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The first meeting of a planned series of corporate roundtable discussions was held at the Bank of America/Nations Bank on Wednesday, June 30, 1999 from 12:00 to 1:45 p.m. Introductions were given by Tom Reckford, President of the World Affairs Council. He posed the opening question: can the states of the former Soviet bloc be drawn into the rest of Europe? 

Bugajski offered some observations about the war in Kosovo and its impact on the wider region. With regard to Serbia, Milosevic surrendered because of growing external and internal pressures. NATO’s bombing proved more successful than Belgrade admitted or western skeptics claimed. Two months of intensifying attacks decimated the country’s infrastructure, communications, industries, and energy supplies, and pushed Serbia deeper into the economic abyss. 

Milosevic will confront numerous explosive problems: economic destitution, the return of angry soldiers, and an influx of Serbian refugees. The political opposition may also become emboldened. While the ultra-nationalists will declare Milosevic a traitor because of the loss of Kosova, the quasi-democrats will charge him with driving Serbia into poverty and isolation. Facing a political downfall, Milosevic will have two options – resignation or a fight to the finish. Resignation is unlikely because he has nowhere to go. Outside Serbia, he is a wanted and indicted war criminal, while inside Serbia he could be court-martialled for national betrayal. 

The fall of the Milosevic regime can save Serbia from disintegration and chaos while promising inclusion in regional reconstruction efforts. But the collapse itself could be bloody and costly if Milosevic decides to fight to the bitter end. Civil unrest can rapidly escalate into civil war pitting Yugoslav military units against paramilitary police detachments loyal to Milosevic, or rival militias linked with diverse political parties. While the peaceful replacement of the current regime is the most optimistic solution, a violent upheaval seems more probable. Milosevic may seek to manufacture new conflicts, in Montenegro, Vojvodina, or the Sandjak, to distract attention from economic destitution and economic isolation. 

NATO’s objective in Kosova is not only the assurance of security for the population but the construction of a multi-party democracy. In effect, the Atlantic Alliance is engaged in the process of state building. But can NATO succeed, given its mandate and experience? It is useful to compare NATO’s mission in post-Dayton Bosnia to uncover clues as to Kosova’s immediate future under the international umbrella. 

First, Bosnia was deliberately ethnically divided during the war into three national entities. None of the three ethnic groups constituted a majority in the country; and each became susceptible to nationalist manipulation promoting separation on the pretext of defending their supposedly endangered national interests. In Kosova, by contrast, the Albanian population constitutes the overwhelming majority while Serbs are a minority. Kosova has not been partitioned into ethnic cantons. With the return of Kosovar deportees the pre-war demographic structure will be largely restored over the coming months. 

Second, political conditions in Kosova are in many respects simpler than in Bosnia. The Serb armed forces have fled the country and have no base of political power inside Kosova. The remaining Serb civilians in Kosova are unlikely to support Milosevic who led them into war and then abandoned them just as he did with Croatia’s Krajina Serbs. A multiplicity of political parties already exists among the Albanians and none of them favor ethnic expulsion or partition. Hopefully, the remaining Serb and other minority parties will be willing to participate in Kosova’s elections and in the emerging political structures thus lending credence to the principles of multi-ethnicity. 

Third, in Kosova the soon to be appointed High Representative will face a dual struggle – between Kosovar demands for integral independence and Belgrade’s attempts to dilute Kosova’s emerging institutions. More than any other factor, how international organizations steer between these contradictory pressures will determine Kosova’s future. Two possible scenarios could unfold. In the most optimistic outcome, a well-functioning Kosova administration becomes based on a large popular vote, effective political parties, and authoritative governmental institutions. Unlike in Bosnia, the competence of the new administration in pushing through reform programs, rooting out corruption and cronyism, and subordinating the police to political oversight will provide credibility to self-government. 

However, a negative second scenario could also materialize in which political and personality clashes, poorly functioning institutions, the exclusion (or self-exclusion) of Serbs, and incompetence by outside administrators will paralyze the organs of self-government. Furthermore, the prevalence of corruption, criminality, and privilege, and a wastage of reconstruction aid will disqualify Kosova as a viable entity. 

This will lead to two probable outcomes. First, it will encourage calls for stronger international supervision as in Westendorp’s Bosnia, thus making Kosova even more dependent on UN mandated bodies. Second, it will buttress the conviction that Kosova must remain part of Yugoslavia because the Albanians are evidently unprepared for self-determination and may destabilize a wider region as an independent state. NATO and the OSCE already face a daunting task in reconstructing Kosova. It will be largely up to the Kosovars to prove that they can effectively and legitimately govern themselves. 

In terms of the wider Balkan region, all wars present a unique opportunity for rebuilding and modernization. NATO’s successful war with Serbia is no exception. It offers a chance to reconstruct large parts of a region stretching from Dalmatia to the Black Sea. Now is the time to prepare both for the post-war and post-Milosevic era. To guarantee any chance of success and to avoid a massive wastage of resources five issues must be addressed. 

First, any major commitment of resources and investments have to be efficiently coordinated to avoid overlap, duplication, and a squandering of resources. 

