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Key Findings 
 

 The effective and efficient provision of security is one of the main 
requirements for sustainable peace and economic development. Hence, 
Security Sector Reform (SSR) in its broader sense is an important aspect not 
only in post-conflict environments, but also in more advanced transition 
environments like Serbia.  

 In terms of reform, the complexity of the challenge in Serbia is immense, as 
the country represents a rare case of simultaneous quadruple transition: post-
communist/authoritarian reforms, post-conflict recovery, economic transition 
and EU integration.  

 Domestic stakeholders, who should act as the primary change agents, have 
not found sufficient will (and interest) to initiate reforms more forcefully and do 
so in a strategic manner, raising questions about leadership capacity. Hence, 
the role of external factors, both bilateral and multilateral stakeholders, has 
been significant.  

 Despite years of experience and available expertise, this external assistance 
has not yielded expected results. The paper argues that Serbia has managed 
over a period of 7-8 years to complete the first generation of SSR reform, but 
is lost in its attempt to move more deeply into the more advanced second 
generation of reforms.  

 The overriding conclusion is the need to provide assistance in a more 
coordinated and strategic manner, avoiding conflicting duplication, with more 
attention given to promoting local ownership and sustainability, ensuring 
security and defence structures are addressed as part of one public 
administration system and not as a ‘system within a system’.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 ii ii



 
 
 

Contents 
 
Executive Summary         1 
 
Section 1 – Country Context        4 
 
Section 2 – Security Sector Reform in Serbia     7 
 Police Reform        10 
 
Section 3 – Key Actors and their Role      14 
 The Stakeholders        14 

The Demand Side – Recipient Issues     17 
The Supply Side – Donor Issues       18 

 
Section 4 – Coordination and Harmonisation      21 
 Coordination by Donors       21 
 Coordination by Recipient       24 
 
Conclusion and Recommendations      27 
 General Recommendations       28 
 Specific Recommendations       29 
 
Key Bibliography         30 

 
           
        

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  iii      



 
 
 

      1 
Security Sector Reform and Donor Assistance in Serbia: Complexity of Managing Change 

Defence Academy of the United Kingdom 
978-1-905962-87-7 

September 2010 

                                                

Security Sector Reform and Donor Assistance in Serbia: 
Complexity of Managing Change 

 
 

Dr Amadeo Watkins 
 

Executive Summary 

This short paper will focus mainly on the policies and approaches that have been pursued by 
the EU (and other) institutions and Member States in Serbia’s Security Sector Reform (SSR) 
process. More specifically, the case study provides a critical assessment of the past 10 years 
of assistance provided to this important sector and tries to answer the following two 
questions: 
 
 What role has donor assistance played in SSR efforts in Serbia? 
 What are the ways to further improve such assistance in the future? 
 
The paper does not aim to analyse SSR per se, bur rather looks at the influence external 
actors, acting through donations and other forms of assistance, have had on the SSR 
process itself.  
 
To date, there has been little significant reflection on the experiences of support given to 
security sector reform efforts. Few evaluations have been carried out to assess the 
effectiveness of assistance provided to such activities and little has been done to draw out 
the lessons learned from the engagements that have taken place. 
 
It is important to first define what we mean by the security sector and security sector reform. 
The paper’s theoretical foundation thus rests on excellent texts such as the OECD-DAC 
handbook. Furthermore, as will be seen below, most of the conclusions from this publication 
are reinforced in this case study.  
 
The security sector is taken to mean all those organisations which have authority to use, or 
order the use of force, or threat of force, to protect the state and its citizens, as well as those 
civil structures that are responsible for their management and oversight. While there are 
many definitions, for the purposes of this paper SSR is essentially aimed at the efficient and 
effective provision of state and human security within a framework of democratic 
governance1. This definition is used as it highlights the governance aspects of SSR, which is 
more relevant to a state such as Serbia, differentiated from security sector reconstruction 
prevalent in post-conflict countries.  
 
While it is now widely accepted that SSR needs to be looked at holistically and encompasses 
a wide range of government actors, this paper focuses only on two areas which have 
received the largest share of external assistance, namely the defence sector and the police 
sector. Whilst it touches on the EU’s Common Foreign & Security Policy (previously the 2nd 
and 3rd pillars – i.e. mainly Justice & Home Affairs - JHA), it does not explore it in detail. 

 
1 Alan Bryden & Heiner Hanggi, Security Governance in Post-conflict Peacebuilding, Yearbook 3, 
DCAF 2005, p.24.  
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Furthermore, by looking at these two areas of SSR, it is more in line with the Lisbon Treaty’s 
provisions on this theme.2 
 
The question of evaluation is relevant to the context of this paper, as it is necessary to define 
whether it is donor demands (expectations) or the legitimate policy objectives of the recipient 
country that is being assessed.  In other words, should success be measured against what 
the host country desires, or against the expectations placed by external stakeholders. This 
paper has opted to measure actual reform progress against the publicly stated policy aims of 
the Serbian government.  In police reform this refers to requirements related to EU 
integration, whilst in the field of defence reform this refers to closer Euro-Atlantic integration, 
despite the recent lack of a clear NATO policy stance.  
 
Chris Donnelly, a former special advisor to NATO and someone deeply involved in NATO 
accession and reform in CE Europe, correctly states that SSR is becoming increasingly 
complex to evaluate3. No longer does evaluation focus on the conversion of armed forces 
and overcoming legacies from the past. It now has more to do with addressing societal 
reform, technology reform, information reform and a fundamental change in the nature of 
conflict and security.  
 
Serbia is firmly in the so-called ‘first generation’ of the SSR process4, and has, contrary to 
expectations, somehow lost in its attempts to enter the ‘second generation’, as argued 
below5. In other words, responsibility for this lack of progress must ultimately rest with the 
lack of a clear vision and capacity for the implementation of politically declared goals. 
Furthermore, if reform is to advance, it entails change. This requires change agents, which 
are not always visible in Serbia (at least not in terms of required critical mass at the highest 
levels), thus making joint development of programmes with local ownership difficult.  
Operational thinking and the ad-hoc ‘fire-extinguishing’ modus operandi is further 
burdening the process, with hard strategic decisions being postponed.   
 
While some argue that there is a general lack of political will (or interest) in Serbia to 
advance reforms and introduce required change, this argument can also be presented on 
behalf of the donors, reflected in several respects, including lack of consistency and 
common SSR strategy. As international attention is moving away from the Western 
Balkans, so is investment into the region, including Serbia6. Countries which have been key 
stakeholders over the past decades are simply not prioritising Serbia as they once did, which 
is certainly having a negative impact, as desirable reforms did not take place when initially 
expected or planned.  
 
Serbia is not an aid-dependent country in terms of the level of assistance received. 
However, in terms of effect, external assistance has a very important role to play within the 
reform process, including SSR. Considering the current financial crisis and the significant 
reduction in the amount of assistance received from the EU in the form of Instruments for 
Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA), the role of other bilateral and multilateral assistance will 

 
2 The Lisbon Treaty, as it will become known after its formal signature in the Portuguese capital on 13 
December 2007, also further defines the 'Petersberg' tasks to include Joint Disarmament Operations and Security 
Sector Reform.  
3 Chris Donnelly, ‘Learning for SSR in CE Europe’, in Alan Bryden & Heiner Hänggi, Reform and 
Reconstruction of the Security Sector, DCAF 2004, p.47. 
4For more on SSR and the first & second generation argument see Page 9, Footnote 13.  
5 This measurement is based on a fixed time frame and achieved outputs benchmarked against stated 
policy objectives. For a debate on measuring SSR progress, see Miroslav Hadžić, ’Measuring the 
extent of SSR in Serbia: Framing the problem’ in the Western Balkans Security Observer Issue 7-8, 
CCMR Belgrade 2007, Belgrade.  
6 It is interesting to note that Serbia has received a larger share than neighbouring countries in terms 
of donor assistance towards the public sector, but far less investment in the private sector, as the 
country is still seen as highly risky, especially in terms of bureaucracy and stable legislative grounding.  
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increase further7. However, this has not been sufficiently understood within Serbia and there 
is urgent need to tackle this problem, especially at central government level. This paper will 
go a long way towards identifying key issues regarding this subject and provide some 
recommendations towards addressing them.  
 
Under such circumstances, there is no doubt that reform is still externally driven, ‘top-
down’, with the top represented by NATO, the EU, OSCE and other international 
stakeholders. However, there is scope to improve, as this paper will clearly identify. Although 
it has mixed results, conditionality has been the primary change management tool, and has 
largely been misused, given that very little expected reform has taken place, according to 
those providing assistance and, to some extent, declared domestic policy objectives.   
 
Most importantly, external assistance has focused mainly on projects, many of which are 
without a clear vision and implemented without coordination at the strategic level.8 Hence, 
results achieved have been limited and far below both external expectations and the 
potential that the country clearly possesses.  
 
The first section of this paper provides a short country context for Serbia and the factors 
which shape both the SSR environment and donor activities in this area. In this sense, any 
change-management process that occurs (including those targeting stability and 
development) is heavily influenced by these underlying factors. This section targets the 
influence of the inherent intelligence setup, as well as governance issues, which underpin the 
whole concept of reform in Serbia, including SSR. Furthermore, in an attempt to be as 
holistic as possible, this section also looks at the regional aspect and how Serbia fits into the 
puzzle in a security context.  
 
The second section provides a short analysis of the development of SSR in Serbia over the 
past 10 years. Considering the paper is primarily focused on the issue of donor assistance, 
focus will be on two areas of SSR where most donor assistance has been targeted during 
the above mentioned period, i.e. defence reform and police reform. Although SSR has to be 
viewed in a holistic way, experiences from these two areas in the form of lessons learned will 
be sufficient to answer the key questions posed above.  
 
The third section provides an overview of all key stakeholders prevalent in Serbia and 
working on SSR. For simplification, the paper presents a two-way division of stakeholders, 
with the domestic recipients labelled as the demand side and external donor community as 
the supply side. Furthermore, the section looks at the question of change agents, in terms of 
their roles and modus operandi.   
 
The fourth section looks at the main question of the paper, the coordination and 
harmonisation of assistance, i.e. the interaction processes between the stakeholders and the 
impact these processes have in terms of change (reform).  
 
