Norwegian Defense University College
Spring 2011

Master Thesis

Explaining Norway’s Engagement in
Serbian Defense Reform, 2006 -2010

SaSa Nes






Acknowledgments
There are many | would like to thank for their admition in this thesis. First and foremost |
would like to thank my supervisor Lieutenant Colicawed Ph.D. Tormod Heier, for
comments and advices. His commitment and inteneite research problem has been a
huge motivating factor.

I would moreover like to thank the Norwegian Minysof Defense and the
Norwegian Defense University College for providing with an opportunity to be part of a
two-year master program, access to its resouraks @hace to work and learn.

| am particularly grateful to my fellow studentdaniends in their support and
forbearance. | also would like to express my gndgtto the librarians, Hege Undemstore
and Nina Eskid Riege for doing a remarkable jobeficgryone at the College, including me.

Finally, | would like to thank my family, my wife li?era and my sons Petar and
Pavle, for their support, encouragement and uraleilsig.

This thesis is dedicated to my mother Ljiljana vfassed away this year. This is for

you mom, thank you for everything!

Oslo, May 23, 2011
SaSa Nesi

Disclaimer
The views expressed in this thesis are the autldstse, and do not necessarily represent the
views of the Serbian Ministry of Defense or anysstpart of the Serbian government, the

Norwegian Defense University College or any othgaaization.



Abstract
Shortly after the breakdown of the Eastern Bloot #¥ngoslavia in early 1990s, it became
obvious to the international community that seguséctor actors and the armed forces in
particular,pley an important role in the development and deata@ation of transition-
states. Defense reform concept emerged, and masieWestates participated to assist
transition-states. After the democratic change8drbia in 2000, Norway was among the
first to recognize that external actors should regenificant role in Serbian defense
reform.

This thesis is about defense reform as a componéhé broader Security Sector
Reform (SSR) concept. It has a donor-state focddeals with possible explanations for
donor-states’ engagement in defense reform progekbsxplores the rationale behind
Norway’s engagement in Serbian defense reformipreeeed in the light of the IR theories of
neorealism and neoliberalism. The research wastdad@o answer the following question:
How can Norway’'s engagement in Serbian defensemeli® explained?

Thesis examines defense reform through one cagg stNorway’s engagement in
Serbian defense reform. It concludes that Norwaggagement first at all can be explained
through the lenses of neoliberalism, as it contabuio the expansion of Zone of liberal
peace. However, there are also some effects thgustfy that engagement from a

neorealist standpoint.



Summary
Shortly after the breakdown of the Eastern Block ®ngoslavia in early 1990s, it became
obvious to the international development commuthitit security sector actors and the
armed forces in particulgpjay an important role in development and demazatitn of
transition-states. The main questions were howegpkhose actors under civilian,
democratic control, and how to build capable arudgssional armed forces in states lacking
the capacity, knowledge and/or resources, needeslititn comprehensive reforms.
Assistance from developed countries was requined da@fense reform concept emerged.
Many developed states took part in it to assisisiteon-states in their development.

After democratic changes in Serbia in 2000, refofrine defense sector emerged as
a top priority for the new Serbian administratidhe Serbian Armed Forces was burdened
by heritage of the events in the region, had alssigf personnel and weaponry, and was not
ready to meet modern challenges and threats. Nomaayamong the first to recognize that
the young Serbian democracy did not have suffiability to conduct reforms, and that
external actors should have a significant roleerbfn defense reform.

However, donor-states have not been engaged inskefeform processes purely for
altruistic reasons. States are organizations, i@gadhy organization they have goals and
interests, thus they expect some gains as a kghieir actions.

This thesis is about the defense reform concepbagponent of the broader Security
Sector Reform (SSR) concept. It has a donor-statesfand deals with possible explanations
for developed states’ engagement in defense rgfoocesses. Thesis examines defense
reform through one case study — Norway’'s engagemederbian defense reform. The
research was directed to answer the following gouedtiow can Norway’s engagement in
Serbian defense reform be explaifed

Defense reform is a military and political intefaotbetween the donor and the
recipient states, and as such it can be studiédtésnational Relations (IR) Theory.
Therefore this thesis applies IR theory to the nisdereform concept. It explains Norway’s
engagement in Serbia based on interests withiiRlieeories of neorealism and
neoliberalism.

This thesis is an intentional explanation of thebtem where Norway’s engagement
in Serbian defense reform is explained by refertinigs intended effects and expected gains.
The research is performed as a qualitative studrevthe facts are gathered from written
sources, such as official institutional documemid afficial statements extracted from public

documents; but also from interviews with officitihsit have been involved in various



defense reform activities. To answer the reseanelstipn, three analyses are conducted: first
focuses on the concept of defense reform and exptain donor-states’ activities and areas
of engagement. The second analysis is theoretichfaruses on International Relations (IR)
theory, striving to theoretically explain donortet&l engagement in defense reform in the
light of neorealism and neoliberalism. Thirdly, gmapirical analysis focuses on the
Norwegian rationale for engagement in defense megpand in particular on Norway’s
engagement in Serbia between 2006 and 2010.

The main findings in this thesis have been:

There is no empirical evidence which indicates thatNorwegian government took
neorealist aspects into consideration when thesabecbon engagement in Serbian defense
reform was made. The Norwegian government did xrpéet gains predicted by the neo-
realistic theoretical explanation. Therefore, thaatusion has to be that Norway’'s
engagement in Serbian defense reform cannot baiargl by neorealism. Nevertheless,
there are some effects that can justify that engagé from the neorealist standpoint.

Neoliberalism provides us with an appropriate exaten for the rationale behind
Norway’s engagement in Serbian defense reformhiaghgagement contributes to: (i)
development of democracy and extension of the Dbtiberal peace; (ii) increasing the
number of contacts between Norway and Serbia winigkes cooperation more possible and
desirable; (iii) protection of personal freedomddiv) strengthening international

institutions, especially the UN.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
Norway is among the largest donors to the [Serbidefense system and it
helped in a large number of projects of the Serianistry of Defense, worth

more than four million Euros. (Republic of SerbianMtry of Defence, 2010b)

When a Serbian citizen, a worker or a farmer, rélaidsstatement made by the Minister of
Defense of the Republic of Serbia during his \tsiOslo in October 2010, he could think:
“Four million Euros! Well that's great. The Serb@afense system will be strengthened, and
under democratic control. My country, and |, wil tmore secure. | remember very well how
it was when an authoritarian regime had command thvesecurity sector. Moreover, Serbia
does not have to spend its limited budget on trest.&Perhaps my tax money will be used to
improve my standard of living, to build a kindergar or a hospital, or to build a paved road
to my village. Thanks Norway!”

But if a Norwegian fisherman from the High Nortlads the statement, he could ask
himself, and maybe put the question to the GovemimieNorway, “Why did the tax money
that | paid, end up in a country on the other sitéhe continent? | could understand if that
money was spent on humanitarian assistance. Bihaononey goes to build a foreign
state’s armed forces; money which could have beed to protect the environment, medical
research to cure some odd disease, or a new paaedhere where | live. What is in it for
me? What is in it for Norway”?

Perhaps it is inappropriate to ask questions atsbations between states from the
standpoint of individuals. But the question remawmiy is Norway, or any other developed
country, interested in assisting the reform ofraifgn state’s armed forces? Why is the
Norwegian government willing to spend its own, dieated resources on defense reform in
Serbia?

This thesis is about the defense reform concepsaaks to answer these questibns.
It has a donor-state focus and deals with possiiéanations for developed states’

engagement in defense reform proce$ses.

! Defense reform and Security Sector Reform (SSR)amuis@re analyzed and presented in chapter two.

2 The termsdonor-stateanddonorin this thesis are used to refer to the stategimtides assistance to the state that
conducts reforms of its own security sector/arntede’s in the SSR/Defense reform process.
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Background
Shortly after the breakdown of the Eastern Block ®ngoslavia in early 1990s, it became
obvious to the international development commuthitit security sector actors and the
armed forces in particular, play an important ialdevelopment and democratization of
transition-states. The main question was how to keep those actorsruidlian,
democratic control. They were historically oftedifpgzed and used as an instrument of
authoritarian control. As such, they had a sigaiiicrole in domestic politics and were tied
to the old regime (Edmunds, 2003). These actors wien “a world for itself within the
state” with their own chains of command, respotisigs and bureaucratic norms. They also
had interests in keeping their privileged positiosociety.

To prevent negative impact and make the overakldgvnent of these countries
possible, it was imperative that the armed forcesevput under civilian, democratic control.
The role of the armed forces, as well as the mastrenand institutions overseeing them,
had to be reviewed or even newly constructed, dpgsted to democratic standards. These
steps, as well as many others within other govemahsectors, had to be done to prevent
the reversal of the democratization process. Adl Would be too much for states lacking the
capacity, knowledge and/or resources, needed &br somprehensive reforms. Assistance
from developed countries was required, and theldpaeent of a new concept was
necessary. Defense reform concept, as a sub-setdom of the system-wide Security
Sector Reform (SSR), emerged, and many developéesdbok part in it to assist recipient
states' This internationalization is of great significartoethe whole concept of SSR, and
especially in the Western Balkan region where fim¢ional factors have been especially
intrusive in domestic processes of reform” (Edmuy2@97, p. 40). Due to recent history
characterized by conflicts and authoritarianism st#®e Balkan region as a whole, provides
an important set of defense reforms case studias (. 3).

Being the largest country in the Western Balkarnhwigh stakes in most of the
neighboring countries, Serbia is regarded as drtei@gional security and development

(Watkins, 2010, p. 15). The Yugoslavia and Milassvauthoritarianism left negative

3 The termtransition-statesn this thesis refers to post-conflict and posharitarian societies that are developing towards
liberal democracies.

4 The ternrecipient staten this study is used to refer to a state thatloets the reform of its own security sector/armed
forces in the SSR/Defense Reform process. Despitiathéhat some scholars and practitioners (su¢hea©ECD) use
the term “developing country”, | opt for the teretipient state because Serbia can be viewed asearstransition rather
than as a developing country.
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heritage in the armed forces in Serbia, includirtgri alia the maintenance of large, outdated
and heavily militarized force structures and humesource management systems (Edmunds,
2007, p. 152). Serbia’s geographical position @ltbrders of the EU and NATO and its
significance for regional stability, influenced Wes donor-states to engage in reform
processes. Norway was among the first to recogheteexternal factors may have decisive
influence on defense reform in Serbia.

However, donor-states have not been engaged inskefeform processes purely for
altruistic reasons. States are organizations, igadhhy organization they have goals and
interests, thus they expect some gains as a kdfshiir actions.

Since early the 1990s, many papers have been nvattd research done concerning
defense reforms and SSRost of these papers strive to explain why refarrecipient
states is required, or take a normative approaatgtto provide principles for successful

implementation and/or evaluation of the reform'sulés.

Research Question
This thesis’ ambition is to provide possible explgons for the defense reform concept from
a donor-state’s standpoint, and the research wested to answer the following question:

How can Norway’s engagement in Serbian defensemdbe explained?

From the previous section it is clear that defer$erm, as one part of SSR in
transition-states, is a twofold proce@s. one hand the process is, or at least should be,
domestically driven. Local commitment is a precdiodi for sustainable development.
Defense reform cannot be imposed from abroad (Eds)\#003, p. 23). The process should
be locally owned (OECD DAC, 2007, p. 21). On thieenthand, external influence and
pressure are crucial for success.

Hence, defense reform is a military and politicééraction between the donor and
the recipient states, and as such it can be stigi¢aternational Relations (IR) theory. IR is
about international systems and politics; it ddssia complex interplay of several
international actors. It can be argued that defeef®em has little to do with the international
system and structures, and hereof is the subjdotr@fn policy rather than of IR. However,
a state does not have one policy towards the iatiemal system and another towards states.

It has its foreign policy. Foreign policies of gisitconstitute international politics and “if

® The termSecurity Sector Reform (SSR}he term of choice in this study. Alternatieenis are security system reform:;
security sector transformation; and justice andisgcsector reform. | have chosen to use SSR fsecls the term most
commonly used by scholars and practitioners.
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actors somehow decided no longer to engage irgiomlicy there would be no more
international politics either” (Rittberger, 2004,1). Even if IR theory does not aim to explain
particular actions of states, it can be used ttyaadoreign policy choices and actions,
including states’ defense reform engagement.

Therefore this thesis applies IR theory to the nisdereform concept. It aims to
identify the interests that drive Norway’s engagame Serbia within contemporary IR
theories®

It can be argued that some IR theories may be swtable to explain donors’
engagement in defense reform, for example utopdalist) liberalism or constructivism.
Engagement in activities such as SSR and defefm®ng as well as in other activities
concerned with development, human rights and pbaiding, are often considered to be
altruistic and driven by soft, ethical, values-lzhpelicies (St.meld. nr. 15 (2068009), p.
22). Such explanations are most often used by #diarand in public political debate.
However, this thesis takes a different approachlaoks at the problem from another angle.
It explains Norway’s engagement in Serbia baseuhtemests within the IR theories of
neorealism and neoliberalism. This does not corapyleixclude values-based policies from
this thesis; they will be considered as part ab#ess broader interests.