Second, international involvement must focus above all on private investment rather than state assistance. While governments can help to coordinate and facilitate, international financial institutions can provide necessary credits, and western corporations must locate viable investment opportunities. 

Third, there must be informed and accurate targeting both of investors and investments. The appropriate sectors for the initial stages of reconstruction must be identified. At the same time international investors must be attracted by a transformation in the business climate. The commitment to reconstruct must be matched by a commitment to reform. 

Fourth, there needs to be a process of differentiation not only between sectors and businesses, but also between diverse states in the region. The reconstruction necessary in Albania, Kosova, or Macedonia will clearly be of a different scale to what Bulgaria, Croatia, and Romania can expect. 

Fifth, the reconstruction of south east Europe cannot be held hostage by the regime in Belgrade. Economic plans must be put into effect regardless of Serbia’s posture. If the Milosevic regime survives in power then Serbia must be temporarily excluded from reconstruction. Belgrade can be presented with a clear and unambiguous choice -- preserving the political status quo or inclusion in international reconstruction. The rebuilding of the Balkans alongside Serbia’s economic isolation will help fuel pressures for revolution in the last outpost of Balkan communism. 

In conclusion, reconstruction not only provides the opportunity for material development but also for representative democracy. The ultimate objective for all these states must be inclusion and integration in the major European and trans-Atlantic institutions based on solid democratic and capitalist foundations. With that said let me turn to Victor and then open up the discussion. 

Ambassador Victor Jackovich
According to Ambassador Jackovich, unlike Bosnia, where the rationale was to contain a network of cooperation and a zone of cooperation between three ethnic groups, Kosovo has a much broader and more complex task to accomplish. It involves risk engagement, preventive diplomacy, and rapid ground engagement. Stability in Kosovo means stability in the region. Without peace in Kosovo, we will always be involved in a crisis in the region. Kosovo is also important for pragmatic reasons: to build and develop democracy and civil society and to stop the secession of other ethnic groups. 

Ambassador Jackovich stated that there are two tracks of reconstruction that seem to permeate everything: managing the immediate refugee and military crisis in Kosovo; and providing long-term stability in the region. 

In addressing these two tracks, Ambassador Jackovich reviewed both the current and future reconstruction initiatives: 

· April 27, 1999 - The NATO summit held in Washington, D.C. promoted overall stability for the Balkans. The International Monetary Fund and World Bank began to make plans for reconstruction. 

· June 10, 1999 - the European Union promoted the European Stability pact, outlining what would be done to manage stability in the Balkans. The United States launched its South East European Initiative. 

· July 1999 - a Donors Conference will address the issue of immediate humanitarian aid. Foreseeably that there will be a "Heads of State" meeting in which all of the leaders from Eastern Europe will gather to address the needs of the situation in the Balkans. 

· October 1999 - the European Union and the World Bank will address the longer-term needs. 

The five major players involved in the stability of South Eastern Europe are: the United States; the European Union; international financial Institutions; Russia; and the states in the region (i.e., the beneficiaries). 

There are three main areas to be addressed by these five players in the stability of the region: civil society; economic reform; and security – both military security and rule of law. In addressing the three areas, the following goals of the Stability Pact are to be realized: mature political processes; peaceful relations with neighbors; and full integration into Euro-Atlantic structures (NATO and the EU). 

The Stability Pact now has all initiatives under one track. In the past, there were many programs focused on South East Europe. However, they are all now under the Stability Pact which will incorporate all the initiatives and continue with the best components. 

There is an unwritten assumption regarding the division of duties between the United States and the European Union. The United States will be responsible for the security aspects and the European Union will be responsible for the monetary part. The Europeans will provide the bulk of the funding. The newly formed European Agency for Reconstruction (ERERRK) based in Pristina started its work in May with a pledge of $1.5 billion dollars. 

Ambassador Jackovich stressed the importance of coordination between the United States and Europe. The U.S. does not want to compete with Europe, and neither does it want duplication. The U.S. must coordinate within its own government and with Europe. In conclusion, he stressed that a long-term commitment in the Balkans can produce stability and democracy. The Balkans can be integrated into the rest of Europe provided that the right persons with the right expertise comprise part of the effort. 

Questions and Answers
The role of Russia in the process of reconstruction. Ambassador Jackovich stressed that engaging the Russians is critical. However, the management of that engagement will be very difficult although such involvement is crucial for reasons of international security and for Russian stability. 

The economic aspects of reconstruction. Ambassador Jackovich stated that the bulk will take place under the Stability Pact within the "Economic Stability" track. Specific initiatives were already underway. Trade investment development agencies will contribute in South East Europe by formulating the best way to promote reconstruction. For example, OPEC is to form two "trade investment development missions" made up of U.S. officials, OPEC officials, as well as representatives from the private sector. OPEC will travel in the region and identify financial packages for companies. The most important areas where US companies can invest is divided into two areas: power, telecommunications, and water and housing. The European Bank for Reconstruction of the Balkans based in Brussels will obtain help from the European Union and the World Bank. The United States has already joined. 

Proposals for a mini-Marshall Plan for the region. Ambassador Jackovich stated that such an idea can only be interpreted in the sense of political and economic integration and not monetarily. The United States will not spend as much as it did after World War Two. 