The concluding part is kept short and is devoted solely to key recommendations flowing 
from the paper as a whole. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
7 Although nominally IPA funding will increase, Seriba is using significant portions of this funding for 
meeting current finalcial (budget) commitments, thus reducing amounts remaining for reform efforts.  
8 OSCE Law Enforcement Department ’List of project on police reform 2002-2008’. 
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Section 1 – Country Context 
Serbia presents a rare case of simultaneous quadruple transition: post-
communist/authoritarian reforms, economic transition, post-conflict recovery and EU 
integration efforts9. In other words, looking at all these phenomena, one is challenged by 
immediate post-conflict stabilisation challenges referred to as security sector reconstruction, 
such as destruction of surplus weapons and disbandment of para-military formations on the 
one side, with advanced governance issues under the umbrella of security sector reform, 
such as the introduction of modern human resources practices into state institutions, on the 
other side. 
 
The situation is further burdened by the unresolved internal issue of statehood (the debate 
over Kosovo at all levels, including policy, legislative and public), and complicated past of 
long-standing conflicting relations, not only within the region but also with ‘The West’10. This 
first section offers a very short recent history of the conflicts and internal dynamics which 
fundamentally shape the main period under analysis, post-2001.  
 
The Serbs were the most numerous population group within the former Yugoslavia (SFRY) 
with significant numbers living outside the Republic of Serbia itself and in the Republics of 
Bosnia & Herzegovina, Croatia and Montenegro.  It was from these areas that some of the 
greatest concerns emerged as to the shape of the final political and geographical entities that 
would emerge from the disintegrating SFRY.  These concerns manifested themselves in civil 
war, which the authorities in the Republic of Serbia were significantly implicated in.  But the 
Republic of Serbia under Milošević’s rule was not unique in this respect.  All sides in the 
conflicts can lay legitimate claim to victim status and genuine accusations of being 
perpetrators themselves.  The collapse of the SFRY and the ensuing civil wars were not a 
simple case of black & white.  Nevertheless, international understanding of the conflict 
coalesced around Serbia as the primary aggressor and this belief has shaped all subsequent 
relations with Serbia. 
 
Although Milošević was praised in 1995 for assisting in the ‘Dayton’ peace process, Serbia 
and the other troublesome areas of the Balkans were put to one side and allowed to fester.  
The most notable of these was Kosovo, where ethnic Albanians increasingly challenged 
Belgrade’s governance and control of the Serbian province, which itself went from bad to 
‘disastrous’.  Inevitably this resulted in yet another new conflict as Serbian security forces 
were, in the eyes of Belgrade at the time, compelled to resort to ever increasing levels of 
intervention to counter the rising levels of violence.  The ultimate consequence of this was 
the NATO military intervention of 1999 resulting in a de facto partitioning of Serbia11. 
 
The total exclusion of Serbia from regional integrations (and international organisations e.g. 
UN), in place during the 1990s, started to ease after the first democratic pro-western 
government, lead by Zoran Đinđić, was established in January 2001. However, direct and/or 
indirect resentment against a certain part of the international community, especially NATO, 
and ambiguity over Serbia’s borders (i.e. resoluteness of its political leadership never to 
accept Kosovo’s independence) are still present in Serbia. In the eyes of ‘the West’, Serbia 
still has bad image and is frequently seen as a country which avoids obeying ‘rules of the 
game’. 

Hence, any credible assessment of security and development challenges in Serbia involves 
a list of particularities when compared with other post-communist and even former Yugoslav 

 
9 Since there are currently (2009) no clear indications that the country is pursing a Euro-Atlantic polciy, 
this is not included. 
10 Dr Amadeo Watkins, Serbia: The Battle Within, CSRC Balkan Series, September 2006.  
11 This section provides a short and simplified verision of this issue, which still remains unresolved, 
aiming to provde background context and is in this sense status-neutral, with Kosovo being under 
UNSCR 1244/99.  
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republics, making the post-conflict transition highly unfavourable to any stabilisation and 
change up until very recently12. An in-depth understanding of these particularities is required 
in order to fully appreciate the complexities under which SSR has occurred.  

In terms of SSR theory, the paper rests on the first and second generation approach 
advocated by authors such as Andrew Cottey, Anthony Forster and Timothy Edmunds13. 
They argue that states that have been successful in democratic security building have 
pursued a two-stage reform process, in which each stage was characterised by a core 
agenda of democratic civil-military reform. States that have overthrown authoritarian regimes 
and are beginning the process of democratic security building are usually able to tackle the 
first generation agenda within the civil-military sphere. This agenda encompasses macro-
level institutional restructuring and creating a framework and regulations that delineate 
competencies and responsibilities.  

The second-generation agenda is characterised not so much by the establishment of 
structural and institutional reform, but by the development of state building and bureaucratic 
and administrative modernisation within the structures and institutions that had been created 
during the first generation phase. The second generation agenda fosters democratic culture, 
democratic behavior and the exercise of effective democratic governance of the defense and 
security sector. This complex agenda contains great obstacles and challenges; 

This paper, while not dealing with SSR per se, looks at the way the challenges, obstacles 
and dilemmas Serbia faces in entering the desperately required second generation agenda 
are being addressed in the context of external assistance.  

Two underlining factors with significant impact on reform efforts in Serbia, including SSR, are 
the inherited role of the intelligence services and the ‘quality’ of governance – in terms of 
addressing modern public administration requirements. Both stem from the particularities 
described above, post-conflict on the one side and advanced transition on the other.  

The intelligence services were an important actor during the Milosević era and the arrival of 
the new leadership in 2001 did not change this factor14. The intelligence services and other 
associated actors were simply too deeply involved in various illegal activities institutionalised 
during the war and sanction period by the regime, that it was impossible to dismantle such 
vertical and horizontal channels in the time-frame analysed.  
 
It is important to bear this strategic factor in mind when looking at SSR in Serbia, as it 
significantly impacts almost every segment of the reform (change) process, directly or 
indirectly. The best illustrations of the enormous significance that the Serbian politicians are 
giving to control over police and intelligence agencies is the fact that one of the most 
disputable issues during election coalition talks was who would control these agencies.15 
Considering that an in-depth analysis is impossible due to lack of sufficient information, and 
more importantly considering donor assistance in this area has been minimal, they are not 
looked into further in this paper, but their role during this whole period must be appreciated.  
 While there have been several organisational and legislative changes with regards 
the Serbian intelligence community, these are still far from adequate and represent 

 
12 Svetlana Djurdjevic-Lukić, Defense Reform in FRY/Serbia and Montenegro: Hampering 
Exceptionalism, 2007, p.151  
13  A. Cottey, T. Edmunds & A. Forster, ‘The Second Generation Problematic: Rethinking Democracy 
and Civil-Military Relations’ in Armed Forces & Society, 29 (2002), pp. 31-56. 
14 Edmunds, T., 2008, ‘Intelligence Agencies and Democratisation: Continuity and Change in Serbia after 
Milošević’ in Europe-Asia Studies, Volume 60, Issue 1, January 2008.  
15 ˝Serbian government talks still fruitless˝, 04 May 2007. 
http://www.setimes.com/cocoon/setimes/xhtml/en_GB/features/setimes/features/2007/05/04/feature-
01 

http://www.ssrnetwork.net/document_library/detail/4333/intelligence-agencies-and-democratisation-continuity-and-change-in-serbia-after-milo-evic
http://www.ssrnetwork.net/document_library/detail/4333/intelligence-agencies-and-democratisation-continuity-and-change-in-serbia-after-milo-evic
http://www.setimes.com/cocoon/setimes/xhtml/en_GB/features/setimes/features/2007/05/04/feature-01
http://www.setimes.com/cocoon/setimes/xhtml/en_GB/features/setimes/features/2007/05/04/feature-01
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only the first stage in SSR reforms in this sector. This includes the oversight of the 
intelligence community, with parliamentary engagement almost non-existent and the 
Minister of Defence recently admitting publicly that there is a need to increase control 
of these organisations.16 
 
Weak governance in the form of state institutions, including those related to security 
matters, is a serious handicap for Serbia’s reform efforts. While Serbia inherited what was 
considered a quality state administrative setup, it has to be realised that over the past years 
these structures have been significantly weakened by various factors17.  

‘Politisation’ at all levels is the most important negative factor which, when compiled with 
neglect of human resources management, has naturally led to the frequent turnover of staff, 
as well as quality staff leaving the service18.  

Demands that will increasingly be placed on the state administration in line with pending EU 
accession requirements are still not well understood, in terms of building up personnel as 
well as support mechanisms. In terms of implementing change, a key requirement is bound 
to be capacity for strategic management and knowledge-based decision-making within the 
public sector, which will have to be developed as soon as possible. 

Resolving these issues will take time and the best that can be achieved in the short- to 
medium-term is to focus on small centres of excellence, while continuing to support reform of 
government institutions in a more strategic manner, both at central and local levels through a 
carefully planned and implemented planning. As discussed later on in the paper, leadership 
is a key prerequisite and finding methods of developing potentials in this context will remain a 
key change management challenge.   

 

 

 
16 B92 vesti 22/02/2009. http://www.b92.net  
17 It is interesting to note that since 2001, the number of state employees within the Serbian state 
administration has more than doubled. Only lately as reductions being discussed, but these even if 
implemented as planned represent only a nominal change.  
18 ‘Politisation’ in the context of this paper refers to giving primacy to political rather than expert level 
views and arguments, explained by the greater importance of the former at any given time.  

http://www.b92.net/
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Section 2 – Security Sector Reform in Serbia 
This section focuses on Serbia, despite the fact that it was part of a common state with 
Montenegro, first as the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and then as Serbia and Montenegro.  
As mentioned above, focus is given to the two most significant areas of SSR in terms of 
donor assistance, namely defence and police reform19. As argued later, this assistance 
occurred under the auspices of post-conflict stabilisation during the initial period, but has 
recently been replaced (at least in some areas) by more advanced governance challenges. 
On the whole, during this period two overriding factors prevail: SSR was paralysed by 
lingering constitutional uncertainty on the one side and Serbia was considered by all 
external stakeholders to be pivotal to regional stabilisation and development.  