To answer the research question the following audstions have to be addressed:

1. What is defense reform; which activities do dongsally undertake during defense
reform engagement; and in which areas is theis&sgie possible, needed, and
expected for successful defense reform?

2. How can neorealism and neoliberalism explain titererl relations and activities of
nation-states?

3. What are the interests that drive Norway’'s engageimeSerbian defense reform

processes?

The Significance of the Study
It is about two decades since the defense refodrB&R concept emerged and became
accepted by the scholars. And in all that timecoimmon model, no generally applicable

models and definitions of defense reform and SSR baen developed. The discrepancy

5 To say that the thesis applies or aims is to spestknymically. When we say that the thesis appliesthink,
understandably, that researcher applies a spsaffic. In a similar way, we say “theory claims” whee think that
scholars claim, or “states act” when we think {hetple in the state act.
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between the theoretical underdevelopment and gmefisance of defense reform and SSR
creates a need for further exploration of the cpnitself.

Many empirical studies, reports, scholarly papedmuch research about the
defense reform and SSR concepts can be found.dftexyexplain the (inter-)connections
between defense reform and a recipient state’sathdgvelopment, and use this explanation
as a basis to encourage donor-states to engalge itefense reforfThey tend to be policy-
oriented and normative, and to provide recommeadatabout implementation and/or
measurement of the resuftsr most cases, these papers are written by amtéstitioners
and are specific to individual cases, or regions.

This thesis analyzes defense reform from a diffeaegle, from a donor-state’s point
of view. It can be seen as a small contributiothtobetter understanding of the defense
reform concept, and as an academic basis for nwreative studies that can result in

concrete recommendations.

Limitations
To frame the research question, the research Hasltmited in ambition, issue, level of
analysis, and in time and space.

This thesis examines the defense reform concepaigirone case studyNorway's
engagement in Serbian defense reform. An individaahtry case study provides rich
empirical data on individual reform experienceg, dne case study alone cannot be used to
generalize findings. Therefore, this thesis dogage an ambition to deliver a new
definition of the concept, or a new theory abodedse reform. It is limited to providing
some possible explanations for one donor-stategjaggment in the realm of defense reform.

On issue, this thesis researches defense refo8arima which can be seen as a
recipient and transition-state. This does not intpt only transition-states conduct a reform
of their armed forces. The emergence of new thiaaadsa changed perception of security
make reform within the armed forces highly releviantstates considered as consolidated
democracies as well. This process is commonlyadtlansformation”. In addition, defense
reform has become an integral part of peace suppdrpeace enforcement operations,
under the concept of so-called “comprehensive ambrd This thesis is about defense

reform as component of the broader SSR concept.

" See for example OECD (2005; 2007) and DCAF (200per=a
8 See Edmunds (2003), Hanggy (2004), Radoman (2008).
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Although defense reform is an integral componerthefSSR concept, this thesis
does not attempt to cover the whole reform of gmugty sector in Serbia. It is limited to
defense reform and in particular the reform of$ieebian Armed Forces (SAF) as the main
actor of the defense sectofhis means that legislative bodies and executiveaaities,
civil defense and other relevant defense bodietsalso police and intelligence services,
have been explored only when relevant to illusttlagernain focus of the thesis, with one
exception. Even though the ministry of defenselzaseen as an executive authority of the
state, it is considered in this thesis for two oe&s First, the Serbian Ministry of Defense is a
body within the defense system that mostly deallk imiernational cooperation, and second,
Serbian General Staff, the highest professionalssaifi organizational element, is a
component of the Ministry of Defense.

Further, the thesis focuses on the defense refonoept itself. It is not aimed at
providing assessments of defense reform/SSR plascgr to make concrete
recommendations for implementation or measuremhieodefense reform processes
results.

On the level of analysis, the most general and cehgnsive approach is taken, with
the states as primary units of analysis. The stattéss thesis are considereduastary
actors that consider all options, act rationallgt amake rational decisions to maximize their
utility. This thesis does not include the influenibat governmental bureaucracy, type of
government, relations between the government aedeists groups, as well as individual
decision maker’s thinking and basic beliefs havetates’ actions. This thesis takes the state
of Norway as the primary unit of analysis.

The case study here is limited in time and coveegiime period 2006 2010. Until
June 2006 the Republic of Serbia was a part oState Union of Serbia and Montenegro.
This union was a loose confederation and Serbidvioritenegro were united only in certain
realms, such as defense. This led to uncertairtyspaculation about the future of the state.
The Armed Forces of Serbia and Montenegro werenthéecommand of the Supreme
Defense Council, the political body on the uniorelewhich was not willing to undertake
any serious defense reform. The Montenegrin retnenon the independence of the
Republic of Montenegro from the State Union thasWwald on May 21, 2006 ended the

uncertainty and speculation about the future ofsthge and the Armed Forces. After

® Some authors distinguish between the tetefense-related SRelated to the democratic control over militanydes)
anddefense refornrelated to reform of the armed forces). In thissis the term Defense Reform refers to both aspects
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Montenegro’s independence and adoption of a nevsitotion (on November 10, 2006),
Serbia assumed full jurisdiction over its Armeddes. Moreover, on October 17, 2005 the
current government of Norway, Stoltenberg's Sed@akinet, was appointed, and with that
Norway’s defense reforms/SSR efforts have acceldrat

Finally, because the differing views on Kosovo'dependence in Norway and
Serbia, and although Serbia looks at Kosovo astagtial part of the Republic of Serbia,

this thesis does not deal with Norway'’s effortatredl to Kosovo.

Research Design
This thesis is amtentional explanatiomf the problem and it is deductive. Intentional
explanations always include a premise that sayggony about an actor’s goals. In this
type of explanation the researcher assumes thaictbe thinks rationally and puts the actor’s
reasoning in the context of his actions (Gilje &ren, 1993, p. 115). In other words,
Norway’s engagement in defense reform in Serbéxpdained by referring to its intended

effects and expected gains.

Strategy of inquiry
To answer the research question, three analysesadeicted: first, in chapter two, focuses
on the concept of defense reform and explains dstates’ activities and areas of
engagement. The second analysis is theoreticdioandes on IR theory, striving to explain
the relations and external activities of natiortean the light of neorealism and
neoliberalism. This is covered in chapter threardlyy the empirical analysis presented in
chapter four focuses on the Norwegian rationalef@agement in defense reforms, and in
particular on Norway’s engagement in Serbia betwa&¥6 and 2010.

While the first and second analyses are based femskereform/SSR and IR theory
papers and texts, the third analysis examines defexform using one case study through an
explanatory model developed in Chapter 3. This mdlaat the thesis combines data-based
analysis with theory-based reasoning.

The case study used in this thesis is Norway’srimrtton to defense reform in
Serbia. Although individual case studies alone oabe used to generalize findings, the
focus on Norway’s engagement in the defense refoouess in Serbia was chosen because
Norwegian foreign policy has traditionally been swiered, especially by Norwegians
themselves, as based on idealistic approachesraatices, especially in relation to

transition states. Therefore this case has aldiemonstrate the phenomenon of interest.
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Research was directed towardsuaderstandingf Norway's contribution to defense
reform in Serbia and relies on perspective andestibe opinions of the participants in the
reform process. Therefore the qualitative resededign is the most appropriate.

Norway has two main ways of contributing to defereferm in Serbia — through
Norwegian Ministry of Defense (MOD) and Ministry Bbreign Affairs (MFA) projects, and
both actors are subjects of this research. Yegussrthe fact that states in this thesis are
considered as unitary actors, the activities o$é¢htwvo ministries are not researched

separately, and they are simply referred to asirdgt.

Research methods and empirical data source review
The empirical data collection, analysis and intetgtion in this thesis are based on
document analysis and interviews with relevantocgdfs in Norway.

In this research it was necessary to use primarmces, namely official statements in
the form of institutional documents from relevantifcal and military bodies;
documentation about defense reform cooperationdmtvorway and Serbia; officials’
statements that can be found in public documentjraterviews with officials that have
been involved in defense reform activities. In orteprovide a realistic picture this thesis is
oriented to explaining theidth, rather than depth, of Norway's contribution tolsa.

In order to cover both MOD’s and MFA’s perspectifree in-depth interviews with
relevant representatives from the Norwegian MigisfrDefense and Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, as well as with the Norwegian defensecitéain Beogradvere conducted All
interviewees have a professional background irstitgect under discussion, and none of
them expressed a desire for anonymity. The intersmere mostly face-to-face, semi-
structured interviews, with open-ended questionsi¢int to the interview in the form of an
interview guide. An exception is the interview wifr. Stian Jensen from the Norwegian
MOD. This interview was conducted online becaugbatime of research the respondent

was situated in Brussels.

Positioning of the researcher
The fact that the researcher is a Serbian offfoem a country that belongs to the category
of recipient states, can lead to bias when inténgyelata related to the situation in Serbia
and in the Serbian Armed Forces. But, this shoatdaffect analysis or interpretation of data

related to the research question. This is becdgsBorway—Serbia case is not used to study

10 The informants are listed after the list of referes
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what effects the donor-state’s contribution hadiefense reform in the recipient state, but as
the background for the@onor-state’sationale to contributing in defense reform.

Except for the fact that this thesis is a resulofway’s contribution to defense
reform in Serbia, the researcher was not direntrplved in the defense reform process. This
positioning as a non-practitioner has enabled rekeato be analytical and not constrained
by previous experience.

However, the researcher’s position as a militaficef situated outside of this
discourse may mean that the MOD and MFA activitied rationales are asymmetrically
represented in favor of the military actors. Thas ©e criticized as a weakness of the

research.

Structure
In order to answer the research question thisghmsisists of five chapters, organized in the
following way.

Chapter 2 describes the thesis’ central teptice defense reform concept, and is
based on existing defense reform/SSR studies gmerpdt aims first, to introduce SSR and
defense reform; and second, to provide one pdheopuzzle needed to develop the
explanatory model in chapter three, through a wewagthe activities that donor-states
usually undertake, and the areas in which donadestassistance is possible, needed, and
expected for successful defense reform. As suehghipter will provide an answer to the
first sub-question of this thesis: What is deferegerm; which activities do donors usually
undertake during defense reform engagement; amthich areas is their assistance possible,
needed, and expected for successful defense reform?

Chapter 3 answers the second sub-question: Howeaamealism and neoliberalism
explain the external relations and activities dforastates? This chapter is about states and
how contemporary IR theories may explain stateg&raal relations and activities. It has
three goals. The first goal is to provide an ovemwof the basis on which the IR theories used
in this thesis are constructed. Second, the chaptes to identify the characteristics within IR
that may explain donor-states’ rationale for de¢ereform engagement. And finally, it
provides an explanatory model that will be usedhapter four to organize and interpret the
collected data.

Chapter 4 narrows the focus to Norway as a dombe sind its engagement in
Serbian defense reform and answers the thesi¢’dutrquestion: What are the interests that

drive Norway’s engagement in Serbian defense refmonesses? In this chapter, empirical
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data about the Norwegian view on defense reformmdgian foreign policy interests; and
Norway’s engagement in Serbia, will be appliedi® ¢xplanatory model. Finally, the
explanatory model is implemented, to interpret eiogi data about the rationale behind
Norway’'s engagement in Serbian defense reformadigit of the IR theories outlined in
chapter three, and therefore to answer this thessg'arch question.

Chapter 5 summarizes previous chapters’ main fggland seeks to extract some
assumptions from this case study that can cong&itoubetter understanding of the defense
reform concept, and be used as an academic basife normative studies that can result

in concrete recommendations. The thesis ends wgbestions for further research.



20

Chapter 2. Defense Reforn+ a Conceptual Clarification

Transition states need help from mature democracigleir journey towards modern
society and democracy. They need assistance wwhbke development spectrum, especially
in the security area. Security is a complex isgo@ation of equipment or financial support
are not enough; nor a simple explanation of howsigrcsector is organized in other
countries. The holistic and systematic approaddt,iticludes various disciplines and covers
many different governmental sectors as well as-tengn engagement are needed. In other
words, a systematic approach, a whole coneapé defense reform concept is desirable. But
what really is defense reform? Is it importantdeerall development, and why? What are
the objectives of defense reform engagement?

This chapter is about the defense reform concegimis first, to introduce SSR and
defense reform. And second, to provide one paitt@puzzle needed to develop the
explanatory model in the chapter three, througkveew of the activities and areas of donor-
states’ assistance.

However, defense reform can be seen as one otitheeforms which are, or at least
should be, closely linked together in the systemen$ecurity Sector Reform. It is very
difficult to present the defense reform concephuiit understanding the broader concept of
Security Sector Reform (SSR). For this reason,dhépter will first introduce SSR and then

elaborate defense reform itself.

Disagreement on What Security Sector Reform Is

Security Sector Reform is a relatively new concapt emerged in policy and academic
circles in the 1990s. It seems that a “trigger’tfee SSR concept development was the end
of the Cold War and Central and Eastern Europesesstefforts to reject the legacy of
communism and authoritarian governance, and t@{neyVestern society. The need for such
a concept was strengthened by the outbreak ofictmiih the Balkans and the emergence of
new, post-conflict states and by donors’ recognitimat the security environment can
contribute to, or undermine developméht.

