 2005/6) 

 (1) 

Population 
(million) 

(2) 
Percentage 

of 
population 

(3) 
Total 

allocation 
(million €) 

(4) 
Percentage 

of total 
allocation 

(5) 
Percentage 
of country 
allocations 

Regional allocation — — 90 10.0 — 
Albania 3.2 16.1 89 9.8 10.9 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 4.0 20.1 100 11.1 12.3 
FYRO Macedonia 2.1 10.6 85 9.4 10.4 
Montenegro 0.6 3.0 47 5.2 5.8 
Serbia 7.5 37.7 349 38.6 42.9 
Kosovo (UNSC 1244) 2.5 12.6 144 15.9 17.7 

Total population/ 
allocation 19.9 100.0 904 100.0 — 

Sum for country alloca-
tions, including Kosovo — — 814 — 100.0 

 

Notes: CARDS = Community Assistance for Reconstruction, Development and Stabilisation. 
Data for Serbia exclude Kosovo. CARDS allocation for Serbia includes € 16 million for the 
Union of Serbia-Montenegro. 
Sources: http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/financial_assistance/cards/statistics2000-
2006_en.htm#bos, downloaded 10/9/2006; own calculations. 
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Table 4 

CARDS Allocation for Justice and Home Affairs (JHA) 
(Programme Allocation for 2005/6) 

 (1) 
 

Total 
allocation 
(million €) 

(2) 
 

Allocation in 
JHA 

(million €) 

(3) 
JHA allocation 
as percentage 

of 
region/country 

allocation 

(4) 
JHA allocation 
as percentage 
of sum for all 

countries 

Regional allocation 90 5 5.6 — 
Albania 89 27 30.3 24.5 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 100 25 25.0 22.7 
FYRO Macedonia 85 17 20.0 15.5 
Montenegro 47 3 6.4 2.7 
Serbia 349 26 7.4 23.6 
Kosovo (UNSC 1244) 144 12 8.3 10.9 

Total 904 115 12.7 — 
Sum for country alloca-
tions, including Kosovo 814 110 — 100.0 

 

Notes: Data for Serbia exclude Kosovo. CARDS allocation for Serbia includes € 16 million 
for the Union of Serbia-Montenegro for the total and € 2 million for JHA. 
Sources: http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/financial_assistance/cards/statistics2000-
2006_en.htm#bos, downloaded 10/9/2006; own calculations. 
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