Defence Reform  
Many observers, both within the country and abroad, believed that the fall of the Milošević 
regime towards the end of 2000 would kick-start the process of deep structural changes 
within society, starting with reform of the Yugoslav Army (Vojska Jugoslavije – VJ) and the 
entire complex of SSR as a priority.  

However, over the entire period real change has been less substantial than expected , a 
conclusion based on evaluations by both the external donors and declared, domestic policy 
objectives.  

Substantial obstacles to SSR implementation in the case of Serbia have been emanating 
from different sources, as mentioned above, and related to: the type of regime change, 
legacy of conflicts, the structural set-up of the joint state with Montenegro, and internal 
balances of power, including the above-mentioned negative engagement of various 
intelligence agencies.  

The chronology of events in the aftermath of October 2000 suggests that “the police and 
army’s non-intervention in the regime change was bought with the promise of a ‘soft’ 
approach to SSR by the new government.”20 Indeed, a common explanation for why such a 
regime change was possible at all is found in the fact that Milošević lost the support of key 
elements within the security institutions. The negotiated character of the transition from 
authoritarianism towards political pluralism seriously affected the pace and ‘depth’ of 
the reforms in Serbia’s security sector.  

 

Despite extensive international assistance and support by various actors, including external 
think-tanks such as DCAF21, Kostunica and the VJ insisted that the army had, in fact, 
changed more than any other part of society and that it was perfectly capable of carrying out 
internal reform without external interference. The rationalisation and partial reorganisation of 
the Armed Forces prepared by the General Staff were presented as key elements of reform, 
focusing on the creation a new corps organisational system. The very first basic step in 
defence reform, civilian control, had not been consolidated by 2002, enabling it to be held 
hostage to domestic political disputes. 

By spring 2002 some steps were made in the direction of first generation of SSR. This 
included the establishment of a working group for drafting the National Security Strategy by 

 
19 This is a selective overview of SSR in Serbia and should by no means be considered a 
comprehensive assessment. However, this does not in any way challenge the paper’s main 
conclusions.  
20 Timothy Edmunds, ‘Civil-military relations in Serbia-Montenegro: An Army in Search of a State,’ 
European Security, Vol. 14, No.1, pp. 115-135, March 2005. 
21 “Security Sector Reform in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia”, EWI & DCAF, 2001. 
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the Supreme Defence Council, as well as the commencement of preparations for 
membership of NATO’s Partnership for Peace (PfP) programme. Inclusion in the EU’s 
initiated Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe (SEE) enabled participation in a string of 
regional initiatives that dealt with security issues. Within that framework, Belgrade, via the 
UNDP branch in FRY, became the host of the SEE Clearinghouse for the Control of Small 
Arms and Light Weapons (SEESAC), which has developed numerous projects related to 
small arms collection, destruction, arms export control, awareness raising and knowledge-
sharing in that area considered important by many external partners at the time.22 

Negotiations over the constitutional framework for a common state between the respective 
leaderships in Serbia and Montenegro were finalised in March 2003, with the EU acting as a 
co-signatory and guarantor of the agreement. Although the main issue of these negotiations 
was security, SSR was not part of the deal. The absence of pressure to introduce 
mechanisms for strengthening legitimacy, the rule of law, transparency and accountability in 
the defence sector was a missed opportunity.23 According to the institutional setup of the 
State Union, the relationship between branches of government responsible for defence was 
not clear, and in reality did not allow for democratic control of the Armed Forces.24 The lack 
of the most important documents relating to defence was presented as the most serious 
obstacle to the fact that the reorganisation of the defence sector had been tackled at a 
tactical, rather than a strategic, level. 

In short, there were so many constitutional (and other) obstacles embedded in the system as 
a consequence of the construction of the state from (almost) separate and very different 
entities, that no framework existed to speed up and enable defence reform to take place in 
any meaningful manner. Furthermore, the fact that Montenegro was planning a possible 
referendum on independence in produced a sense of temporariness. There was no 
strong motivation to conceptualise and implement reform at a time when the situation had the 
potential to change substantially.  

During the course of 2003 a comprehensive 10-point long-term plan for reforming the 
defence system was presented by the new Minister of Defence, Boris Tadić, representing a 
first concrete plan of action25. Some achievements in the forthcoming period related to the de 
jure establishment of the Ministry’s leading role over the military26; the ending of the military 
court system; the further re-organisation and downsizing of the military; the development of 
various mechanisms for bilateral and international cooperation27 culminating in NATO’s PfP 
membership later on in 2006; and the opening of the armed forces to parliamentary 
oversight. The Defence Strategy and White Paper on Defence, which outlined plans for the 
reorganisation of the armed forces, were adopted in 2004 and 2005 respectively. However, 
the prevailing political situation undermined the significance of these documents.  

The outcome of Montenegro’s referendum on independence in May 2006 marked the end of 
the State Union, as well as the last remaining pillar of the joint state, the armed forces. 
Hence, the first consequence of the joint state’s dissolution regarding defence structures was 
the establishment of the Ministry of Defence of the Republic of Serbia. 

 
22 Details about projects available at www.seesac.org. 
23 Svetlana Đurđević-Lukić, “SSR as state-building mechanism: Why did not it work in FRY/Serbia and 
Montenegro?”, paper presented at ASN/FER conference, Belgrade, September 2006. 
24 Dr Amadeo Watkins, PfP Integration: Croatia, Serbia & Montenegro, CSRC Balkan Series, April 
2004. 
25 “Defence System Reform in Serbia and Montenegro”, presentation of the Minister of Defence, 54th 
Rose-Roth Seminar, Belgrade, 21st March 2003.  
26 In October 2008 there was a public dispute between the Chief of Staff, Gen. Ponoš, and Minister of 
Defence, Dragan Šutanovac, resulting in the removal of the former from post. 
27 Intensified cooperation with the US, seen as a key strategic partner by elements of the leadership, 
led to the signing of the SOFA agreement in September 2006. “First US – SCG Agreement”, Defense 
and Security, no 153, Apr. 13, 2006, 3. 

http://www.seesac.org/
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Within months of Montenegro’s separation, Kosovo declared independence in February 
2008, highly affecting Serbia’s politics, notably its foreign and defence policies.28 Relations 
with NATO came under particular strain, because of its role in establishing the Kosovo 
Security Forces (KSF), which Serbia claims to be illegitimate and a threat to her security. 
Consequently, Serbia’s political elite unanimously declared that future relations with the 
Alliance would depend on the future ‘status’ of Kosovo, that Serbia would not foster 
integration into NATO and would not go further than participation in the PfP) programme.  
This issue seriously undermined the nascent DRG concept, as well as bilateral 
cooperation with key partners, with whom almost all contact was frozen for some 
time.  
 
The newly established MoD produced a strategic plan for military reorganisation, the 
Strategic Defence Review. Adopted in June 2006, this document provided guidance for 
organisational changes and outlined the vision of the Serbian Armed Forces up to 2015. It 
was followed by a high level of optimism and international engagement by most 
stakeholders. However, like most similar documents, not much was done in terms of 
implementation, as a result of the continued turmoil on the political scene and lack of political 
will, as well as insufficient funds to enable the necessary restructuring and modernisation.  
 
Notable progress had taken place within the armed forces, which have over the past few 
years undergone significant restructuring, with focus placed on cost-efficiency and 
modularity. The next segment of reform will take place in two phases, the first targeting 
improvements in the system of training and the NCO cadre, while the second phase foresees 
the modernisation of equipment. Budgetary problems, partly resulting from the global 
economic crisis and partly from inadequate inherited systems, mean that these planned 
reforms will be further delayed, as will the planned modernisation, which will not take place 
until 201,1 at the earliest.29  
 
Less notable has been progress achieved at policy levels, i.e. within the jurisdiction of the 
MoD. Compared to other central government bodies, the MoD has a well developed capacity 
for strategic planning, resulting recently in a number of such documents being adopted. 
However, the quality of these (in terms of realisation and implementation) is problematic, but 
beyond the capacity of the MoD to answer alone and remains in the domain of higher level 
political decision-making addressed above.  
 
More important is the lack of decision-making over hard choices, which are perceived to be 
politically sensitive and involve changes at the strategic level.30 Although the current 
government seems stable and likely to remain in power for the envisaged mandate, there is 
unlikely to be movement on this front during this period.  
 
Following NATO’s invitation to Serbia to join the PfP Programme in November 2006, NATO 
has been particularly prominent in the process of military reform via the Defence Reform 
Group (DRG), which gathered the representatives of the Serbian Ministry of Defence, NATO 
and other key bilateral stakeholders who worked together on a number of defence reform 
relevant issues. The DRG initiative was certainly the first concrete step towards a 
systematic and coordinated defence reform initiative “on all fronts”, as elaborated 
further below.  
 

 
28 Particularly the fact that independence has been recognised by 55 states at the time of writing, 
including the majority of the Western states and Serbia’s neighbours. 
29 Interview with the Chief of General Staff, General Miloje Miletic, Odbrana, 15 mart 2009. 
30 Interview with Chief of General Staff, General Zdravko Ponoš, Odbrana, 15th February 2008.  
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However, as the current debate on advancing NATO membership is not favoured by any 
political party,31 a position unlikely to change during the course of this government, any 
suggestion of reintroducing the DRG concept would have to be renamed and not seen under 
any NATO affiliation.  
 
Police Reform  
This area of SSR is particularly important for numerous reasons, not least because of the 
role of the police in the past, as well as the importance it has in terms of JHA and the likely 
EU accession. As such, there is no doubt that police reform is one of the main prerequisites 
of the transition from an authoritarian regime to a democratic polity.32 Due to their use and 
misuse, and close connection with the Milošević regime, the newly elected government in 
2001, supported by various international stakeholders, identified police reform as a top 
priority. 33 
 
The police needed to change their ‘culture’ and become an accountable public service (as 
opposed to police force) through reform of police practice, reform and modernisation of the 
legislative framework and development of a long-term vision. Moreover, the past heritage 
was to be resolved through several processes, which the political elite termed de-
criminalisation, de-politicisation, demilitarisation and de-centralisation. 
 