Scholars dealing with the SSR concept agree irtluing — there is no universally
accepted definition or set of definitions for SERssonance in definition emerges for

several reasons.

1 This does not mean that the SSR concept is orgyaat in the cases of transition societies on th@jiean continent.
But, although there were authoritarian and postizdrstates on other continents before the enth@fQold War, SSR
emerged as a holistic concept only after evenEuimpe.
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First, SSR agenda builds on the existing literatur@ debate in many fields,
including civil-military relations, police-, sectyt, and development studies. The term is
used by both politicians, professional militaryiodirs, scholars, international as well as non-
governmental organizations and others. Differetdraause the SSR term in different ways.
Second, each county has a distinctive securityrenmient and hence the SSR process is
different from case to case, from state to stadehEstate adopting SSR constitutes a special
case because “their own specific national, secanty political context” (Radoman, 2008, p.
9). States have different historical circumstarargs levels of economic development.
Therefore, there are no generally applicable maaiedsdefinitions. In addition, even the
guestion of which organizations compose the sgcseittor and with that how wide or
narrow one should look at SSR is controversial (&adds, 2007, p. 22).

Defining Security Sector

Since the end of the Cold War, and particularlgratihe events of 9/11, the concept of
security has expanded and deepened. From thedradiy narrow focus on the defense of
states from military threats, the concept of ségusibeing redefined to include traditionally
non-military security issues, such as politicabremmic, societal and environmental aspects
(Hanggi, 2004, p. 2). As a consequence some @dtms interested in SSR have extended
the understanding of the security sector to inclitide whole system of actors working on
security-related issues” (OECD DAC, 2005, p. 2%ictsan approach should help to
“transcend the essentially state-centric natutb@ttoncept” (Hanggi, 2004, p. 3). This view
of security sector includes, inter alia, liberatourerrilla armies, private security companies,
customs authorities, non-statutory civil societyups such as the media, research
institutions and various non-governmental orgamrat (NGOS).
From such a view of the security sector, it follalvat SSR is

another term used to describe the transformatigheofsecurity system’ —

which includes all the actors, their roles, resjahiges and actions — working

together to manage and operate the system in agndrat is more consistent

with democratic norms and sound principles of ggodernance, and thus

contributes to a well-functioning security framew@®ECD DAC, 2005, p.

20).12

12 Note that OECD DAC uses the term secusitgtenreform to describe the whole system of actors imgrin security
related issues, as a broader term than securityrsghich, according to DAC, refers only to the adhforces.
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Scholars, such as Timothy Edmunds and Jelena Rag@geee that security can be
viewed much broader than the defense of the diateemphasize that it can be very
problematic to use such a broad definition and hifoaused approach to security to
analyze the SSR concept. This is due to the fattath implementation of a too broad
definition may include almost all aspects of sgcatd governance (Edmunds, 2007).
Edmunds (2007) takes a means-based approach mndesecurity sector and identifies “the
management and application of coercive force ftlectve purposes as the unique
distinguishing feature of the security sector agale” (p.23). The coercive force and
authorization to use it are the differencia speaifietween those institutions that constitute
elements of the security sector and other stat@nizgtions. According to Edmunds SSR

Is concerned with those militarized formations autred by the state to utilize

force to protect the state itself and its citizeftsis definition limits SSR to

armed organizations such as the regular militaayamilitary police forces and

the intelligence services (Edmunds, 2003, p. 11).

Notwithstanding differences between broad and madefinitions, for the purpose of
this thesis and in accordance with its researchdiions, Edmunds’ definition of the
security sector will be used. Organizations witkrcove capacity, authorized to use it on
behalf of state authority, as well as those institis of civilian structure which oversee and
manage the security sector, constitute the seaetior. These are the armed forces, the
police force and intelligence organizations as aslthe ministries of defense and of the
interior. This view is also in accordance with Sanbofficial documents stating that the
Serbian national security system in the narroweeonsnprises of “defense system, the
Ministry of Interior forces, security-intelligenasystem and temporarily formed bodies and
coordination bodies for some crisis” (National Asfty of the Republic of Serbia, 2009, p.
32).

What is Security Sector Reform?
Although there is no consensus on what the seceittor and SSR encompasses, for
analytical purposes a broad SSR context must Indifigel. To incorporate both broad and
narrow definitions of the security sector withiet8SR concept, Edmunds proposes a
problem, rather than a institutional, driven apptoto SSR (Edmunds, 2003).
We can look at the security sector in generalhased organizations and institutions
concerned with the provision of security to, anthwi the state. If those organizations and

institutions do not provide security in an effidiemd effective way, and/or if they are the
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cause of insecurity, the security sector is dysional. A dysfunctional security sector is the
issue SSR is concerned with, and SSR activitieessentially aimed at provision of
efficient and effective security. However, it istemough that the state is safe and secure.
Authoritarian regimes also tend to provide secdotythe state, and some of them do so
successfully. Provision of efficient and effectsexurity against external threats to the state
does not necessary implies efficient and effecte@urity within the state security for the
state’s citizens. Security in modern society maspiovided in a preferred way, within a
framework of democratic governance.

Therefore, taking the problem driven approach, $&fterns “the provision of
security within the state in an effective and e#fit manner, and in the framework of
democratic civilian control” (ibid, p. 12).

Even though the Development Assistance CommittéeC()of the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Haioader view of the security sector
and with that of SSR, if we take away actors we gét a similar, normative SSR definition:
“Security system reform is another term used taides the transformation of the ‘security
system’ ... to manage and operate the system in aendmat is more consistent with
democratic norms and sound principles of good gaware” (OECD DAC, 2005, p. 20).

Both definitions have two key normative elementseyff emphasize, first the
necessity to develop an effective and efficientiggcsector. And second, the need to reduce
lack of oversight over the security sector witheeishment of democratic civilian control.
SSR occurs on the basis of specific normativer@itbut an important question is who sets
those criteria. Here Western countries and ingditistmay be of particular significance.
They have SSR incorporated in their foreign-, seguand development policies, which
have clearly defined normative goals aimed at plgw role in shaping the overall normative
criteria for SSR in the recipient state (Edmund@®)2 p. 40). There are three major donor-
states’ engagement objectives: improvement of lsesiarity service delivery; the
establishment of effective governance that willreee the security sector; and the
development of local ownership of a reform prod€¥sCD DAC, 2007, p. 10). Regardless
of how well the criteria are set there cannot leeess in reform of the security sector
without commitment on the part of those undertakirgreforms (OECD DAC, 2005, p.

34).

SSR is not just a normative concept; it is alsolgstic concept. The holistic

approach manifests itself in several ways. Fire,3SR concept recognizes the significance

of all security actors in overall reform of the mtg (Edmunds, 2003). Second, SSR aims at



24

putting all security sector actors under democigwernance. Third, the SSR concept
integrates otherwise partial and separate refooogases (Hanggi, 2004). The sub-reforms
that reside under the umbrella of system-wide S®@Rcavilian oversight and accountability;
defense reform; intelligence and security servieé@sm; and policing. In a broader view
SSR will include: border management; justice (jidiand legal) reform; prisons, private
security and military companies; and civil soci€deCD DAC, 2007, p. 12).

To summarize, the SSR concept is aimed at assistithg creation of a secure
environment that fosters development and democeayjts agenda covers three main
challenges: (i) development of institutional seguiiamework that integrates security and
development policy and includes all relevant act@nsstrengthening oversight over security
institutions; and (iii) building capable and prafEsal security forces that are under

democratic civil control.

Defining Defense Reform — Building a Bridge While @ssing It
One of the main principles of SSR is that all sggw@ctors should be subject to the overall
reform. Despite this, it remains a fact that theeud forces are the country’s most powerful
security actor and have a central role in the 'stacurity. Even the OECD, which has a
broad conception of security sector, counts thesdrfarces as the core security actor
(OECD DAC, 2005, p. 6). Therefore, it is a reasdaab link defense reform to wider
security reform, but it is also reasonable to abesthis component of SSR separately.

The armed forces can often be the source of inggcused to repress the regime’s
opposition and to protect authoritarian interelstsome cases they may be neglected, if the
police or another security actor is considerechagteferable “protector of the regime”, and
therefore become a destabilizing factor in theetgciFor example, for most of the 1990s the
Serbian Armed Forces remained out of favor in Belgr Milosevic developed alternative
allies within the security sector, establishingesalmilitias and paramilitary groups, and by
the militarization of the police (Edmunds, 20071p4).

Because of its central position, conditions indn@ed forces can affect the reform
process of other actors, both in a positive andgative way. “If the military is not subject to
democratic control, there is little likelihood thather security forces will be” (DCAF, 2009,
p. 4). Hence, defense reform is very importanofgerall development, and plays a
significant role in the areas of democratizatiomod)governance, economic development,
professionalization, conflict prevention and intgyn with Western institutions (Edmunds,
2003, pp. 13-15).
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In accordance with the normative definition of S8R,can consider defense reform
as “a coordinated series of actions designed toaugpthe efficiency and effectiveness of a
state’s armed forcegDCAF, 2009, p. 1). In other words, defense refegrine part of SSR
aimed at the armed forces.

Although, as SSR, defense reform varies from aasage, two core objectives can
be recognized. First, defense reform should ernbatehe defense policy and armed forces
are effectively overseen and under democratic ob(@ECD DAC, 2007). This may
include: creation of an integrated MOD; change#iwvithe chain of command; creation of a
parliamentary defense committee; strengtheningliiléy of civil society to monitor the
military; and review of threat assessment, defacsers’ roles, authorization and
responsibilities as well as defense planning, sigocwncepts and national military strategy
(DCAF, 2009, pp. 1-2).

Second, the objective is to restructure or builobtde and professional defense
forces, first and foremost inside the military argation. Defense reform strives for a
military component which is: capable of deployitgyforces within a multinational
framework, even in distant theaters in differenérgpional contexts; able to deal with a
range of risks and threats; well-led and managele; ta accept and implement new
technologies; respectful of human rights and irggomal humanitarian law; ready to accept
a functional division of responsibilities among itaity and other defense sector actors;
understand the role of the media in modern sosietiel be ready to share information about
conflicts and potential for conflicts; and be dematically controlled and effectively
overseen (DCAF, 2009, p. 3).

Although efforts to achieve these two core deferf@mm objectives should ideally
be in parallel, SSR and the defense reform prdedlssto two overlapping and interrelated
phases: “first generation” reforms, and “secondegation” reforms, as stated by Edmunds
(2003, p. 16). The first generation reform is dieelcmore towards achieving the first defense
reform core objective. It concerns the establishmoénew institutions, structures and chains
of responsibility for the defense (security) sect@. establishment of appropriate structures
for democratic civilian control; and measures tpaliticize defense actors and separate
them from domestic politics. This phase in defae$erm is an initial step in the reform
process. Second generation reform addresses teeliation of previous reforms and is

directed to improve effectiveness and to build bépand professional defense forces as
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well as effective and efficient institutions an@@edures to oversee théfrn reality the
second generation reform will include inter altee tlevelopment of a civilian cadre capable
of providing effective parliamentary control; demeient of defense sector bureaucracies
capable of working in a transparent way, implemmenpolicy and supporting oversight;
development of security sector education and tmgiprograms; defense actors downsizing;
retraining programs for demobilized personnel (Edds) 2003, pp. 17-19).

Defense reform is a long-term process and it id kmdefine an end point. The
armed forces must repeatedly adjust to a changiogrisy environment and new security
threats. Moreover, it is a process that has toobewucted within a military organization
which cannot cease from providing security justaaduct reforms. It is “like building a

bridge while crossing it” (Magnum & Craven, 20106).

Donor-states’ activities and areas of assistance
In order to make a basis for development of thdaggiory model, this section will present
the activities that donor-counties usually undextdidring defense reform engagement, and
the areas in which donor-states’ assistance islgesaeeded, and expected for successful
defense reform.

As noted above, defense reform has two main obxtii) effectively overseeing
and democratic control over the armed forces, anduilding capable and professional
armed forces. Hence, donors’ assistance shouldriedat achieving those objectives. In
addition, defense reform is a part of the wideusgcreform and overall state development.
Therefore, donors’ defense reform activities mestbnsistent with other development
activities in a recipient state.

Hence, donors’ defense reform support may be gbuge the following individual
program areas: (i) strengthening democratic govemand civilian control over the armed
forces; (ii) strengthening the capability and pssienalism of the armed forces and; (iii)

integration of defense reform and other developraetvities.

Assistance in strengthening democratic governamckecivilian control of armed forces

This area of engagement may include assistanstrengthening the ability of civil society
to monitor the military; review of threat assessimereation of an integrated MOD; changes

within the chain of command; creation of a parliataey defense committee; review of

13 The term #ectivein this thesis means equipped and capable fasmatihile the ternefficientmeans acting effectively
with a minimum of waste, expense, or unnecesséoytef
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defense actors’ roles, authorization and respdiisbias well as defense planning, security
concepts and national military strategy (DCAF, 2088 1-2), and also: support for
administrative measures in ministries of defernsgrovement of the civil audit of defense
planning and military spending; and increasinggpamency on defense issues through better
communication and use of media (UD & FD, 2010,)pL8t us take a closer look at some of
these activities.