However, there were too many serious challenges and insufficient political will to agree on 
priorities and begin tackling them in a systematic manner. Many issues were dealt with at a 
declaratory level, while some realistically took time. Therefore, prior to having a plan, the 
most fundamental changes were brought about by several major politico-social events. 
 
The first milestone derived from the need to counter the continuing insurgency of ethnic 
Albanian militants in southern Serbia.  The police’s two major counter-insurgency units, the 
PJP and JSO, were disbanded for a variety of reasons, including their bad reputation 
amongst the ethnic Albanian population. The Gendarmerie was created from a core of 
personnel from these two aforementioned units. In addition, local police in the south became 
representative of the population living in that area through the creation of the Multi-Ethnic 
Police Element (MEPE), the first attempt to address community policing aspects34. 
 
The second milestone was the killing of the Prime Minister, Zoran Đindjić. As indicated in the 
introduction, this was a culmination of the problems that had been accumulating in Serbian 
society during the 1990s. Đindjić’s government had been taking steps to tackle organised 
crime (which by the very nature of the past included links with elements of the security 
services), which at certain points seemed stronger than the fragile Serbian democracy. Initial 
steps included the creation of a new police unit for combating organised crime (also at the 
time in charge of investigating war crimes), later strengthened by the adoption of necessary 
legislative framework and putting the Secret Service under the direct supervision of the 
Government.35 Organised crime was to be tackled head on. However, as mentioned, in 

 
31 “Calls for a referendum on Serbia’s NATO membership’, Balkan Insight, 12th January 2010. 
Available at http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/main/.  
32 Bakić, Branka & Gajić, Novak, “Police Reform in Serbia: Five Years Later”, CSRC Paper, May 2006, 
page 2 
33 For a background to police in Serbia see: Dr Barry J Ryan, ‘All That’s Constant is Change: A brief Political 
History of Police Reform in Serbia’ in Western Balkans Security Observer, CCMR Paper No.11, October-
December 2009. 
34 The piloting of community policing was assisted by the Norwegian government, through a series of 
JuNo projects, Swiss development agency, DFID, OSCE as well as Canadian CIDA. 
35 In 2001, there was a rebellion by the Special Operations Unit, the Secret Service’s paramilitary 
branch. Consequently, it was taken out of the State Security Sector and put under the direct 
supervision of the government. In 2002, the Serbian parliament adopted the ‘Law on Security 
Intelligence Agency’ (BIA). The former State Security Sector was extracted from the Ministry of Interior 
and put under the control of the Serbian government. 

http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/main/
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March 2003 Serbia lost its Prime Minister who was assassinated by members of the Special 
Operations unit of the secret police.  
 
Significant for this initial period of police reform in Serbia was the profound 
involvement of international actors, namely the OSCE and Council of Europe. As a 
result, by the end of 2001 two documents written by international police experts giving 
recommendation for police reform in Serbia were published.36 The OSCE was named the 
coordinator of international assistance, and several reform priority areas were formulated, 
including organised crime, modernisation of the border police and the reform of police 
training. The main characteristic of this period of police reform was that it was project based; 
a one-time injection of international expertise on a variety of subject matters, without much 
coordination and care given to issues such as sustainability or local ownership. 
 
2005 saw the adoption of the long awaited ‘Law on Police’. The new law was generally seen 
as a step towards transforming the police into a public service and was welcomed by the 
public. Furthermore, it regulated internal police oversight for the first time, with the 
establishment of the Division of Internal Affairs which monitors the legality of police work, 
especially with regards to respect and protection of human rights.  
 
One of the main organisational innovations introduced by this law was the organisation of 
the Serbian police in a Police Directorate headed by the Police Director (civil servant) 
appointed by the Government for a five-year term. This was considered to be a solution to 
the politicisation of the police, as the Police Director was to be de jure operationally 
independent.  
 
This was also a period of increasing dialogue with EU institutions, with the beginning of 
negotiations on the Stabilisation and Association Agreement (SAA) in late 2005. The main 
practical symbol of closer relations between Serbia and the EU was progress towards a visa-
free regime for its citizens. This process stimulated the first concrete coordination of key 
government bodies, as well as the adoption of a comprehensive strategic document National 
Programme for Integration with the European Union, passed by the Serbian government in 
October 200837. Evaluations conducted by the EU Integration Office since 2008 indicate an 
average 75 per cent implementation rate for the programme.  
 
Although the issue of border demilitarisation was highlighted as a priority from the beginning 
of the reform process, closely connected to the establishment of a visa-free regime and 
defined through the so-called ‘Ohrid process’38, important steps in that direction were taken 
belatedly. Police control of borders started in late 200539. The adoption of the ‘Integrated 
Border Management (IBM) Strategy’ in early 2006 was an important break-through in this 
respect, providing some strategic context. However, since then reform in this sector has 
been problematic, due to the lack of adequate legislative documents and bureaucratic 
obstacles.  
 
Hence, this turbulent and difficult period resulted in a mixed set of results for police 
reform, all fitting well into the first generation of SSR process, similar to the case with 

 
36 Monk, Richard “Study on policing in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia” (OSCE, 2001) and Slater, 
John “An Assessment of the Human Rights, Ethics and Policing Standards in the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia, Serbia and Montenegro” (Council of Europe, September 2001).  
37 Although this document is written in terms of an action plan and reference point, it nevertheless 
provides some indirect guidance on coordination requirements and future required outputs, relating to 
EU accession, for example, page 656 on Police Cooperation and the Fight against organised crime of 
the NPI. 
38 Following the NATO initiative, the EU, NATO, the OSCE and the Stability Pact worked jointly to 
develop a coherent approach to the border security and management issue in the Western Balkans, 
resulting in the ‘Ohrid Process’ on Border Security, agreed at a conference held in May 2003. 
39 “Serbian Borders in Police Hands”, Defense and Security, no 124, Mar. 3, 2005. 
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defence reform. The changes that took place were conducted without a clear overall reform 
strategy and without a proper legislative framework. Therefore, even though some changes 
were visible, reforms in some important areas remained cosmetic and conducted in a non-
systematic way, with no accepted vision for the future. This view is reflected in the EU 
progress report for 2008, which clearly states that “Progress in the area of police and policing 
has been limited”.40 
 
Strategic planning was obviously a key priority. The first attempt to address the issue was 
made in 2001 with project-based assistance from the Danish Centre for Human Rights and 
the local NGO League for Experts, resulting in the Vision Document, which was not 
developed any further, either because of bad timing or the lack of understanding of its 
potential41. A second attempt was made within the framework of SEPCA a few years later, 
which was assisted by the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP). This project-based 
attempt also failed, mainly because it was too ambitious for the RCMP mandate and the 
allotted budget. 
 
In 2006, after continual external pressure, the MoI made the decision to revisit this subject, 
creating the Bureau for Strategic Planning at ministerial level. Although a new unit, with not 
much experience nor buy-in from others within the organisation, it was an important step in 
the right direction, considering the importance of strategic thinking and development, 
especially at senior decision-making levels.  
 
The signing of the EU’s SAA in April 2008 and the visa liberalisation dialogue also influenced 
rapid developments in other areas, such as the fight against organised crime, which remains 
a crucial challenge for Serbia and the region as a whole. The adoption of several sector 
strategies, such as the Strategy on Combating Drugs Abuse, as well as the National Strategy 
to Combat Organised Crime, was completed in 2009. Furthermore, new legislation on the 
seizure of assets acquired through criminal acts and on the criminal liability of legal persons 
was adopted. The next obvious fundamental challenge is the implementation of these new 
legislative and organisational provisions, so that organised crime can be tackled more 
effectively and efficiently.  
 
A similar conclusion can be made when it comes to improvements made in the area of 
enhancing forensics capacities and crime scene management – areas mainly based on 
technical assistance. European standards were reached in this area thanks to significant 
donor funds from Sweden and Norway. The Serbian MoI established a state-of-the-art DNA 
laboratory with EU financial assistance, becoming a regional leader in this field.  Again, 
although the basic set-up has been reached, the question of cost-effective implementation, 
i.e. using these facilities for the purposes for which they were procured, remains.  
 
Considering the confrontational aspect of the majority of the above-mentioned processes, 
where the EU has de facto acted as the change agent and the domestic stakeholders (in 
this case several ministries, including the MoI) were simply largely relying on a ‘box ticking’ 
attitude with limited strategic input and thought given to the process that would ensure 
implementation and sustainability, enhancing local ownership of the processes remains 
a challenge.42 
 
There is no doubt that reform in this sector will remain the main challenge for Serbia 
in its efforts to become a credible EU candidate country and that the political leadership 

 
40 http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/press_corner/key-documents/reports_nov_2008_en.htm  
41 The quality of the document itself could have been better in terms of methodology used and 
presentation. The 600-page paper was simply a collection of badly-connected reports, showing some 
of the hallmarks identified later on in this section. 
42 The rapid adoption of complex strategic documents, even with external expert assistance, means 
that they rest on little real analysis and have limited ownership in depth, negatively impacting their 
quality and thus implementability.   

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/press_corner/key-documents/reports_nov_2008_en.htm
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needs to take this area more seriously, moving from operational to strategic thinking. 
Ultimately, the development of a strategic planning capacity as well as strengthening 
strategic management, will become the benchmark for sustainable and cost-effective reform. 
Ultimately, the MoI will have to move ‘closer’ to other parts of the public administrative 
system, both at central and local level, thus confirming its declared objective to move from 
the old police force to a new police service.  
 
During 2010 there have been signs that some key strategic areas are being addressed, such 
as communication and human resources, as well as consideration given to a new Law on 
Police. However, these very positive steps will have to wait a bit longer to receive justified 
evaluation. At another level, the MoI has made progress recently in addressing some areas 
where they feel competent and well advanced. An example is gender issues, where recently 
one can note the MoI taking the initiative, with the assistance of the OSCE and UNDP, to set 
up the Women Police Officers Network, within the Southeast European Police Chiefs 
Association (SEPCA). 
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Section 3 – Key Actors and their Role 
While on paper it seems that Serbia is not aid-dependent, since total aid and donations 
represent only a fraction of total inward flow of 'money', in reality the influence of external 
cash flows (and other forms of assistance) is significant, considering the fact that much of the 
budget is spent on social and internal political processes, with little invested for crucial reform 
programmes. This makes the external factor the key change agent in the country in two main 
areas: defence reform and police reform. If change does occur on the domestic front, it is 
bottom-up in an incremental step-by-step manner, with little innovation in the process.  

The Stakeholders 
The number of stakeholders who are engaged in SSR-related activity is vast, making the 
issue of role, responsibility and relationship very complex43. For simplification purposes, the 
paper will divide the scene into two parts. 

On the one side are the domestic stakeholders who are the recipients of assistance and on 
whom rests the direct responsibility of SSR-related decision-making. Because it is assumed 
that these stakeholders (mainly state institutions and agencies) receive assistance in areas 
which they have identified as reform areas in line with policy priorities, they represent the 
demand side of the interplay.  

Figure 1 lists the main stakeholders on the demand side, in which the recipient-specific 
ministry has dominance. These are the so-called power ministries, such as the Ministry of 
Defence, which has a large degree of autonomy when it comes to decision-making relating to 
defence reform. Anoother important stakeholder is the Ministry of Finance, which has an 
increasingly important role when it comes to the coordination of foreign assistance, in the 
context of this paper mainly in the domain of police reform. Other stakeholders are placed in 
a relative rank order, in terms of their estimated role in the SSR process.  

The role of the parliament is important not so much in the context of formalisation of 
the SSR process through the passing of legislation, but more within the context of 
oversight. This is not as satisfactory as the legislation regulating it. In respect of this paper, 
this relates primarily to the Parliament’s Committee on Defence and Security. Although over 
the time period analysed there has been a reasonable increase in the transparency of work 
of both the MoD and the MoI, this has not been followed by an increase in the effectiveness 
of the relevant parliamentary committee, whose ability to impact change remains passive and 
limited44.  

 

 

 

 

 
 

43 For the purpose of this study, a total number of 20 interviews were conducted between February 
and April 2009 with various mid- and high-level representatives of bilateral and multilateral 
stakeholders in Serbia.   
44 There have been some attempts to increase the engagement of the Parliament’s Committee on 
Defence and Security, through the provision of specialist educational courses and study visits. 
Organisations such as The Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces (DCAF) and 
the OSCE, which have worked to increase capacity of committee members. However, the nature of 
the political set-up as well as frequent elections have been some of the factors which have limited this 
impact.  



                               
 

  

 15

 
Figure 1 - KEY STAKEHOLDERS IN THE 
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On the other side are the external stakeholders, predominantly foreign governments or 
multilateral organisations, who do not have direct legitimacy in terms of decision-making, but 
who provide assistance largely through donations, such as direct funding for expertise, 
equipment and so on. These external stakeholders thus represent the supply side of this 
interplay scenario.  

In view of the broad definition of the security sector (outlined above), this paper adopts a 
broad definition of ‘donors’ as well, namely all donor government institutions involved in 
security sector reform activities (e.g. the Ministry of Defence, the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office and the Department for International Development (DfID), in the case 
of the UK) as well as multilateral institutions (e.g. the World Bank, the EU and the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO). These are shown in Figure 1. Notable is the fewer 
number of stakeholders engaged in the process, with the role of the donor embassy high on 
the scale of importance, which is not the case on the demand side. This is analysed in further 
detail in the following sections.   

Before looking at the demand and supply side, which form the main stakeholders in the 
context of this paper, it is pertinent to examine at other external stakeholders of importance, 
namely those located within the recipient side, but without direct decision-making role or 
responsibility. 
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The NGO community has an important place in the SSR concept. The traditional, rather 
restrictive, concept that the security sector consists of only those bodies authorised to use 
force is being replaced by a broader definition that recognises a range of other stakeholders 
involved in management and oversight functions, impacting local ownership through a 
bottom-up approach.  

In the context of this paper, the NGO community has been most active in defence reform, 
while up until 2009 there was very limited engagement in police reform.45 The level and type 
of their engagement in defence reform has varied from issue to issue. In some cases, this 
work has been the indirect oversight of reform, while in a limited number of cases there has 
been direct assistance offered to the Ministry of Defence (MoD), particularly in terms of the 
legislative aspects of reform, in which case select individuals have been engaged directly.  

The reluctance of the security services, including related government bodies, to engage 
NGOs directly, despite a lack of sufficient in-house expertise, is not new and can be seen in 
many other countries. The best examples of cooperation between the state and the NGO 
community are founded on positive personal relationships among the key players and 
associated short-term interests.  

The donor community has been working with the NGO sector actively, funding most of their 
activities, thus acting as a source of income (in most cases, the only income) for the few 
number of NGOs working on SSR.  This dependence upon foreign donor assistance leads to 
perceptions of non-objectivity and NGOs can be perceived to be merely an extension of 
foreign intervention. 

After almost a decade of development, it can still be observed that the NGO community in 
Serbia has not developed sufficient institutional expertise on the whole, but relies on 
select individuals with the right experience. There is insufficient capacity to work in areas 
such as advocacy, hence their role and impact on reform is often limited, often focusing on 
event organisation and publications. This makes public engagement and awareness 
problematic. Furthermore, if quality assessment is the foundation of assistance, then the 
difficulty in obtaining sufficient documents poses additional burdens on donor assistance, 
and thus coordination and harmonisation.  

Media issues are closely related to the NGO community, in this context acting not only as an 
external control (audit) mechanism to SSR, but also as a limited change agent. However, this 
only occurs when there is extensive and persistent media coverage, as the level of 
accountability is low, meaning short, one-off reporting has no impact. In this sense, Serbia is 
no different from other countries in the region, where the capacity and interest of the media 
to act effectively is limited for a variety of reasons.  
 
Despite the fact that there has been donor interest in building up media capacity on quality 
reporting in the area of SSR, there has been no associated improvement in the quality of 
reporting on this subject46. However, this has more to do with the nature of journalism in 
Serbia, where sensationalism is accorded a higher priority than professional, fact-based 
reporting by specialist journalists. This is related to a lack of media independence and lack of 
adequate funding, which means a greater vulnerability to external influence. Unfortunately, 
such negative reporting undermines greater public interest and engagement in the SSR 
process.  
 
 

 
45 In 2009, the OSCE Mission to Serbia, with support from several other donors (e.g. DCAF, Norway, 
Holland and Hungary), initiated a small three year project to strengthen the capacity of three NGOs to 
address police reform issues.  
46 For example, the OSCE often provides training workshops in cooperation with local universities and experts.  
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The Demand Side – Recipient Issues 
The starting point should be (at least in terms of theory) the importance of domestic 
ownership in all processes discussed above, as this is considered an essential component of 
guaranteeing the correct change management process, with sustainability and effectiveness 
key objectives. However, experience on the ground has shown that this is not as simple as it 
may at first seem. Again the process leading to this desirable state is rather complex, with 
many issues influencing the process in various directions.  Ownership is relevant to any 
assessment, i.e. when defining whether we are evaluating donor demands and expectations 
or the policy objectives of the recipient country, as discussed below.  
 
International donors tend firstly to discuss and develop their programmes in cooperation with 
Serbian institutions, with the aim of eventual total ownership taking place within a medium 
time-frame. However, this raises the question of who actually initiates the programme, which 
is highly relevant in terms of eventual implementation, since there are often accusations that 
projects have been imposed from the outside. While there is certainly truism in this 
statement, it must also be said that weak capacity on the recipient side limits possibilities, in 
terms of writing up increasingly complex project proposals, which are timely and in line with 
donor policy.  
 
This in turn raises the question of the recipient state’s capacity to handle international donor 
assistance. The complete, in-depth organisational acceptance of new ideas and initiatives is 
often a basic precondition for eventual success, and this is in most cases hard to achieve in 
a highly centralised and closed system such as that prevailing with the SSR (and other 
Serbian state institutions). Considering these negative factors, the ability of the system to 
innovate is severely limited, which will make finding solutions in this time of global economic 
crisis that much more difficult.  
 
In both the MoD and the MoI, initial contact and the coordination of donor-related activity is 
conducted through one central unit, usually a bureau for international cooperation. Although 
this has its logic and is not negative in its own right, experience has shown that the process 
is more complex, at least at three levels: 
 

 First, small units, working fairly highly up in the organisational ladder but within a 
system which has limited horizontal connectivity, operate with difficulty. With only 
partial supporting mechanisms dominated by vertical communication and very limited 
understanding of the system as a whole, entails a process which is neither effective 
nor efficient. This becomes particularly worrisome when larger projects or 
programmes are initiated, which require more engagement at mid levels as well as 
flexible horizontal connectivity.  

 Second, the ministries concerned will lack the in-depth capacity to provide useful 
input to often very demanding and specific donor requirements, especially in terms of 
analysis and knowledge-based decision-making.  

 Third, and most importantly, such activity can have the opposite effect to the one 
intended, weakening institutional capacity by strengthening the ‘personalisation’ of 
important issues, thus allowing for increased, rather than decreased, ‘politisation’ of 
the system. 

 
These weak governance issues are largely associated with transition, post-conflict societies, 
and Serbia is no exception. The strengthening of state institutions will take time and such 
issues will prevail in the forthcoming period. The existence of quality strategic documents (as 
well as their implementation) would ease these pressures significantly and provide 
stakeholders with useful guidance in every respect, as the following section will argue further. 
However, their creation in Serbia is problematic, often viewed sceptically as mere ‘box 
ticking’ exercises within the context of EU accession negotiations, as discussed below.  
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Furthermore, the strengthening of strategic management capacity, which must be seen in the 
light of ‘negative’ organisational culture, is a priority for the entire public administration, 
including SSR-related ministries. Without these moves, there is little scope for innovation 
(or recognition that new ways of doing business and functioning) to be institutionalised and 
rewarded, questioning the ability to stay ‘competitive’.  
 
This argument can be extended to include uncertainty avoidance, a term referring to the 
extent to which a collective strives to avoid uncertainty by relying on social norms, structural 
arrangements and bureaucratic practices to alleviate the unpredictability of future events47. 
There is clear evidence of this phenomena in Serbia, as there is a ‘magic circle’ whereby 
managers lack the trust to delegate important issues lower down as they are not only aware 
of low capacity, but more importantly have a personal desire not to lose control, which is 
deemed crucial. In terms of the followers, i.e. the lower levels of managers and team leaders, 
this leads to a very low incentive to initiate or promote anything to benceived as risky. As a 
result they will be looking to secure ‘top cover’ by referring all issues deemed sensitive higher 
up, thus only aiding the already bureaucratic system. Addressing this organisational culture 
issue, which is not unique to Serbia, will take time48. 
 