Reinforcing legislative capacity for adequate oigrisof defense forces is the most
important activity of defense reforiihe aim is to build, or increase legislative catyaic
conduct effective oversight, and “it is a priorégea for development assistance” (OECD
DAC, 2005, p. 39). In some cases assistance issddeduild institutions from scratch, for
example in Montenegro after its independence ir6200other cases the legal framework
will exist, institutions and parliamentary defer@sel security committees are established, but
often without the required expertise on defensaeisand necessary capacity to oversee
security. If, there is one particular activity th&bf great help here, it is the activity that
pervades through every area, every segment ofdfemse reform process, and which is the
very essence of donor-states assistance. Thisisultation with experts from donor-states.
They can help by promoting dialogue between cimilisty and the military to reach
agreement about aims, ways and means ahead. Tin@jscasupport education programs
and help relevant actors to clarify the principdesl objectives of defense reform. It should
be understood that these donor-state experts dmpose a complete solution; rather they
give their opinions on, and share their experiendg#s previous defense reform good
practice, they propose and recommend a way al@adsultation is important in this area,
but more assistance from donor-states is requsteth as knowledge transfer, financial
support and equipment donations. And, becauskastame to build effective institutions,
long-term donor-state engagement is needed.

Consultation with external experts can be veryulgafthe first practical step
towards an overall defense reform, a Defense Re\l®fense reviews can be used as the
entry point for SSR, and should lay the groundwiorkchanges in how a recipient state
formulates and delivers defense. It is the probgsshich the government, with the
assistance of experts from donor-states, decidas ip overall defense policy and the
means and resources necessary to achieve its defbjestives. The first phase of a defense
review will in most cases be a security assessrtiangnalysis of the full range of security
threats, both military and non-military, that tleeipient state and its citizens can expect to

face in the future (OECD DAC, 2005, p. 48). Thegass continues with the assessment of
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forces needed to meet those challenges and the@pgte level and spending on defense. In
short, a defense review should provide guidancddeelopment of the right capabilities to
meet anticipated challenges.

Increasing transparency on defense issues throettgr kommunication and use of
mediais important for strengthening democratic goveresaed civilian control over the
armed forces. Here several assistance perspectwese considered. One is assistance in
providing information about the results of the reido the public. The defense reforms’
results may not be evident to the public, and “iergn benefits may easily be eclipsed by
concerns about short-term human and social cdStSAE, 2009, p. 4). Therefore recipient
states need assistance in developing an informptboy and communication strategy for
the armed forces, as well as training of spokesperand information officers. Donors may
also assist in improving the quality of public deban military issues through support for
“think tanks, universities and non-governmentalamigations (NGOSs) engaged in research

and debate on military policies and practices” (DHTAC, 2007, p. 130).

Assistance in strengthening the capability and ggsifonalism of the defense sector

Building capable and professional armed forcebassecond major defense reform
objective. Professionalization in the defense rafoontext refers to armed forces that have a
clearly state-defined role and that are structaradiable to fulfill the demands of the state
government in an effective and efficient mannemiadds, 2003, p. 14). This helps both to
improve conditions for the proper exercise of attli@nd interoperability (UD & FD, 2010,
p. 3).Defense reform strives for a military componentahhis: capable of deploying its
forces within a multinational framework, even istdint theaters in different operational
contexts; able to deal with a range of risks améats; well-led and managed; able to accept
and implement new technologies; respectful of hungirts and international humanitarian
law; ready to accept a functional division of resgibilities among military and other
defense sector actors; understand the role of #tBanin modern societies and be ready to
share information about conflicts and potentialdonflicts; and be democratically
controlled and effectively overseen (DCAF, 20093)p.Measures in this category may
include, inter alia, support for the education dlitary personnel, reform of military
education, training and education for participaiiopeace operations (UD & FD, 2010,p.3).
Military education systems in recipient statesuseally developed in an
authoritative environment and officers are educétedifferent roles than those required in

the future. Those who remain in the armed forcesl me-education and the whole education



29

system has to be assessed and adjusted to theai¢bdseformed armed forces. In most
cases, the old military education system will mafude gender perspective and little on
international humanitarian law and human rightadsads. Donor-states can provide support
in the reform of the military education system tigh for example: raising the local
instructors’ competence; transfer of their perspestand procedures through lectures by
donor-state experts; and by promoting ethnic athsbalance, and equal opportunity
policies in the defense sector (OECD DAC, 2007kyitan invite officers from recipient
states into Western staff colleges which will higlpaise officers’ competence (Edmunds,
2003, p. 23).

Donor-states’ assistance in all above mentionegisdeads to changes in another
area, namely interoperabilityinteroperability at home, with other parts of gesurity
sector, and interoperability abroad. Donors carirdmute to the development of armed
forces in a way that their design, deployment, gamg! structure and training enables
engagement with other security actors at home atiother armed forces in operations
abroad (OECD DAC, 2007, p. 126). This assistancgin@ude for example: assistance in
development of language courses for personnel padchtbional planning systems; rules of
engagement and operating procedures introductmmgtecbn of equipment; and external
advisers may help in peace-support operations (R&M@)ng. Trained individual experts,
military teams and even whole units from recipigtates may be included in exercises
organized by donor-states. However, perhaps thten@sof developing interoperability is
participation in peace-support operations togethtr a donor’s forces. This way, officers
and soldiers are directly exposed to the normsopedating procedures used in operations

and can transfer that experience to their colleagpaek home.

Integration of defense reform and other developmetitities

As stated, armed forces play an important roleevetbpment and democratization, and
defense reform must be seen as a sub-reform chlbgecietal development. Even
successful defense reform “may imply social ancheadc changes that are often difficult to
deal with politically” (DCAF, 2009, p. 4). For exghe, armed forces in recipient states, and
especially in states that have recently been iradbla wars, will often have a surplus of

manpower, professional officers and non-commisslasfécers, which require
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downsizing™* However, it is not enough through regulation tatga (or to force) early
retirement. Downsizing may reduce the defense kutigeat the same time “often this
transfers expense to other sectors of governmeamdes such as welfare” (Edmunds, 2003,
p. 19). Reduction in personnel may also lead tees#v/results such as social and economic
changes in local communities. It may lead to uneympkent and fuel an economic recession.
NATO estimates that in South Eastern Europe apprately 175,000 jobs were eliminated
in the armed forces by 2009 (DCAF, 2009, p. 4addition, because of their military skills,
former military personnel can be employed by crihiangs to energize international
organized crime. Donor-states may help to overcsacé problems with financial support to
local communities and investment in new jobs. Talsp may sponsor re-education and re-
training programs for those whose careers arehmut.sThose programs should prepare
former military personnel “for life in the civiliaaconomy” which will “bring benefits to
overall economy in the long-term” (Edmunds, 200319).

In sum, defense reform may include a range of dsraativities in a number of areas.
The process itself is extensive and thus expensgeurce intensive and takes a long time
to bring changes. It requires expertise in a nurobareas and the cooperation of a wide
range of actors, both military and civilian. Theseo generally applicable model of defense
reform, and donors should be sensitive to reciptates’ specificity and needs. Not all
countries have the same commitment and capacityeggrate changes which forces
governments to prioritize their activities in degerreform. In some cases the reform will
require priority in the area of governance; buh#& country faces major security threats,

more attention has to be paid to enhance the opeshtapacity of the armed forces.

¥ The distinction should be made between armed $atoensizingdealt with in this study and ttizisarmament,
Demobilization and ReintegratiqibDR) concept, employed by UN. DDR is mostly seethincontext of peacekeeping
operations, deals with former combatants, andatlioc in nature. “The objective of the DDR prodsgs contribute to
security and stability in post-conflict environmeisb that recovery and development can begin” ftll). On the other
hand, armed forces downsizing, as a componentfefde reform, is directed towards professionatef and non-
commissioned officers and has a long-term persgaciilthough these activities may be related, theyseparated in time
and sequencing.
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Chapter 3. Theoretical Framework: Neorealist and Neliberal

Explanations
Defense reform is a military and political inteiaotbetween the donor and the recipient
states, and as such it can be studied by IR th&brg.chapter focuses on how contemporary
IR theories can explain states’ external relatimmg activities. It has three goals. The first
goal is to provide an overview of the basis on Whiie IR theories used in this thesis are
constructed. Second, the chapter aims to idertéycharacteristics within IR that may
explain donor-states’ rationale for defense refermgagement. And finally, it provides an
explanatory model that will be used in chapter fouorganize and interpret the collected
data.

Since IR became an academic subject around theofithe First World War, a range
of theories about international politics have beeveloped? The next passages present the
two predominant, most visible and influential conperary theories; theories used in this
thesis, namely neorealism and neoliberalism.

In the era of rapid change it is impossible fotRutheory to remain unchanged over
several decades. IR is a constantly evolving acadsubject, and has been developed through
debates between various groups of scholars, efipéaaveen the realists and liberals. Robert
O. Keohane, considered as the founder of neoliserghas pointed out that “only a very rigid
thinker or a fool would fail to change his viewssome important points over the course of
twenty-one years” (Keohane, 2005, p. xiii). Manyailse alternative approaches, even within
the main theories, have been developed. In orderdim analysis of the large number of

individual contributions this chapter will preséné basics of neorealism and neoliberalism.

Neorealism: Security in an Unsecure World
Realism as a perspective on politics between staéescular view of the world, or paradigm
has a long history. Its primary assumptions cafobed in the writings of Sun Tzu,
Thucydides, Machiavelli, Hobbes and others. Acauydo realists the world is a dangerous
place. Conflicts and threat of violence are a amgbhenomenon in international relations.
Classical realism prioritizes national interest aadurity, claiming it is fundamentally the
nature of man that pushes states and individuastton a way that places interests over

ideologies.

1% IR emerged as an academic discipline in 1918 wmighfounding of the first professorship in IR - theddrow Wilson
Chair at Aberystwyth, University of Wales.
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On the basis of classical realism Kenneth Walt#) Wwis famous book “Theory of
International politics”, established neorealisnttestheory of international relations
(Waltz,1979). He accepts some elements of clasgedibm. For both classical realists and
Waltz, states are pre-eminent actors in internatipolitics. They are autonomous political
units that decide for themselves how they will cogh internal and external problems
(ibid, pp. 95-96). While classical realism clairhattthe main goal for states in international
relations is powet® Waltz claims that states have survival as theinrgaal. Power is just a
tool, and not the only one, to achieve securitg, ‘@mly if survival is assured can states
safely seek such other goals as tranquility, prafid power” (ibid, p. 126).

States also exist and operate in a system withenital government. There is no
global body with a monopoly on the use of forces international anarchy. Anarchy in
Waltz’'s theory does not imply chaos, continuingemee and destruction, but the lack of
formally regulated relations of superiority andenbrity. “None is entitled to command;
none is required to obey” (ibid, p. 88). Waltz déses international politics as “being
anarchic, horizontal, decentralized, homogeneaudiyected, and mutually adaptive” (ibid,
p. 113). As states exist in an anarchic internafisgstem, they are forced to help
themselves, and can rely only on their own powhe Gore principle in international politics
is consequently the principle of self-help.

But, unlike classical realism, Waltz takes no aetaf human nature. The structure
of the international system is the centre of aibentState leaders and their subjective
evaluations of international relations are lessartgnt because they are forced to act in a
particular way. The structure of the system deteesitheir actions. Policymaking can not be
independent of the structure of the system. Thatws neorealism is also known as
structural realism.

Within the structure of the system, the most imgairfeature of international politics
is the relative distribution of power among statesnternational anarchy, states are seen as
similar units. Every state, regardless of sizeggagohical position, ideology and other
attributes, has to perform a similar set of govezntal functions. They all have to, protect
their territory, population and their way of lifepllect taxes and regulate the economy.

“International politics consist of like units dugditing one another’s activities” (ibid, p. 97).

18 For example, Hans Morgenthau defines politicsénagal, and therefore international politics agaggle for power
(Morgenthau, 1960)



33

However, in one respect states differ, in their egwn their “greater of lesser capabilities for
performing similar tasks” (ibid).

In an international system regarded as anarchidasdd on self-help, the most
powerful units, the great powers, set the scenehtorest. They are of crucial importance.
The structure of the system changes when “greaeporise and fall and the balance of
power shifts accordingly” (Jackson & Sgrensen, 2Q076).

Great powers will always tend to balance each otbkassical realists see the balance
of power as a result of a conscious poldpr example the British policy towards Europe in
the pre- World War Il era. According to Waltz (19,/&he balance of power appears
automatically, as result of interaction betweemestaAlthough states may seek survival
through power balancing, balancing is not the ditiat behavior. Balancing is a product of
efforts to survive. According to the Waltz interqatgon of the balance of power theory,
security is the goal, and power is a potentiallgfultool for states. States are at risk if they
have too much or too little power. The first comcef a state in Waltz’'s balance of power
world is to maintain its position in the systemt tomaximize power. Offensive behavior is
self-defeating for states, because it simply caofess to balance. Waltz believes that states
can increase their power in two ways: turning tondstic politics, and arming; or turning to
the outside world by entering into alliances. Seradind weaker states will have a tendency
to align themselves with great powers in orderregserve their maximum autonomy.