 
The Supply Side – Donor Issues 
The nature of assistance has varied over the past eight years, and has included both bilateral 
and multilateral stakeholders, with the former providing the bulk of funds. Among the most 
prominent actors were, in no particular order the USA, UK, Norway, Sweden, Germany, 
Holland, as well as the EU, OSCE and DCAF. The reasons for their engagement has varied 
as has the time period, with some actors being constantly present and some only for specific 
periods of time, depending on their foreign policy priorities and fund availability. As time 
moves on, donor interest in assisting Serbia will naturally decrease as new global 
hotspots, including the world financial crisis, hit domestic TV audiences and thus shift policy 
and priorities away from the Balkans. Moreover, as time passes more will be expected from 
Serbia, especially as the EU accession process gathers momentum and ‘box ticking’ 
approaches will no longer suffice.  
 
Since SSR is a holistic concept encompassing a number of state institutions and cross-
cutting issues, of particular relevance is how donors have prioritised subject areas placed on 
their agenda. Selection of subject areas is not based on any single argument, but tends to 
change with time. In the early years it was generally based on areas considered either to be 
directly related to security and stabilisation (e.g. the destruction of surplus weapons and 
explosive devices), but has over time shifted49 more towards those relevant to future 
development, such as governance. There have been some areas which have received 
almost constant attention, such as education. Apart from being considered a ‘soft’ area to 
engage in, interest in this field is explained by the fact that education is crucial for the future 
trends, attitudes and mindsets of security personnel. Support to such mid-term outcomes is 
an exception rather than the rule, as this requires a deeper and more expert-level 
engagement over several years. Such programmes are usually administered by several 
donors through a joint effort. It is frequently an international or regional organisation that 
pushes the agenda forward. An example is the OSCE, which has a constant presence on the 

 
47 In addition to uncertainty avoidance, differences in culture will also determine factors such as 
leadership assertiveness, future orientation, institutional collectivism and so on. See J.S. Chhokar, 
F.C. Broadbeck & R.J. House, (Eds), Culture and Leadership Across the World: The GLOBE book of 
in-Depth Studies of 25 Societies, London 2008: Taylor & Francis, p. 42. 
48 According to E.H Schein, culture is the most difficult organisational attribute to change, outlasting 
organisational products, services, founders and leadership and all other physical attributes of the 
organisation. See Schein, E.H Organizational Culture and Leadership, 3rd Ed., Jossey-Bass 2005. 
49 This shift is mainly taking place in practice among the donors which more experience in SSR, such 
as the UK, Norway and Sweden, among others.  
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ground with sufficient expertise and connectivity to pursue set outcomes and lobby interested 
stakeholders for engagement and funding.  
 
Closer examination of the areas of engagement reveals that there has been only a marginal 
effort to improve one of the core deficiencies in the Serbian change process, relating to 
strategic management, leadership and decision-making processes. 
 
In terms of change (reform), which represents the core of this paper, leadership has been 
mentioned many times. This paper advocates J.P. Kotter’s argument that leadership is 
crucial in terms of advancing SSR, as it is leadership that secures change and movement50. 
The importance of strategic management comes to the forefront of priorities in order to 
secure order and consistency, which is lacking, thus negatively impacting sustainability of 
reform. Keith Grint stated that management is the equivalent of déjà vu (seen this before), 
whereas leadership is the equivalent of vu jàdé (never seen this before), a realisation that 
still awaits the SSR context in Serbia.51  
 
Within the SSR area, the OSCE, together with external support, has only very recently 
managed to rally support as well as donor interest towards these priority change areas, such 
as communication and human resources management. Although this will take time and 
effort, it demonstrates that donor coordination can have positive outcomes when 
administered pro-actively over time.  
 
There is no doubt that donor activity in Serbia – as elsewhere - has depended on the donor 
country’s foreign policy objectives. This relates to both the depth and type of engagement 
chosen. While Norway has been one of the biggest donors to Serbia, more traditional allies 
in this sector, such as Italy, have been more cautious and preferred to focus on specific 
sectors of assistance.  
 
Budget resources devoted to assistance in general and assistance toward different aspects 
within SSR are based on various sets of information and complex decision-making 
processes. Most countries have defence or police attachés in country, and their evaluations 
and recommendations on the ground are combined with general policy objectives at the 
more strategic level, often resulting in several donor programmes of assistance provided by 
any one country. An example is the UK, where the Ministry of Defence and Department for 
International Development will have different budget lines and funds, as well as those which 
are combined, such as the Global Conflict Prevention Pool fund. Coordination of these funds 
is usually done both within capitals and their respective Embassies, but often during the past 
there have been examples of activities funded by one country, but with little coordination 
among the respective providers. A further layer of complexity to decision-making is visible 
when countries have to operate via various multilateral organisations. For example, since the 
OSCE is not a 'funding' organisation, it relies on extra-budgetary assistance from states to 
implement projects. 
 
Considering this paper argues for a strategic, largely realistic mid-term, approach to SSR, a 
key budgetary question concerns the sustainability of funding. Ultimately this play a crucial 
role in determining if an outcome is achieved. Considering the local transition climate, 
budgetary sustainability must be secured in terms of: 
 

 Adequate funding including scope for mid-term evaluations 
 Flexibility to modify budgets to achieve set outcomes and outputs 
 Longevity in terms of support to full implementation so that change can take roots.  

 

 
50 J.P. Kotter, A Force for Change: How Leadership differs from Management, New York: Free Press. 
51 Keith Grint, Leadership: Limits & Possibilities, Palgrave Macmillan 2005, p. 15. 
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Donor assistance does not just encompass financial assistance; other significant forms of 
assistance are provided to Serbia. An example is a state providing direct assistance via a 
multilateral organisation, such as expertise through a secondment to the OSCE or directly to 
a Serbian Ministry in advisory roles.  
 
When it comes to the use of direct foreign expertise there has been a tendency to utilise only 
subject experts, who may have little holistic understanding of Serbia. In this sense, one can 
argue there is a lack of capacity by many donors to support adequate SSR initiatives 
over a period of time – a serious handicap when we consider that change takes time and 
the domestic capacity to take lead is limited. This was reinforced in discussion, during which 
domestic interlocutors interviewed complained that foreign experts do not understand the 
specificities of the environment in which they were operating and had only narrow expertise 
in either defence or police issues. Few had practical expertise from similar settings in areas 
such as change management, social development, administration reform, judiciary or 
strategic planning. As can be expected, such experts tend to import solutions and 
methodologies directly from their own experiences, either from their own or some other 
country, which are simply not applicable to Serbia.  
 
Two issues regarding the political perceptions of international involvement in SSR in 
Serbia were raised during the research. The first issue concerns the relationship between the 
image of one country and its involvement in that process. Apparently, a positive image of 
certain countries such as Norway is contributing to an acceptance of their involvement in the 
process by the general public in Serbia. Norwegian policy towards Serbia and assistance for 
SSR has a high level of public approval, because of historical reasons and the generally 
positive image of Norway held by Serbians. Testimony to this reference is the fact that 
Norway is one of the most desirable partners in joint projects, not only because of the 
resources it contributes, but also because of popular acceptance of its engagement. On the 
other hand, representatives of governments which are significant donors in the field, but 
whose public image is not very high, do not receive much local publicity. There is a question 
as to whether the donor state or Serbian institutions should be responsible for the PR of 
foreign actors, possibly requiring commonly developed communication approaches.  
 
The second issue is whether the recent deterioration in political relations between Serbia and 
a number of countries which recognized the self–proclaimed independence of Kosovo has 
influenced their cooperation in SSR. It can be observed that despite the special measures 
which Serbia introduced, including the withdrawal of ambassadors from a number of 
countries  that recognised  independence, the SSR aspect and engagement of these 
countries was only temporarily suspended and is now more or less back on track, at least in 
terms of levels of cooperation.  
 
However, the one relationship which has not recuperated, mainly as a result of more 
strategic political issues, is the NATO-Serbia relationship. The DRG process has been 
completely halted despite its positive impact, as noted above. 
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Section 4 – Coordination and Harmonisation 
The coordination of actors and harmonisation of programmes has been very difficult 
in Serbia for a variety of reasons. Faults lie on both sides, with both recipients and donors. 
While this is not unique to Serbia, two aspects are noteworthy: the prevalence of a 
negative attitude to foreign assistance at various levels of decision-making in the field 
of SSR and the anticipated reduction in attention from donors.  
 
At the time of writing there was no formal instrument for donor coordination and very 
little in terms of harmonisation when it comes to SSR in Serbia. Considering the 
importance of foreign donations this is a worrying factor, both in terms of expected output 
and change management in general. Moreover, as governance reform becomes more 
complex and based on cross-sector (inter/intra-ministerial) cooperation, it will be difficult to 
implement required reforms in an effective and efficient manner without domestic 
harmonisation and alignment of all these aspects.  
 
Coordination by Donors 
There are no blueprints for carrying out security sector reform, which is specific to the context 
of individual countries. There is also no one model of which areas should be targeted by 
security sector reform activities. It is vital therefore that donors conduct a thorough country 
assessment prior to any engagement in order to understand the context and local realities. 
 
Most donors have recognised that this lack of coordination is a major obstacle to more 
efficient and effective SSR in Serbia, in line with the Paris Declaration signed in 2005, of 
which all the major stakeholders are a signatory, including Serbia.52 As such they have been 
tempted to introduce various modes of cooperation, with limited overall success. The 
fundamental question is: on who's behalf are these coordination initiatives taking 
place? 
 
As will be discussed in more detail below, the European Commission (EC) has until recently 
not prioritised security sector reform, mainly because of the political sensitivities involved. 
However, even if donors shy away from the term ‘security sector reform’, they may engage in 
SSR activities under the umbrella of good governance or bilateral military assistance. 
 