Thus, neorealism is a theory in which states ansidered as self-oriented, a theory
with emphasis on international anarchy that stpigluences cooperation among states.
How may such a theory help us to comprehend daiatess engagement in the defense
reform concept, which is mainly about cooperatiod development?

First, although survival is taken as a basic mdiirestates’ actions, this assumption

“allows for the fact that no state always acts esielely to ensure its survival .... some states
may persistently seek goals that they value maielythan survival” (Waltz, 1979, p. 92).
In other words, neorealists do not deny any pdgyifor cooperation among states. Self-
help is not incompatible with cooperation, butesadre reluctant to enter into relations that
might undermine their self-help capacity and thdyalways strive to preserve their
autonomy. As classical realists, Waltz also clainag “each state plots the course it thinks
will best serve its interests” (ibid, p. 113).

Second, when Waltz argues about states’ power @pabdities, he does not consider

only military and political power. For Waltz econmncapabilities are a part of states’
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overall power and “States use economic means fittangiand political ends; and military
and political means for the achievement of econantarests” (ibid, p. 94).

In addition, neorealists claim that states can @liytnhance their capabilities by
sharing labor in the tasks they perform, such $iiggd management and military activities
(ibid, p.105). Another prominent neorealist, StepMe Walt expands on what Waltz started
some years before, and claims that military agsistés a precondition for states to establish
a balance of threat (Walt, 1987)Military assistance increases state interactiahthos
ability to affect each other, ties the recipiemiser to the donor, and evolves a sense of
gratitude (Heier, 2006, p. 63). The claim made ait\Wé that the more aid a recipient state
accepts, and the more valuable (critical) aidhs,greater influence and control the donor
enjoys over the recipient’s security policy (Wa®87, p. 41).

In other words: Greater security and survival carabhieved not only by maximizing
control over one's own resources but also by inftireg how others use theirs. That
influence can be achieved by intentionally creat&lgtionships of asymmetrical
interdependence, when an economically strong deatelops and maintains a set of bilateral
relationships with weaker states. The recipien¢’'sd the donor gives the latter political
leverage by being able to freeze or cut econoregitithe recipient’s foreign policies are not
in line with the donor’s interests (Rittberger, 200. 13).

The neo-realistic explanatory framework
At this point we can conclude characteristics efileorealism that can be used to
empirically interpret donor-states’ contributiondefense reform processes, in the next
chapter.

1. States are autonomous political units, rationalseifdinterested actors

2. States act in order to achieve or preserve their ioterestsin the first instance
state survivalby maximizing their own power and by influencimgw other
states use their resources.

3. Ifitis in their interest, states may use economéans to achieve military and/or
political ends, as well asilitary and political means for the achievement of
economic interests

4. Military assistance is one way to achienftuence over other states’ security

policy and with that their own greater security and stalvi

7 Walt uses “balance of threat” instead “balancpmfrer” in explanation of international politics.
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Neoliberalism: International Institutions and the Zone of Liberal Peace
The previous section introduced the neo-realisgenon world politics, with its focus on
power and relative gains, and pessimistic view mspects for progress. This section
presents the contrasting, mainly optimistic perspe®f neoliberalism. This perspective
provides us with an alternative explanatory basisbw donor-states’ engagement in
defense reform processes may be empirically ineézgdr

Development during the three decades after therfsiédéorld War was characterized
by evolution of new means for travel and commumcathigher level of transnational trade,
investment and cultural exchange, as well as regjiotegration in Western Europe. That
development provided a basis for a renewed litegyptoach, a response to neorealism,
which has been labeled neoliberalism.

Neoliberalism is not a coherent view on internaiaelations. It includes at least
four approaches: sociological-, interdependenastitutional- and republican liberalism
(Jackson & Sgrensen, 2007, pp. 43-44). This intetineral classification is an analytical
tool with fully conditional validity. Rarely can author, who considers himself neo-liberal,
position himself strictly within only one of theapproaches. However, not all of these
approaches are equally useful for explaining datate involvement in defense reform. For
example, sociological liberalism is mainly concermath transnational relations between
people, groups and organizations belonging to iiffecountries. Similarly, interdependence
liberalism is concerned with “complex interdepermramong the variety of actors on the
international stage. Having in mind this thesev/dl of analysis (states as unitary actors),
these brands of neoliberalism, when viewed sepdgrfaten others, can not provide us with a
satisfactory explanation. Therefore, this chaptesgnts the basic liberal assumptions on
which all neo-liberal approaches are constructed,then focuses on institutional and

republican liberalism.

Basic liberal assumptions
Freedom lies at the very root of liberalism. Thentdéiberalism itself is derived from the
Latin word “liber* meaning free. Freedom for libexyaneans above all freedom for
individuals; and it should be ensured within, agdh®e state. For liberals, states are
constitutional entities that should establish angase the rule of law and protect citizens’
individual rights. But “we can not be free unless oountry is free too” (Jackson &
Sgrensen, 2007, p. 3). States therefore must prmé&onal freedom from the threat of war.

The simple absence of war is not enough, as the thezat of war may threaten freedom.
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Only peace fosters freedom and makes progressaregelhpossible. The states, the
constitutional entities that respect individuahtg should also respect other such states, deal
with each other on the basis of mutual recognitasmd make peace possible.

The belief in progress and change is another doeeal assumption. The liberals’
belief in progress is based on their faith in humesson. Unlike neo-realists who take no
account of human nature, liberals generally tagesitive view of it. They believe that
people have many mutual interests and can empéspreto achieve mutual benefits
through cooperation. Rational principles can bdiago international affairs, and conflict
and war are avoidable.

Liberalism is sometimes conceived as idealism beeafithe utopian assumption
that the interests of the actors are fundamenialiynonious (Rittberger, 2004, p. 4).
Neoliberals reject idealism, and recognize thgbedeing on the circumstances, actors in
world politics can be self-interested and competitBut neoliberals are also, if not
completely optimistic, less pessimistic than reali$hey still believe in at least the
possibility of progress (Keohane, 1989). They eithat although actors are not always
altruistic and motivated by a concern for the comrgood, they are rational and that while
their goals can clash they can also be in accoedaitb one another.

Neoliberals accept the principle of self-interestt®e main purpose for action in
international arena, but have a different view thaarealists on what those interests are.
They also do not deny anarchy in the internatisgatem but argue that even in such a
system, cooperation and progressive change aréf@anad achievable by building and

spreading norms, transnational ties, internatiorsltutions and democratic ideas.

Institutional liberalism
As a response to neorealist theory, Robert O. Ke®has developed neo-liberal ideas into
institutional liberalism, the approach which becahegreatest challenge to the neo-realistic
approach to IR theory.

Keohane began with the same assumptions used bgatists. He does not ignore
the central problems of international polittepower, the possibility of its abuse, and its
distribution; and does not proceed from a plunalishderstanding of the subject of
international relations. He accepts the existefieevariety of actors in world politics, but
focuses on states as crucial actors (Keohane, 0@5). Unlike idealists, Keohane
recognizes that states do not act and cooperatef eatpathy, nor “for the sake of pursuing
what they conceive as “international interestseyl$eek wealth and security for their own

people, and interests” (ibid, p. x). States anemal egoists and they do behave on the
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principle of self-interest, which limits the degrefeconfidence among states, but it does “not
render cooperation impossible” (ibid, p. 62). Wiststes have common interests,
cooperation emerges. Institutionalists considerdhancreasing number of transnational
activities generate interdependency which encosragges to develop coinciding interests
and hence have more interests for cooperation (H&€6, pp. 69-70). Further, according to
Keohane, states’ focus is not on relative gainspantedntial for conflict, but on absolute

gains and the prospects for cooperation.

Institutionalists also accept the realistic conad@narchy: there is no worldwide
governmental hierarchy, no authoritative allocatioresources (Keohane, 2005, p. 18). But
they also consider that the international anard®sdot prevent cooperatierit simply
makes it more difficult. Anarchy can be mitigatedthe era of modernization and
globalization, interdependence between statesaseseand one state’s challenges affect
other states. The issues become linked togethestates develop common interests, making
a good basis for cooperation.

According to Keohane, “interdependence can transadtinfluences as well as good
ones” (ibid, p. 5) and “the mere existence of comnmberests is not enough: institutions that
reduce uncertainty and limit asymmetries in infolioramust also exist” (ibid, p. 12). States
create those international institutions to deahwidmmon problems and to “make mutually
beneficial agreements that would otherwise bediffior impossible to attain” (ibid, p. 88).
Institutions can be formal international organiaas (I10s) such as the UN, EU or WTO, or
sets of agreements called regimes that prescries, rmonstrain activity and shape actors’
expectations. They should not be considered ast@mat to create a new international order
beyond the state. According to Keohane, “they sthbel comprehended chiefly as
arrangement motivated by self-interest” (ibid, B).6

How do institutions help to mitigate internatiomalarchy? They facilitate agreements
between states which make cooperation and progresslikely, in several ways. First,
institutions provide states with information. Thayable a flow of (relatively) symmetrical
information between states, upgrade the general thavailable information and therefore,
reduce the uncertainty and lack of trust betweatest The more one state knows what other

states are doing and why, the less ‘security dilasiraccur between stat¥s.

18 Security dilemma is a term that refers to a situmin international relations in which actionseakby one state aimed at
heightening its security (such as increasing if#tany strength) renders other states more inseandeforce them to
respond with their own military build-up, makingsattute security impossible.
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Second, institutions are designed not to enforceemgents, but rather to develop
working relationships, and to establish principleges and standards that define the range of
expected behavior, which reduces uncertainty. Beeyl a clear message to those that do not
fulfill agreements: they will be caught and punighand therefore risk future cooperation. A
government’s reputation becomes “an important asgg¢rsuading others to enter into
agreements with it” (ibid, p.94). “A reputation @s unreliable partner may prevent a
government from being able to make beneficial ageds in the future” (ibid, p. 258).
Institutions, therefore, make states more sensibé®operate. They “create incentives for
compliance to other member states’ preferencesieftH2006, p. 71).

Third, institutions alter the relative costs ofrigsactions. They reduce transaction
costs of legitimate bargains, by for example penfag some of tasks in the name of
member states, reducing the costs of negotiatienification and monitoring of
arrangements.

At the same time, institutions construct links betw issues making verification and
bureaucratic costs lower. Issue-linking facilitasede-payments between issues: "more
potential quids are available for the quo” (Keoh&@905, p. 91). They also raise the costs of
deception and irresponsibility as the consequeotssch behavior are likely to extend
beyond the issue on which they are manifested (Ke®h2005, p. 97). The individual quest
for specific national preferences thereby has mssions on other states’ action on other
issues. Issue linking is “one of the most conspisumechanisms used to explain states’
compliance to each others’ preferences” (Heier62@071).

Further, international institutions play an impaiteole in coordinating international
cooperation. They provide arenas for mutual plaguaind a forum for negotiation between
states. Institutions facilitate informal contaatsaang the officials that may lead to “trans-
governmental networks of acquaintance and frieqgKieohane, 2005, p. 101).

And last but not least, Institutions provide contip and a sense of stability. For
example, most countries of Western Europe expedEtlropean Union to last into the
future. It is likely that it will be there tomorrowlany Balkan countries agree with this and
make plans to join the European Union. Such atstiuiaffects their current behavior even
before they are able to join the Union.

So international institutions encourage cooperaeveen states, help alleviate the
lack of trust between them, apcompt them to refocus and adjust their policied nadapt
their behavior to other states’ demands, prefeenngiatives and expectations. Moving

beyond egoistic and myopic selfishness may “leaaliwore modest interpretation of the
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national interests, to more concern for the intsregother nations, to more concessions for
the sake of peace” (ibid, p. 121). Such behavidriastitutions may be especially important
for small states like Norway. This is because they do not have the resourcesaps

powers do, to achieve their objectives; their sécoften rests upon international rule of
law; and they often see their security situatiomase threatened than great powers do. For
small states, institutional solidarity and cohesegs are vital, hence it may be less
problematic for them to move beyond egoistic skifess, to redefine myopic interests and

adjust them to overall strategic and long-termregts.

Republican liberalism
Another neo-liberal approach with explanatory pbo&mo the research question is
republican liberalism. Michael Doyle’s 1983 artitkant, Liberal Legacies and Foreign
Affairs” published in Philosophy and Public Affained a great influence on the
development of this neo-liberal perspective (Do¥@83).The approach is built on the idea
of “perpetual peace” developed in previous libénaiking by Immanuel Kant, and gathered
momentum after the end of the Cold War with thedapread of democracy in East and
Central Europe.

The approach’s central hypothesis is: Democraaiesy, if ever, go to war against
each other. This is not to claim that democracesat have conflicts among themselves.
They do, but common (democratic) norms, institwiaonstrains and economic
interdependence prevent these conflicts from esieglanto war. Concurrently, republican
liberals do not claim that democracies never godg they have gone to war as often (some
claim even more often) as non-democracies havehbytdo so towards non-democracies
(Doyle, 1983, p. 225). The argument is that denmesaenhance peace because they do not
fight each other.

Doyle illustrates democratic peace by three pilldrs first is peaceful conflict
resolution between democratic states built on déimpslitical culture. Democratic
governments are controlled by their citizens whavdbsupport wars with other
democracies. The second is common values amongatlaticcstates — a common moral
foundation which leads to the Kantian “pacific umiioThe final pillar is economic
cooperation and interdependence between democ(daigsson & Sgrensen, 2007, pp. 111-
113).

19 Small states are “small” compared to former, currand perhaps future global great powers like USK, Germany,
China, and India.
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Republican liberalism is the neo-liberal approadth & strong normative element.
Doyle is aware that we are not living in fully decnatic societies. The “Zone of (liberal)
peace” has not yet spread to the whole world. Tkentlae world more stable, a twofold
approach is required: first, democracies shoulat jmigether to preserve their common,
democratic values and keep them safe from atta@uthoritarian states (Doyle, 1983, p.
348). Second, liberal communities should be extériBeyle, 1983, p. 344). This can be
done in three ways: by inspirirgencouraging people who live in non-democraticrreg
to fight for their freedom; by promotionit is incumbent on republican liberals to promote
democracy worldwide, and therefore cooperation@eate; and by intervention — which is
legitimate if the majority of a population showsabntent with their government and if their
basic rights are systematically violated. Thus, deratic peace is a dynamic process rather
than a fixed condition. Although republican libera¢écognize the fragility of democratic
process, and that occasional setbacks are poghibleare generally optimistic in their belief
that there will be a steadily expanding of “Zongeace” among liberal democracies which

will, ultimately, lead us to long-term world peace.

The neo-liberal explanatory framework

This section will conclude with some characterst neoliberalism that provide a basis for
explanation of a donor-state’s engagement in defegferm:

1. States are crucial actors in world politics whichrebt act and cooperate out of
empathy for international interests. They are sg#rested and competitive, and
act in order to achieve or preserve their own @dts;in the first place wealth
and security for their own peopl€o ensure personal wealth and security, states
must also ensure their national security.

2. Increasing the number of transnational activitreseases interdependence
between statesssues become linked togethene state’s challenges affect other
states, and states develapnciding and even common interesteking a good
basis for cooperation.

3. International institutions are important in worldliics. They encourage
cooperation between states, reduce uncertaintypamdit governments to attain
objectives that would otherwise be unattainaliernational institutions are
especially important for small statdsat do not have the same capacity as great
powers to achieve their interests. Every vote wofaf the small states’ cause is
important, especially when their interests confiuith the interests of great

powers.
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4. Liberal democracies are more peaceful and law-agithan other political
systems. They enhance peace because they ragghrifjo to war against each
other, and peace fosters freedom and makes progretmnge possible. To
make the world more stable, the liberal commuratg the “Zone of liberal
peace” should be extended. It is incumbent ondibdemocracies themselves to

promote democracy worldwidand thus to promote the cooperation and peace.

The Explanatory Model
By combining findings of donors’ activities and taeeas of assistance review, processed in
chapter 2, with theoretical explanations of thedeswithin IR which explains the
motivation and behavior of the states examinedtismehapter, the theoretical framework
will be deduced. The combination of these two el@sprovides the model of donor-states’
engagement in defense reform (Figure 1). Rather @lcaomplishing a set of tests, this
model will be used to better structure empiric&tipretation in the next chapter, which will

make it easier to identify the mechanism that aridais making the analysis more stringent.
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Figure 1. Model of donor states’ engagement inrtsdaeform

So far we have seen that in both neorealism ankibeealism there are theoretical

frameworks that allow donor-states to considertbegagement in the defense reform
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process in recipient states. If the states ded@mgage in this process, they will invest
considerable resources through a number of aetsviti a wide area of effort. They will
employ experts and use their time and knowledg®tsult, guide, recommend and educate
the personnel in recipient states in many areaef@nse reform. Donors will also spend part
of their own not unlimited funds, and in most cattesassistance will include donations of
material resources.

In both IR perspectives we have seen that state®dact in world politics out of
empathy or for the “common good”. States are rafi@goists and they do behave on the
principle of self-interest. Under such conditiow#th the existing theoretical framework and
available resources, donor-states’ decisions tagmg defense reforms will depend on
donors’ anticipated gains of such action. The lxeipter explains what those anticipated
gains may be, through a case study of Norway'sggmgant in Serbian defense reform. With

that, the model of donor states’ engagement inndefeeform will be completed.
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Chapter 4. Empirical Analysis: Explaining Norway’s Engagement in
Serbia

This chapter narrows the focus to Norway as a detate and its engagement in Serbian
defense reform. The chapter seeks answers tha'thieal sub-question: What are the
interests that drive Norway’'s engagement in Serbefense reform processes? However, to
scrutinize this thesis research question, all sudstions need to be addressed. In this
chapter, empirical data about the Norwegian viewleiense reform; Norwegian foreign
policy interests; and Norway's engagement in Sesithbe examined through the
explanatory model. Finallghe explanatory model is implemented to interprepieically
Norway’'s engagement in Serbia. On that basis, weaddress the thesis’ research question:

How can Norway’s engagement in Serbian defensemelie explained?

The Defense Reform Engagement as a Part of Norwegi&oreign Policy

Not all states are able to benefit from globalimatiand those that cannot are usually
suffering under ethnic, religious and other intéomaflicts which may lead to “economic,
social and political instability and the collapdestates” (St.meld. nr. 15 (2068009), p.
26). Concurrently, as already stated, in todaydbaglized world geographical distance is no
longer of vital importance. Events far beyond Nagiae borders may have a large impact on
Norway. When this is combined with the recognitibat the armed forces play an important
role in a state’s development and democratizatios not surprising that Norway has in
recent years put a greater emphasis on defensenrafa security and foreign policy tool.

This does not mean that the Norwegian governmdhengage in all crises all over
the world?° There may be a number of areas and events thatrtig\or only limited
relevance for Norway. In line with the Norwegianvgmmment’s principle of “dual
priorities”, Norway emphasizes “the fields and gegdpical areas where it has clear moral
responsibility, where there is great need, and e/harway’s expertise is in demand” (ibid,
p. 113)* That is, Norway will engage its resources whenwhdre it is important and

relevant for Norwegian society, where it has a tolplay and ability to make a difference.

2 The termNorwegian governmetin this thesis refers to the Stoltenberg's Se¢@085-2009) and Third (2009resent)
Cabinet.

21 The Norwegian government’s engagement principleloél priorities” has two criteria: first is “théegree of importance
and relevance for Norwegian society”, and secorithis extent to which Norway has the opportunitd aility to make a
difference” (St.meld. nr. 15 (2008-2009), p. 96).
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The objective of Norway’s engagement in defensernefis the same as the two
defense reform concept’s objectives outlined inpbdiatwo and built in the explanatory
model. It aims at “enabling recipient countriegkercise democratic control over their
military forces” (ibid, p. 111), and developing rtaty forces that are effective and able to
carry out legally-imposed duties, particularly widgard to participation in international
peace operations (St.prp.nr. 48 (26B708), p. 36).

Support for defense reform is one of the Norwediemed Forces’ tasks given by the
Norwegian government through the Defense White P@pie, p. 58). That indicates the
emphasis that Norway puts on defense reform. Howvengagement in defense reform also
requires the employment of political and humanrdiarneasures, and the Norwegian Armed
Forces is seen and used in close cooperation witr state political institutions (ibid, p.
10). Hence, engagement in the defense reformsestrob described as a “shared
responsibility” between the Norwegian MOD and M&Although there is no official body,
permanent or occasional, responsible for coordinaii defense reform engagement, these
two ministries work very closely together on defensform issues, and they have a common
understanding on what should be déhe.

Norway’s defense reform engagement is not onlyadyal issue. Norway is also
very active in a number of NATO'’s defense reformivéites. In addition, a regional
organization for military cooperation between thardiic countries — Nordic Coordinated
Arrangement for Peace Support (NORDCAPS) also gemgean instrument of support for

defense reform (ibid, p. 36f.

Norwegian foreign policy interests
Norway’s defense reform engagement serves as atyeand foreign policy tool. Given that
“the primary objective of Norway'’s foreign policy to safeguard Norwegian interests”
(St.meld.nr. 15 (20068009), p. 93), this means that defense reform egagt is in
accordance with basic characteristics of both radisra and neoliberalism, presented in
chapter two: Both theories consider states asnat@nd self-interested actors which act in

order to achieve or preserve national interests.

22[H. Blankenborg, now Senior Adviser, Western Balk&estion, Norwegian MFA; 2005-2010 Norwegian Ambass
in Belgrade, personal interview, Oslo, April 6, 2D11

2 [J. Ruge; H. Blankenborg, personal interviews 2011]

24 NORDCAPS member states were Denmark, Finland, Ideldarway and Sweden. On the basis of a new Mendaran

of Understanding signed by the Nordic defense rrieson the 4 of November 2009, the Nordic Defe@oeperation
(NORDEFCO) is established. The work conducted by NORPEAas been transferred to NORDEFCO and NORDCAPS
was terminated.



45

Although states’ foreign policy interests are coexphnd may change over time, the
foundation on which Norwegian interests are basethins more or less unchanged. They
are, according to the Norwegian MFA “welfare andusity of Norwegian society and the
political values on which it is based” (ibid, p. 8)

If we look beyond these fundamental interests @ammon to look at foreign policy
from two opposing positions. On one hand considaratare linked with economic, security
and business interests. On the other hand thegltanestic and value-based policies often
linked with, inter alia, development, human righgsace- and democracy-building, and the
international legal order. However, the NorwegiaRA/kecognized that, as a result of
globalization, development in a range of areasafgian society depends on the
development of other societies in a number of sectmd at a number of different levels
(ibid, p. 22). This makes the division on interestisd value-based foreign policy less clear,
and extends foreign policy to include those areamlly regarded as altruistic.

Therefore, Norwegian foreign policy is based ongheciple of “extended self-
interest” (ibid, p. 10). There are many differamerests that can be considered as a part of
extended self-interest, and those interests ateeilVhite Paper No.15 (2008-2009) grouped
in the following areas: security, engagement, engnenergy, climate and the environment,
and international order (ibid, pp. 11-12). In actzorce with the view of most IR scholars
that “in most cases no single theory will give clpalicy options” (Jackson & Sgrensen,
2007, p. 223), Norwegian extended self-interedtioes both characteristics of neorealism
(security, economy) and neoliberalism (internatiameler). This means that the theoretical
explanations developed in chapter three may beegpf the case of Norway’s engagement
in Serbian defense reform.

All these areas are undoubtedly very importanttiercreation of Norwegian foreign
policy, but not all of them are equally applicatiehe explanation of Norway’'s engagement
in Serbian defense reform. For example, interedédad to sea areas and fisheries; oil and
gas extraction; or climate and the environmentyarg important factors for Norwegian
policy, especially in the High North, but they hgrdontribute to answering this thesis’
research question. However, some Norwegian ineegstvery interesting for this analysis

and they will be analyzed in the following sections

Norway’s Engagement in Serbia
On October 5, 2000, the Republic of Serbia, aftaoat five decades of socialism and a

decade under the authoritarian regime of SlobodéwskVic, finally got its first
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democratically elected government. After democrelianges, reform of the defense sector
emerged as a top priority for the new Serbian athtnation. The Serbian Armed Forces was
burdened by heritage of the events in the formeagosélavia and its own territory, and had a
surplus of personnel and weaponry. It was stithiem “Cold War mode” and not ready to

meet modern challenges and threats. Norway was giherfirst to recognize that the young
Serbian democracy did not have sufficient abilitgonduct reforms, and that external actors
should have a significant role in Serbian defee$sarm.

There have been many close contacts between N@mdhy ugoslavia, and later
Serbia, through the many Yugoslav prisoners ofiw&torway during World War I, but
also during the 1980s and 1990s through Norweggaistance to the democratic opposition
against the Milosevic regime (Meld. St. 17 (262011), p. 10). Those historical ties
provided Norway an entry point into the Serbianeyowment and to the Serbian MOD. They
served as a starting point on which the closeiogiatthat Norway and Serbia have today, are
built on?®

In addition to historical ties, and in accordancththe basic characteristics of both
neorealism and neoliberalism, the Norwegian MFAgeized that there are increasing ties
between Norway and Western Balkans countries, girancreased tourism, labor migration
and economic cooperation, and tdavelopment in the Western Balkans region has
importance for Norwegian security and econdibyd, p. 55). The Norwegian government
wanted to “normalize relations between our [Nonaag Western Balkans] countries, with
emphasis on partnership and equality [author'sstedion]” (ibid) and recognized defense
reform as area in which Norway can make a diffeeeEngagement in this area is “the most
successful Norwegian contribution areas in theore¢author’s translation]” (UD & FD,
2010, p. 1).