The question is reasonable given the importance of donor engagement and the lack of 
adequate response from the relevant Serbian institutions. Considering Serbia's negative 
attitude to what is perceived as external interference, such formalised coordination meetings 
are seen as an attempt to impose thinking and more importantly, as a loss of control over the 
process. This problem is further exacerbated by the nature of the highly politicised and 
centralised public administration in Serbia, which severely limits required horizontal lines of 
communication.  
 
As a result most coordination initiatives have been externally driven, leading some observers 
to note that they are more for the benefit of the donor community, than Serbia itself. The 

 

52 The Paris Declaration, endorsed on 2 March 2005, is an international agreement to which 
over 100 Ministers, Heads of Agencies and other senior officials adhered and committed their 
countries and organisations to continue to increase efforts in harmonisation, alignment and 
managing aid for results with a set of monitorable actions and indicators. 
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main imperative that leads international representatives involved in SSR to coordinate their 
work is the necessity of the exchange of the information. 
 
Various attempts at coordination have been made, some within regional cooperation 
initiatives, such as the Stability Pact Working Table III. The examples examined n  more 
detail below have been relatively successful: 
 
The Serbia-NATO DRG began working in February 2006 with the intention of accelerating 
and directing the process of reform of the defence system, and thus enabling Serbia’s faster 
accession to Euro-Atlantic integrations. The Group was formed at the instigation of Norway 
and comprises 15 working groups, made up of Serbian MoD officials, NATO officials, and 
representatives of other Serbian government bodies, international organisations, and on 
occasion experts from the NGO community. This useful cooperation process was dropped by 
Serbia in early 2008, as noted in section two above.  
 
However, experiences from this process were very positive. The DRG not only addressed 
the concerns of all parties involved, including the international stakeholders funding engaged 
with significant funds, it also provided much better local ownership to the processes, as it 
enabled in-depth engagement by relevant parties as well as direct horizontal and vertical 
communication. The latter is of particular importance and is often lacking when it comes to 
management of processes and teamwork, leading to delays and failure to maximise outputs. 
As such, this cooperation process, while it lasted, was one of the more positive experiences 
in Serbia’s SSR effort.  
 
The South East Europe Clearinghouse is a regional security initiative launched in 2004 by 
the United States European Command (US EUCOM) and the Slovenian Ministry of Defence. 
The goal of this initiative is to accelerate the process of accession to Euro-Atlantic 
integrations by helping SEEC countries, (Albania, Croatia, Macedonia, Serbia, Montenegro 
and BIH) as candidates for NATO membership.  
 
This initiative is developing well, with increased local ownership in terms of regional 
approaches to defence issues, for example, planning common approaches to issues such as 
specialist training. Such cost-effective approaches will increase trust and experiences among 
those participating, thus contributing directly to regional stabilisation and possibly the EU 
security agenda. Moreover, although it is primarily a project level event, this initiative has had 
a positive strategic effect over the past year, when Serbia decided to limit its cooperation with 
many key donor countries, as well as neighbours.  
 
The Nordic Initiative aims to provide a coordinated and combined approach to the defence 
cooperation activities of the five Nordic countries of Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and 
Sweden to the Western Balkan countries of Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, 
Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia in order to more effectively contribute to the 
consolidation of peace and stability in the region. Two key stated objectives are to develop a 
framework through which to deliver coordinated bilateral or multilateral defence cooperation 
activities within the region, and to identify and develop joint activities to assist the Partner 
countries in their respective defence and SSR programmes. In this sense, the most important 
aspect of the Nordic Initiative Steering Group is the ability to discuss national priorities and 
points of view in an open and transparent way. In other words, focus is on information 
exchange and harmonisation with other interested parties, where possible.  
 
The EU possesses huge potential to act as an SSR actor, but until recently it has not 
invested in a comprehensive approach in this area. Although the EU does hold occasional 
meetings with partner states and other international actors on various subjects of common 
interest it must be noted that there is no holistic approach to SSR in Serbia for both the 
Commission’s large office and the EU member-states represented in Serbia. The problem is 
that the EU is not primarily concerned with SSR in Serbia, focusing instead on the EU’s 



                               
 

  

 23

                                                

internal security concept, the “area of freedom, security and justice” (AFSJ) the primary 
objective of which is to provide European citizens with an enhanced level of security within 
the EU.53  
  
That is not to say the EU does not recognise the relationship between its own security 
concerns and SSR processes in potential new member states54. Indeed, it is recognised that 
‘[t]he development of an area of freedom, security and justice can only be successful if it is 
underpinned by a partnership with third countries’.55 The December 2005 EU Council 
External Justice & Home Affairs Strategy contains a forceful statement about the importance 
of enlargement within the context of EU interests: 
 

“The prospect of enlargement is an effective way to align with EU standards in 
JHA in candidate countries and those with a European perspective, both through 
the adoption and implementation of the acquis and through improvements in 
operational contacts and cooperation.56 

 
More recently, the Lisbon Treaty has provided a new, more coordinated approach to security 
and defence issues, including SSR at first generation level, falling under the umbrella of 
Foreign Security and Defence Policy. However, this will take time to develop further, 
especially when it comes to more advanced second generation support to SSR, which is 
discussed in this paper. . 
 
The OSCE has for the past eight years sought to aid cooperation of key stakeholders in 
police reform, as a strategic partner to the Serbian MoI. The process was initiated with the 
Police Reform Donor’s Conference held in June 2002 and lasted until June 2006, when the 
MoI lost interest in the process. The organisation launched a more informal information-
exchange process among key donors which lasted from late 2007 until early 2009. Although 
this process had a much lower level of expectation, it too was discontinued due to lack of 
interest at a strategic level from a sufficient number of stakeholders.  
 
There have been informal attempts by a small group of interested defence attachés to meet 
up occasionally and discuss relevant issues of common interest.57   This simplified and ad-
hoc setting has been very beneficial according to those interviewed, as it relates to short-
term and practical issues of common concern to those taking part. In terms of change, it can 
be argued that this small gathering represents an important change agent effect, as 
brainstorming, information exchange and possibly coordination does not go much beyond 
this level.  
 
However, in the sense of this paper, such small informal settings have limited application as 
donor cooperation should be more holistic in terms of applicability and formal in terms of 
setting to have maximum desirable output. In other words, it should involve a larger number 
of stakeholders, as programmes do not have just funding issues at stake, but also significant 
reform aspects and policy implications.  

Moreover, considering SSR is a holistic concept often requiring major policy decisions, it can 
be observed that coordination among just two or three countries (even if these are major 
donors) is not sufficient to advance reform. In other words, SSR programmes need to take 
a multi-layered or multi-stakeholder approach if they are to be successful, especially 

 
53 Jörg Monar, ‘Justice and Home Affairs’ in The EU and Security Sector Reform, DCAF 2007, p. 130 
54 Effective multilateral engagement in the area of SSR was first referred to as a strategic objective of 
the EU in the European Security Strategy (ESS) published in 2003.  
55 http://ec.europa.eu/justice_home/fsj/external/wai/fsj_external_intro_en.htm  
56 EU Council document no 15446/05 of 6.12.2005, para 10.  
57 An example is the so-called Programme for Resettlement in Serbia and Montenegro Army – 
PRISMA. Witek Nowosielski, ‘The Retraining and Resettlement’, Chevening Magazine 18-19, 2004, 
p.43  

http://ec.europa.eu/justice_home/fsj/external/wai/fsj_external_intro_en.htm
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in terms of the complex JHA arena. For example, police reform is as much about fighting 
organised crime as it is about police accountability and human resources management, all 
clearly distinct fields, yet closely interlinked when we discuss change management 
processes in this sector. While tackling any one of these areas is a huge undertaking and 
usually requires several donors, tackling all would require a holistic approach by a multitude 
of stakeholders.  

Flowing from this is the observation that two groups of donors exist in Serbia when it comes 
to SSR. Countries which have been engaged in the development of the SSR concept 
globally (e.g. UK, Holland, Norway and Sweden) understand and attempt to use the concept 
in its broader sense (OECD-DAC approach) locally and even going beyond to include related 
cross-government public reform issues. However, interviewed officials on the ground from 
many other countries with less experience do not refer to SSR in such a holistic manner, 
seeing their role at a more tactical and operational level.  
 
Last but not least, donors must place more emphasis on their own assessment and 
evaluation processes when it comes to the implementation of programmes and projects. 
While it is good this is done in cooperation with the recipient country, in policy terms it should 
also be done at least once a year by the donor at home. The employment of external 
consultants has its benefits, especially if proper Terms of Reference are applied, however 
alone they have little benefit. Scope must be left for the adequate application of their findings 
and flexibility built into the system to address any inefficiency, which will almost always exist 
due to the nature of the process itself. 
 
It is expected that in the near future, donor assistance will become better scrutinised from the 
donor’s own central audit authority58, as in many cases donations account for serious 
percentages of public spending, which is seriously being scrutinised under the current 
economic crisis. Such a process will no doubt have a positive impact on donor assistance in 
general, especially in terms of enforcing the Paris Declaration agreement mentioned above. 
 
 
Coordination by Recipient 
This paper has made it clear that ultimate responsibility for coordination must rest with the 
domestic recipient, in this case the government of Serbia. This is particularly important in 
terms of the harmonisation of reform efforts. Considering harmonisation has an important 
policy angle, it can best be achieved through strategic planning and management, i.e. the 
existence of valid and usable strategic documents.  
 
As argued above, quality strategic documents59  would clearly show the direction and depth 
of desired reform and would immensely benefit donor coordination. Without them, all that 
remains are ad hoc and short-term objectives, often steered in politically opposing directions. 
Hence, the lack of adequate strategic documents is a failure on several fronts.  
 
Firstly, considering it is a top-down process, it demonstrates a lack of initiative and will for 
real change in a systematic, cost-effective and sustainable way. Secondly, it shows a lack of 
capacity on behalf of the domestic institution(s) to initiate such processes in the appropriate 
way and produce quality documents. An example is the recently passed National Security 

 
58 An example from the UK could be engaging a trilateral (DFID, MOD, FCO) organisational unit with 
sufficient independent authority to provide evaluation in a holistic manner, at lest at country level, if not 
from regino to region. Another example could be  the increased involvement of the National Audit 
Office in the process of evaluation donor assistance. 
59 The question of the quality of strategic documents is an issue of concern, as they do exist but are 
not being utilised, for a variety of reasons, such as: lack of top-down support, academic approach to 
drafting, minimal institutional ownership, bad communication etc.  
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Strategy, which will do little to help neither improve donor coordination nor provide any real 
strategic input into the process.   
Most importantly, it questions how SSR issues are identified and prioritised, i.e. who leads 
the reform process? These cannot be administered by bodies such as the National Security 
Council60 alone, which are primarily meant to decide upon or give guidance on the main 
strategic policy directions. Thus, the role of such councils is not adequate for coordination of 
donor assistance.  
 
In defence reform, the PfP process does offer some assistance in strategic planning, but it is 
the Membership Action Plan (MAP) that would ultimately aid the strategic approach to 
defence reform (SSR) in a holistic manner required, including coordination and 
harmonisation aspects. As Serbia is currently not looking at MAP and NATO membership, 
this is only an option for the medium term. However, EU documents do offer more direction 
to police reform, albeit in certain aspects, such as border control and organised crime, crucial 
within the context of its own JHA area.  
 
This paper asserts that less ‘politisation’ of the process, where Serbia is seen as a ‘special’ 
case, would certainly aid a more qualitative process of reform in Serbia. The OSCE, while is 
meant to have a significant role in coordination, especially with regards to police reform, is 
not utilised at all, despite its comparative advantage in several respects, including availability 
of permanent expertise on the ground and ‘neutral’ status by representation of 56 
participating states, including those of the EU.  
 
Donor policies could be improved by increased coordination between different governmental 
departments dealing with particular SSR elements in Serbia. However, this is not occurring at 
the moment in any real sense, although it has been recognised as an issue and occasional 
discussion does take place. A move forward in terms of process improvement would be 
the creation of senior level cross-ministry working group to steer SSR coordination 
among key ministries (e.g. MoD, MoI, Ministry of Foreign Affairs), as well as the 
encouragement of more operational (mid-level) cooperation, which could greatly improve 
horizontal linkages at a more expert-professional level, thus positively impacting knowledge 
based decision-making and reform as such.  
 
An interesting point that differentiates Serbia from all other CE and SE European states is 
that of NATO membership and the impact this has had on the SSR process. While other 
countries underwent NATO’s Membership Action Plan exercise prior to becoming Alliance 
members, building up their capacity towards a strategic approach to SSR reform, Serbia has 
so far lacked this experience. Moreover, it is more than likely to become the first country in 
the region to become an EU applicant and member without moving closer towards NATO 
membership.  
 
The Ministry of Finance has to date played a more systematic coordinating role, when it 
comes to some bilateral donations (e.g. donations from Norway). However, while this is 
certainly a welcome development in terms of positively impacting on duplication, it is driven 
externally and is project-based, with only limited scope to influence decision-making in the 
various ministries. Furthermore, it focuses on reform across government and there is little 
scope and capacity to recognise SSR in a holistic manner.  
 
A good example is the current debate on engagement of Serbia's security forces in UN 
peace support missions, with both the MoD and MoI leading their own, separate 
negotiations, with almost minimal engagement from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the 
Ministry of Finance. These latter two are in effect the most important players in the process, 

 
60 This body was formed in December 2007 and to date it is difficult to assess its impact. More details 
in Vladimir Cvijan, ‘Savet za nacionalnu analizu – pozitivnopravna analiza’, Srpska pravna revija br. 8 
(2008) 
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considering the fact this is potentially part of Serbia’s foreign policy with significant financial 
implications over time.  
The further strengthening of this Ministry of Finance’s role would be beneficial, at least in 
terms of financial aspects, while other initiatives at more operational levels, such inter-
ministerial working groups, subject dependent, could be set up to supplement this process 
 
Moreover, the EU Integration Office has much to offer in this respect, and the National 
Programme for Integration of the republic of Serbia with the European Union (NPI) is 
certainly a crucial strategic document, especially in the absence of others.  
 
Last but not least, the most complex issue is connecting all these requirements into one, in 
terms of overall public administration advanced governance, which should be explored within 
the offices off the General Secretariat. This would help bring the ‘ministries of force’ closer 
towards one state administrative system.  
 
A basic requirement for such cross-governmental efforts to work is a stable and functioning 
political landscape, with a commonly acceptable objective. The EU integration process is 
certainly a cue in this sense, but will have a difficult role to play until Ministries start to work 
together in a more efficient and effective manner, at all levels. 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 
The success and long-term sustainability of interventions relating to security sector reform 
can often be contingent on the scope and coherence of the interventions being made. 
 
According to the OECD DAC guidelines, donors should engage in SSR with three major 
overarching objectives: i) the improvement of basic security and justice service delivery, ii) 
the establishment of an effective governance, oversight and accountability system; and iii) 
the development of local leadership and ownership of a reform process to review the 
capacity and technical needs of the security system.  
 
If these are applied strictly, then it is noticeable that, as far as the donors are concerned, 
Serbia has moved little beyond stage one in the SSR ladder. For example, while 
organisational structures for police accountability and basic legislature have been set up and 
modified, these systems are far from effective in terms of operational capacity. More 
importantly, the desirable outcome of effective oversight and accountability is non-existent.  
 
This paper has further asserted that Serbia is not utilising donor assistance in the most 
positive way, for various reasons. Bearing in mind the overall importance of donor assistance 
for driving reform forward, an overriding conclusion is that donor assistance towards this key 
country in the Western Balkans should only gradually be diminished with more emphasis 
placed on better value for money, i.e. smarter donations. There is a requirement to reduce 
‘politisation’ of assistance, which has only short term ‘political’ benefit and invest more into 
quality local ownership processes at a strategic level.  
 
While there are indications that this problem has been recognised, there is still little evidence 
that it is being addressed at the speed and depth required. More attention by donors is 
required towards an understanding of cultural specificities of leadership and 
management in Serbia. If there is little evidence of demand-driven change (reform) at 
higher levels, then change can only come from lower levels or organisations – something the 
DRG processes indirectly enabled. However, considering the conclusions regards 
uncertainly avoidance made above, it is to be expected that reform will be very slow, with 
only very few initiatives surviving and moving upwards.  
 
The paper has asserted that donor coordination is a very complex process involving various 
actors, interests and processes. The EU accession process is an important factor guiding 
Serbia's reform processes, including SSR. The EU should invest more in bringing together its 
own security concerns within the AFSJ concept and the various EU approaches to SSR, 
especially with aspirant member states. The former cannot be addressed without investing 
more holistically in the latter, especially in the case of countries such as Serbia.  
 
A recognition that SSR is not only about increasing operational capacity but also 
about enhanced service delivery, governance and accountability should guide donor 
strategies when it comes to both funding and programme design, as well as their own 
capacity to deliver these appropriately. In this sense, investing in adequate personnel, 
with governance experience, will enable a cross-government effort, which is essential to 
move Serbia both into the second generation SSR and assist her in advancing her desired 
policy objectives, including EU accession.  
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General Recommendations 
 
 

1. STRATEGIC APPROACH – the most important aspect is investing in developing an 
acceptable strategy on supporting SSR and place emphasis on a programme-based 
approach, rather than project based, with emphasis on governance issues, i.e. 
vertical and horizontal cross-sector connectivity. 

 
2. FLEXIBLE APPROACH - the recipient country must own the coordination process, 

which should not preclude the donor community from initiating their own coordination 
effort. 
 

3. ACTIVE DOMESTIC COORDINATION PROCESS – in support of the high-level 
National Security Council, the creation of a senior-level working group dedicated to 
SSR, as well as the encouragement of more inter-ministerial operation cooperation 
would greatly aid the effective and efficient usage of donor assistance and positively 
impact reform efforts. 

 
4. HORIZONTAL ENGAGEMENT - engaging a wider spectrum of countries and 

stakeholders into the SSR process at an early stage, not just key interlocutors or 
‘friendly’ actors. 

 
5. VERTICAL ENGAGEMENT - more emphasis must be placed on the in-depth 

engagement of Serbian stakeholders (domestic institutions) as key actors not just in 
terms of coordination, but also harmonisation and alignment, which will enable a 
quality change process with more sustainability and cost-effectiveness.  

 
6. CONTROL SUB-CONTRACTING EFFORTS – through careful screening, 

subcontractors can be a cost-effective tool. More effort must be taken in the selection 
of implementation partners, including more control on sub-contractor provided 
activity. 

 
7. IMPROVED EVALUATION – donors must place more emphasis on building up 

improved evaluation techniques, both those in cooperation with the relevant recipient 
countries, but also their own evaluation. Reliance on external consultants to provide 
this service is not sufficient if there is not space for an adequate ‘lessons learned’ 
process.  

 
8. ADEQUATE HUMAN RESOURCES – through the application of a well planned 

human resources deployment policy, engage both civilian and security (military and 
police) personnel taking into account the holistic nature of change management in 
public service and the specificity of Serbia.  

 
9. FORMALISED COORDINATION IS BENEFICIAL – despite negative aspects, mainly 

relating to excessively high expectations. Formal coordination between the key 
stakeholders on both sides enforces higher levels of harmonisation, ultimately 
contributing to better utilisation and value for money.  

 
10. CIVIL SOCIETY ENGAGEMENT – continued assistance with focus given to 

increasing the quality of the this sector, especially in terms of analysis and advocacy, 
at least through the distribution of findings to a wide as possible audience to provide a 
knowledge based discussion. 
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Specific Recommendations 
 

 
11. DEFENCE REFROM – restarting the DRG concept would the most visible and 

concrete way to kick-start defence reform efforts, within the NATO PfP framework. 
 

12. POLICE REFORM – requires a more coordinated and strategic approach by donors, 
supported by the MoI’s lead in this efforts through the adoption of a overall strategic 
plan as soon as possible, as the only real measure of committed and measurable 
reform.  

 
13. EXTERNAL SSR OVERSIGHT – more effort must be placed by donors on assisting 

the capacity of parliamentarians, i.e. the relevant parliamentary committees focusing 
on SSR aspects, to engage in SSR debates and enhance the oversight mechanisms. 
So far in Serbia this has been limited.  
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