However, regardless of how successful this engageimer how much the
Norwegian government wanted to help, Norway hadtdidresources and had to prioritize
its efforts, geographically and functionally (Mefst. 17 (20162011), p. 51). Taking four
criteria for prioritizing the Norwegian governmeastognized Serbia as a “main priority for
Norwegian defense reform support in the regionfa translation]” (UD & FD, 2010, p.

4), founded on two main reasofigsirst, Serbia is “a key country for stability imetregion

25 [J. Ruge, Senior Adviser, Department of SecuritjdgoNorwegian MOD, personal interview, Oslo, Febry 23, 2011]

%6 The four criteria for Norway’s assistance priaiitig are: (i) countries' progress towards EU iraéign and access to EU
funds; (ii) countries’ political stability; (iii) auntries' potential role for regional stability;dativ) Norway’s ability to make
a difference (Meld. St. 17 (2032011), p. 51).
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[author’s translation]” (ibid; Meld. St. 17 (202R011), p. 52). A Serbia that emphasizes EU
integration and wants to maintain and further dgwelemocratic institutions, can act as a
stabilizing factor in the region (Meld. St. 17 (262011), p. 10). Secondly, Norway’s
assistance has been portrayed positively in Sedaieway’s general policy towards Serbia
and its defense reform efforts had a high leveduddlic approval in Serbia (Watkins, 2010,
p. 26). The positive reputation, the trust thatwey enjoyed in Serbia and the good political
relations, offered good prospects that Norway couddke a difference (UD & FD, 2010,

p.4).

In accordance with prioritizing, since 2000 Settéa been the biggest recipient of
Norwegian assistance, and Norway has been engag=thian defense reform through
various MOD and MFA activities. To achieve coopemmbetween these two ministries, a
formalized division of labor has been establisideasures that can be recorded as Official
Development Aid (ODA) are covered by the MFA'’s bigtiget, while the MOD finances
measures that fall outside assistance criteria&fD, 2010, p. 1§’

Norway’s engagement in Serbia was organized alloregttracks, in line with our
model on page 41. The engagement has been gatirerett the following areas,
conceptually clarified in chapter two: (i) strengiing democratic governance and civilian
control of the armed forces; (ii) strengthening ¢hpability and professionalism of the

armed forces and; (iii) integration of defense nef@nd other development activities.

i) Strengthening democratic governance and civitantrol of the armed force#\ctivities

in this area were funded by the Norwegian MFA. 8i2006, Norway’s most prominent
activity in this area has been the funding of tle@i€r for Civilian-Military Relations

(CCMR) in Belgradeé® The CCMR is a Serbian think-thank dedicated tersjthening

civilian oversight over the entire security seétoBerbia. It conducts research on SSR issues
and advocates for public oversight over the secagdttor, and thus “provides one of the few
examples of civil society engagement and constreaontribution to SSR” (NORAD,

2010a, p.61). Norway is financing CCMR'’s runningtsoand has also funded a number of

individual research projects (ibid, p. 90). Norwsaghgagement in this area contributed to

27 According to OECD/DAC regulation “assistance thaitdbutes to the strengthening of the military ighfing capacity
of the armed forces is excluded” (OECD DAC, 2007Y. frore information about Official Development Aigit the
OECD web page at http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/23/0086975.pdf

2 Centre for Civil-Military Relations changed its naoreJune 1, 2010 to Belgrade Centre for Security Pdiiat is still
usually referred to as “CCMR”, and that acronym igs$e in this thesis for the sake of convenience.
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the necessary dialogue on Serbian defense refarards modern and democratic armed
forces (ibid, p. 92).

i) Strengthening the capability and professionalisf the defense sectdn compliance

with the model on page 41, this is another aredoabrs’ engagement in which Norway was
very active. This area falls outside the ODA criéemnd much of Norway’s assistance went
directly through the Norwegian MOD and its’ buddgeéform of the Serbian Armed Forces
has been a key concern for the Norwegian governi?hDRAD, 2010b, p.96). The main
recipient of Norway’s assistance in this area reenlihe Serbian Armed Forces, but helping
the non-kinetic side of the defense sector haslsso a substantial part of the Norwegian
MOD'’s cooperation with Serbfa.

Norway's assistance in strengthening the capalaitity professionalism of the
Serbian defense sector since 2006 has been chaadtby realization of a number of
activities and projects. The main fields of coofierahave beert

- Strategic Defense RevieiNorway supported the Serbian MOD in the finalmat
of the first Strategic Defense Review in line warbia’s aim of Partnership for
Peace (PfP) membership and NATO interoperabilirvidy participated with
expert advisors in five NATO Defense Reform Work{agpup Tables: Force
Structure, Cost Analysis, Personnel, EducationRudalic Relations.

- Military-medical cooperationncluded, inter alia, experts meetings, exchamge a
education of personnel, donation of a light fiet$pital and a training kit.
Cooperation in this field was crowned with co-dgphent of the first Serbian
military contingent abroad, in an international gi®n under UN mandate. This
was in 2009, in the UN peacekeeping operation iaddMINURCAT).

- Military Education ReformAssistance in this field included, inter aliagtleres
by prominent Norwegian experts for the Military Aeany, the modernization of
the Military Academy library, Advanced Distance baag (ADL) project, and

exchange of cadets.

29[J. Ruge, personal interview, February 23, 2011]

%0 Based on Programs for bilateral military cooperatietween the Kingdom of Norway and the Republi§erbia for the
years 2006-2010.

31 The lecturers were, inter alia, Mr. Kai Aage EiBpecial Representative of the Secretary-General G3RSAfghanistan
and Head of the UN Assistance Mission in AfghamigtaNAMA), 2008-2010; and General Sverre Diesen eCbf
Defense of Norway, 2005-2009.
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- Development of a Defense Research Sect8erbia, through support of Serbian
Strategic Research Institute’s (SRI) capacity bagddigitalization of military
archives; and a number of seminars and educatiBRbpersonnel in Norway.

- International operationsAssistance in this field included for example
organization and realization of Peace Support Qper&ourses both in Norway
and Serbia and financial support for the Prograntfaylish Language Training
(PELT) in Serbia.

In addition to these, mostly bilateral engagemant2006 Norway played a
significant role in Serbia’s accession to PfP. M., it was the Royal Norwegian Embassy
in Belgrade that initiated the formation of thel8a— NATO Defense Reform Group
(DRG)>?* The DRG is a vehicle for defense reform coopenatietween Serbia and NATO,
established to provide advice and assistance t8¢hgian authorities on defense reform
issues (NATO, 2009).

Norway’s assistance in this area included all thieods’ activities presented in our
model on page 41. It consisted of donations (mamiyedical and IT equipment) but also in
providing technical and policy advice and recomnagiaths, education of Serbian personnel
and facilitating entry into new international maliyy arenas (NORAD, 2010b, p.96).

iii) Integration of defense reform and other deysi®nt activitiess the assistance area

funded mainly by the MFA aid budget. Norway’s assise in downsizing the Serbian
Armed Forces is a very good example of successfiginge reform activity that was directly
beneficial for both the armed forces and socieraN. This assistance has been twofold.
First, Norway assisted in the realization of a ‘Gresnme for Resettlement in
Serbian Ministry of Defence and Armed Forces” (FRAS. This program was developed by
the Serbian MOD as part of the social programsriditary personnel that have been
discharged during defense reform. The aim of tlognam is to provide systematic and
organized support in career change for professimeahbers of the MOD and the Serbian
Armed Forces. Due to this program 4136 people fawed a new job (Republic of Serbia
Ministry of Defence, 2010a).
Second, Norway set up and provided 30% of the Gimanfor the NATO Trust
Fund earmarked for redundant military personnelenad the PRISMA project. This fund is

32 The Royal Norwegian Embassy in Belgrade was Poiftositact (POC) between Serbia and NATO 2003-2006.
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intended for vocational training, job placement atatt-up capital for discharged military
personnel (NORAD, 2010b, p.88). The fund is supgdeemprove NATO’s image in
Serbia (ibid, p. 60) and to help build a bridgensstn Serbian and Western militaries (ibid,
p. 65). Moreover, this project provided assistaioe the Serbian MOD to build its capacity
to conduct similar downsizing activities in theute (ibid, p. 97). The project has received
praise as a good mechanism to complement othatsffothis field, and mechanisms
developed in cooperation between Norway and thei&eMOD attracted the interest of
countries like Japan and Ukraine (ibid).

In sum, Norway in the period 2006 — 2010 was endageall the donor’s
engagement areas in the explanatory model. It ingsoged its experts’ time and knowledge
to consult, guide, recommend and educate Serbizomeel in many defense reform
segments. Norway has used its limited resourcesaaadrding to the Serbian MOD internal

documentation, donated approximately 3.450.000,f20 Serbian defense reform.

Explaining Norway’s Engagement

We have seen that development in Serbia may haiwre@act on Norway’s
consideration regarding its interests. We have s¢&m that the primary objective of
Norway'’s foreign policy, to safeguard Norwegiarenatsts, is in accordance with both
neorealism and neoliberalism. But how does deveéoyiim Serbia affect Norway? What
has Norway expected to gain from its engagemegenbian defense reform? How can these
expectations be interpreted in the light of neesealand neoliberalism to explain Norway’s
engagement in Serbian defense reform?

For Amadeo Watkins there is no doubt that the dapththe type of all donors’
engagement in Serbia are dependent on donorsgfopelicy objectives (Watkins, 2010, p.
26). Norway is not an exception. Although the maitionale behind Norway’'s engagement
in the beginning was altruistic, globalization Ipasvided a new rationale. Engagement helps
Norway to achieve goals that are in Norway'’s irge(&t.meld. nr. 15 (2062009), p. 95). It
has “increasing relevance for Norwegian interests@evelopments in Norwegian society in
terms of realpolitik” (ibid, p. 112).

Neorealist explanation
The results of the theoretical analysis conduatezhapter three showed us that, although it
is a theory with emphasis on international anaaty the principle of self-help, neorealism
can provide us with plausible theoretical explaragiof donors’ engagement in defense

reform. These explanations are embedded in the@eafry model on page 41 as the
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following three characteristics of neorealism:Siate survival and citizens’ security; (ii) Use
of economic means for military ends and vice veasd, (iii) Influence over other states’
security policy. Can these three theoretical exatians help us to explain Norway’'s

engagement in Serbia?

Norway’s security and survivaht the very basis of the neo-realistic explamatd states’

external relations and activities is the statetsuggy. In accordance with this perspective, the
Norwegian government has also recognized secigity@art of Norwegian extended self-
interest (ibid, p. 11). Norwegian security polisybiased on values and interests, not only on
a short-term military threat (FD, 2007, p. 10). fiéhare several fundamental Norwegian
security interests recognized by the Norwegian MBit,the first one is national security
protection of Norway’s sovereignty, territorial @gfrity and political freedom of action
(St.meld. nr. 15 (20068009), p. 98). This is in line with the traditiorsnse of neorealism
with an emphasis on state survival, and consequemtay be expected that Norway's
external activities should be directed to enswgsdiurity.

But, according to neorealism, states safeguard $keeurity and survival by
maximizing their own power and by influencing hother states use their resources. And
there is no empirical evidence that Norway’s engagd in Serbian defense reform is
contributing in any way to maximize Norwegian (rt@ty) power, or that Norway wanted to
influence Serbia on how to use its resources. Maedorway and Serbia are
geographically distant countries and potential bcisfon Serbian territory cannot directly
spill over to Norway. Hence, in this aspect, Noy\wangagement in Serbian defense reform
cannot be explained in the traditional sense ofg@ism,as thissngagement does not
contribute directlyto Norway'’s security

However, Norway alone is not able to develop ataryji defense which can meet the
full range of challenges (St.prp.nr. 48 (26Q1@08), p. 18). Norway has to attach great
importance to NATO which is “a cornerstone of Nogrea security policy” (St.meld. nr. 15
(2008-2009), p. 98). Therefore, activities that strengtNATO also strengthen Norwegian
security, indirectly. NATO’s PfP program is suchaauiivity. By changing the dynamics of
the relationship between NATO and its partners,amabling partner countries to contribute
to NATO operations, this program is beneficial hath partner countries and NATO
(Medcalf, 2005, p. 156). That is why Norway’s defemeform activities should help to
develop a stronger NATO by preparing countriesniembership and/or strengthening

countries’ partnership with the Alliance (UD & FBRQ10, p. 2).
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Serbia is not a member of any military allianced & RTO membership is not on its
political agenda. On December 2007, urdesolution on the Protection of Sovereignty,
Territorial Integrity and Constitutional Order ohé Republic of Serbigo-called “Kosovo-
Resolution”), the National Assembly of the RepuloiicSerbia declared “the neutral status of
the Republic of Serbia towards effective militalygaces until a referendum is called”
(National Assembly of the Republic of Serbia, 200fus, Serbia is militarily neutral, not
by its Constitution but by a parliamentary decisaonl, at least theoretically, this decision on
neutrality can be altered, if interests changeéhénmeantime, Serbia continues to develop its
cooperation with NATO, although a full membershemot a political goal.

During this research, all the interviewees empleaisthat Norway is fully accepting
of Serbia’s decision on neutrality, and that Nordags not have an ambition to lead Serbia
into NATO membership. Norway’s ambition is Serbsaam active PfP partner, and that
explains why Norway was extremely active in pusHirgSerbia’s PfP membership.
Between 2003 and 2006, the Norwegian Royal Embad3glgrade was a contact embassy
for NATO in Serbia, and contributed substantiatiyfurther contacts and cooperation
between NATO and Serbia. Moreover, as the contabissy is mainly a kind of diplomatic
mailbox between NATO and Serbia, Norway added s¢vdiateral elements in this
embassy functiof* Norway tried to be more proactive than a contatassy normally is,
and “has been at the forefront of the successfaftsfto ensure Serbia’s PfP membership”
(Stare, 2007). Norway was very influential in caroing key countries within the NATO
about the positive effects of inviting Serbia tmjthe PfP*> From the Norwegian point of
view, inviting Serbia to join the PfP had positeféects both for Serbia, Norway and
NATO.%®

Thereafter, Norway continued to play an importaié to facilitate Serbia’s further
approach to NATO (Meld. St. 17 (2042011), p. 52) in ways depending on Serbia’s own
priorities (ibid, p. 7). Norway is committed to $&'s full engagement as a PfP member,
and wants Serbia to be as well prepared as pogsitiierther cooperation with Euro-

Atlantic structures’

33[H. Blankenborg, personal interview, April 6, 2011]

% (ibid)

% [N. R. Kamsvag, Ambassador, Royal Norwegian EmbBssyrade, personal interview, Belgrade, April 18, P01
% (ibid)

37[J. Ruge, personal interview, February 23, 2011]
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In other words, Norway is committed to help furtlse&rbia’s cooperation and full
partnership with NATO. In doing so, Norway is caliting to strengthening the Alliance, a
cornerstone of its security, and therefi@@way is indirectly strengthening its own secyrity
which is in line with the neorealist explanation.

In addition, this commitment increases Norway’shilgy in the international
political arena. It gives Norway greater influemcdNATO, and enables Norway to gain
access to important international actors that wl@therwise find difficult to engage with
(St.meld. nr. 15 (20068009), p. 95). Hence, Norwaysgrengthening its position in the
international systerwhich is, according to the neorealism, one oestagoals in

international relations.

Use of economic means for achievement of militad/@ political ends and vise versbhe

second neorealist’s explanation embedded in thiweafory model is that states may use
economic means to achieve military goals, andttieyt may also use military and political
means for the sake of economic interests. In tf®@4,9vhen Waltz wrote his bodkeory of
International Politicsthat established neorealism as a theory of intiermal relations, the
use of military means meant primarily use of hailtitany power. In today’s, globalized
world, armed forces may be used in many ways, adtay to promote economic interests.

In the post Cold War years, states became incrglgsimerdependent through
economic globalization processes. As a resultNibisvegian economy became increasingly
dependent on extensive trade with the rest of thdwSt.meld. nr. 15 (206&009), p.
124). Norwegian companies, as Telenor and Staqgilanded their business outside
Norway’s borders, acting as global actors. Hens@rivegian companies have become
increasingly important for Norwegian foreign andvelepment policy” (ibid, p. 87). That is
why the promotion of economic interests has alwmen one of the main purposes of
Norwegian foreign policy (ibid, p. 11), but alsoeoof the fundamental security interests
(ibid, p. 98).

Nevertheless, former Norwegian Ambassador to Bdigrkir. Haakon Blankenborg,
now senior adviser at the Norwegian MOD, claimg tharway’'s engagement in Serbian
defense reform, as well as all other Norwegian gawent engagement in Serbia, has
nothing to do with Norwegian businesses enterieg3trbian market (interview April 6,
2011). The Norwegian government looked favorablgruand tried to encourage trade
between Norway and Serbia, but “without any kingbolitical interests” (ibid). And in the

research no other empirical data, that would irtditlae opposite, was found. It can be
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asserted that Norway’'s engagement in Serbian defefisrm cannot be explained by a
traditional sense of neorealisasg this engagement does not contribute directthe¢o
promotion of Norwegian economic interests

However, the Western Balkans and Serbia could betaresting market for trade
and investment (Meld. St. 17 (2010-2011), p. 44m8& Norwegian companies have recently
made significant investments in Serbia, headeddbgribr, which is the largest single
foreign investor in Serbia. That is why “it may m&tural that the Norwegian authorities
consider appropriate measures to assist Norwegiapanies with international growth
ambitions [author’s translation]” (ibid). Norway&hgagement in Serbian defense reform is
contributing to greater stability in Serbia andlfer integration into Euro-Atlantic
structures. With that, although it may not be ititamal, Norway iscontributing to a safer
business environment in Serlieat may pave the road for increased Norwegianress
investment

Furthermore, at a time when the Norwegian Armed&®has limited resources, “the
cooperation and contributions provided under thenework of defense reform are a
supplement to the force contributions that Norwaakes in various operations abroad
[author’s translation]” (Prop. 1S (2042011), p. 50). Norway has been an active contributo
to the international peacekeeping operations irBdikans. More than 18.000 Norwegian
soldiers have patrticipated in these operations,caist of almost 11 billion NOK (Meld. St.
17 (2016-2011), p. 8). The Norwegian government considezgitifense reform engagement
as avery cost efficient contribution to internatiorst&bility as “it does not demand that
much resources, both personnel and financial ressuas compared to sending troops
abroad, which is extremely costi§? Today there are only a few Norwegian staff offickeft
in operations in the Balkans, but Norway is verjvacin defense reform in the region.

In addition, Norway’s defense reform engagemenotitth also develop [recipient
states’] national capacities that can be usedternational peace operations [author’s
translation]” (ibid, p. 32). The cooperation betwa¢orway and Serbia in the UN
peacekeeping operation in Chad (MINURCAT) suppthis statement. Mr. Blankenborg
pointed out during his interview that this co-dgph@nt was “not one-way traffic coming
from Norway to Serbia”; it was mutually beneficial Norway and Serbia. Prior to the

deployment of the first Serbian contingent to Chhd,Serbian Defense Minister, Mr.

38 [J. Ruge, personal interview, February 23, 2011]
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Dragan Sutanovac, pointed out that Serbia viewticiization in international peacekeeping
operations as an opportunity to regain respectrast in the Serbian Armed Forces, and to
present and promote Serbia as a country that isilsoting to global peace (Republic of
Serbia Ministry of Defence, 2009). Serbia had d lgjgality and large capacity in the
military-medical field, while Norway needed highatity capacity added to its deployméhit.
As senior adviser at the Norwegian MOD, Mr. JoacRuge stressed, the military-medical
cooperation that Norway has developed with Serlasis @ enormous help for Norway:
“without Serbia we [Norway] would not have beeneatdl deploy to Chad™ Therefore, the
defense reform engagemeamables burden-sharing in international peacekegpin
operationsthrough closer defense cooperation.

As there is no empirical evidence that supportghird neorealist’s theoretical
explanation from the explanatory model and whichaates that Norway wanted to use its
military assistance to achieve influence over Serlsiecurity policy, we can conclude that
Norway’'s engagement in Serbian defense reform doesontribute directly to either
Norway’s security or to the promotion of Norwegegonomic interests.

However, through Serbia’s increased cooperationpamnthership, NATO is
becoming stronger and that is indirectly strengtingiNorway’s security. Meanwhile,
engagement in Serbian defense reform increasesay@wisibility and so Norway attains a
stronger position in the international system.

Moreover, through contribution to greater stabilitySerbia and further integration of
Serbia into Euro-Atlantic structures, Norway cdmiites to a safer business environment in
Serbia which may enable Norwegian companies torekfzeir businesses and enter into a
new market. In addition, engagement in defensemefas a cost effective supplement to
force contributions and enables burden-sharingtermational peacekeeping operations.

It can be argued that the Norwegian authoritiesididake all these aspects into
consideration when the decision on Norway’s engagem Serbian defense reform was
made. It can also be argued that these are effebisrway’s engagement, rather than gains
that Norway expected to get from its engagemerdréfore, perhaps it would be most correct
to conclude tharom the neo-realistic standpoint, Norway’s engagetin Serbian defense

reform can be justified, rather than indubitablypkined If the Norwegian government takes

39[H. Blankenborg, personal interview, April 6, 2011]
40[J. Ruge, personal interview, February 23, 2011]
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these aspects into consideration prior to decisabosit further defense reform engagement in

Serbia, we will have a neo-realistic explanation.

Neoliberal explanation
Unlike neorealism, neoliberalism is not preoccumtth hard power and economy. It has a
mainly optimistic view on prospects for progress.shich, neoliberalism provided us with four
theoretical explanations of donors’ engagementierkse reform, embedded in the
explanatory model on page 41: (i) Wealth and sector the people; (ii) Interdependence,
issue linking and common interests; (iii) Importarut international organizations; and (iv)

Zone of liberal peace.

Extension of Zone of liberal peadss presented in chapter two, neoliberals belibag in

order to protect personal freedom, states mustemstional freedom. However, neoliberals
do not believe that “hard power” is the right wayehsure national interests. According to
republican liberalism, the key for lasting peacm ithe extension of a “Zone of liberal peace”,
achieved by promoting democracy worldwide.

Norwegian society is built on democratic valuefias been stressed in this thesis (page
45) that democracy-building is a part of Norway'sduler interests. It is a “clear Norwegian
self-interest [author’s translation]” to develophiEcracy and political stability throughout
Europe, including recently troubled southeast pfithe continent (Meld. St. 17 (2022011),
p. 6). Democracy as such, is a fundamental presgguor peaceful and stable development
in the region (ibid, p. 7). According to the Noniaag government, a driving force, and hence
a guarantor of democratic reform, is EU expansam, is therefore supported by Norway
(ibid, p. 20).Indeed, Norway’s assistance increasingly focusegemmocracy-building
measures, and Euro-Atlantic integration is centgdlorway'’s efforts in the Western
Balkans (St.meld. nr. 15 (2068009)). Consistent with this standpoint, the puepois
Norway's engagement in Serbia can be viewed irctimext of broader efforts to energize a
democratic and stable Serbian society and hensteeiogthen international order.
Facilitating Serbian Euro-Atlantic integration iseoof the key Norwegian objectiv&sThe
Norwegian government had no doubt that “defensmeineasures will help to promote

sustainable peace, stability and democratic dewedop in the region” (UD & FD, 2010,p.2).

411s. Jensen, now Assistant Defense Advisor, Pernidverwegian Delegation to NATO. 2006-20T8esk Officer
responsible for MOD’s Defense Reform activities, Bxément of Security Policy, Norwegian Ministry oéf2nse. On-line
Interview, April 19, 2011]
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As a senior adviser, Mr. Joachim Ruge from the Ngian MOD pointed out, Norway did
not intend to directly change Serbian institutidng, to look with a longer perspective, to
change the way of thinking, make democracy sudtéenand encourage a mentality for
long-term stability in the region.

Norway recognizes that today’s threats and probl@msarely only of a local or
regional significance. They can arise suddenlylege consequences far beyond the origin
of the conflict. The Balkans in the early 1990s #mel Afghan-theater are but two examples.
In other words, Norwegian security today dependssigsingly on international security
(St.meld. nr. 15 (2068009), pp. 99-100).

Serbia and other West-Balkan countries are stiplartant for European security.
Even though significant progress has been mades #ire still major challenges remaining
after the conflicts in the 1990s. Nationalism andpscion still affects relations and
cooperation in the region (UD & FD, 2010, p. 2)eMdorwegian authorities believe that a
new conflict in the Balkans is something that ltabe avoided at all cost, because it would
be very harmful for European stability. For Norwaggagement in Serbia is an investment
in European securitywhich is the core security issue for NATO and Way.*? Defense
reform engagement is a part of the Governmentigse&uropean policy (Meld. St. 17
(2010-2011), p. 7).

Hence, from a republican liberalism standpoint,réi@nale behind Norway’s
engagement in Serbia is indisputable, as throwgtoimtribution to development of
democracy and peace in Europe it extends the “Abliberal peace”. This explanation can
be found in every official document concerning Nayg engagement in Serbian defense

reform, and has been pointed out in every intervigade during this research.

Issue linking and common interesthie second neoliberal explanation from the model

page 41 suggests that increasing the number dfrtagional activities increases
interdependence between states. Issues becomd tether, and states develop
coinciding and even common interests, forging adduasis for cooperation.

Norway’s engagement in Serbian defense reformcieasing the number of both
official and unofficial contacts between the twates. Not just contacts between the armed

forces and defense ministries, but also betwedonwsgovernment departments and non-

42[J. Ruge, personal interview, February 23, 2011]
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governmental organizations. In just the last ykard have been four “high level” visits
between Norwegian and Serbian officidldlorway is “also trying to build lasting bilateral
bonds which may lead to other types of cooperatighe future™* Hence, in accordance
with the neoliberal standpoint presented in thdanatory model, Norway’'s engagement in
Serbian defense reformakes cooperat