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1. Introduction

The aim of this paper is to analyze the current concept of national security in the Republic of Serbia. This will be done by analyzing strategic discourses and practices between 2000 and 2008 through David Baldwin’s conceptual framework.
 The period between 2000 and 2008 is chosen because it is a period of democratic transition and arguably a period in which the new concept of security has been slowly emerging. The main method used is discourse analysis. The sources that will be used are the major official documents defining explicitly or implicitly the concept of national security in Serbia such as the White Paper on Defence (2005)
, Constitution of Serbia (2006)
, Strategic Defence Review (2006)
, President’s Draft of the National Security Strategy (2006)
, and the Partnership for Peace Presentation document (2007). The analysis will also draw on parliamentary and other public discussions of the concept of security especially in section four where Serbian political and strategic culture is discussed.

Trying to figure out the concept of security in Serbia is not an easy task. It is so for several reasons. Firstly, Serbia is a politically deeply divided country. The division cuts the political space into two blocs (“democratic” and “patriotic”) with fundamentally diverging visions of national interests, identity and strategic orientation of the country. While the “democratic bloc” argues for the European and Euro-Atlantic integration, the “patriotic bloc” is “sovereignist”, Euro-sceptic, at times pro-Russian. But this division is not only political, it is also cultural.
 This cultural division, which follows the mentioned political division, creates diverging interpretations of history, national and political identity of Serbia. On the one side is a civic-democratic discourse which is emphasizing historical narratives of internal emancipation and projects post-modern identity of Serbia as opposed to Serbia from the 1990s.
 On the other side is national-liberational discourse which is built around Serbia’s external emancipation and projects Serbia’s national identity in ethnical terms as opposed to geographically and culturally distinct “Others”. Secondly, the concept of security is still in the making. Arguably, the traumatic period of disintegration of Yugoslavia, which began with secession of Slovenia and Croatia in 1991 and ended with separation of Montenegro in 2006 and declaration of independence of Kosovo in 2008, has been the latest formative period for the constitution of Serbian strategic culture and its concept of security. It may seem too early to tell the long term impact of these events on the strategic thinking in Serbia. For all the above mentioned reasons it has been difficult to achieve national consensus on the key national security issues in the early phase of the democratization process as it was the case in other post communist countries in the early 1990s.
 This resulted in a big delay regarding the adoption of key strategic documents.
 However, in spite of the challenges, it is still possible to think about the emergent concept of security in Serbia and discern its rough contours in statu nascendi.

2. What is a concept of security?

Security, in the largest sense, can be defined as a pursuit of freedom from threat. The concept of security can be defined as an abstract idea about the norms and values underlining legitimacy and efficiency of policies and actors involved in the collective pursuit of freedom from threat. It is a unit of knowledge from which one derives answers to questions like these: Who pursues security? From what threats? To what referent objects? By what means? In this text we are going to analyze the pursuit of freedom from threat at the national security policy level in the Republic of Serbia. However, just because we analyze the national security policy level doesn’t mean that the primary referent object of the policy is necessarily a nation or state. One polity can have an individual, world order or something else as a referent object of its concept of security.
 

Analyzing the concept of security is important, as Baldwin puts it, for three main reasons: „it facilitates asking the most basic question of social science [...] it promotes rational policy analysis by facilitating comparison of one type of security policy with another, and [...] it facilitates scholarly communication by establishing common ground between those with disparate views.“
 In order to specify a security concept, Baldwin proposes asking 7 questions. 1) Security for whom? This question regards referent object of security that are seen as threatened. Although theoretically it could be just about anything, notions such as individual, society, state and international systems usually take up the place. 2) Security for which values? Values can also vary, but the most usual ones in security discourse are physical survival, political independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity, democratic order, free market etc. 3) How much security? Given that absolute security is no less than utopia, a concept of security can only tend towards certain level of security. 4) From what threats? Threats can be caused by human or natural factors, directly or indirectly caused, military or non-military, can be regarded as old or new, symmetric or asymmetric, short/mid/long term and their carriers can be actors or processes and can come from different levels such as individual, societal, unit, global etc. 5) By what means? Security can be achieved through various means such as military, diplomatic, economic, intelligence; police etc. Relying on different means will produce different results. Fighting terrorism with military means is different from doing it through law enforcement or economic development. No actor can rely on all available means equally, since each one of them has a different logic, cost and benefit. Thus, the phrase commonly used “by all means necessary” usually means “including the use of force”. 6) At what costs? Just like in economy, there is no such thing as free lunch in security. To put it differently, every security policy has its economic and social price. The approach to costs depends on whether we consider security as having a prime value (the most important value), core value (one of most important values) or marginal value (the diminishing marginal utility of security depends on how much do you have it just like it does with other goods and services). 7) In what time period? Short term gains can have negative long term impact and vice versa. Also, some means may be quite effective on the short run, such as military force, but can turn out to be quite costly and inefficient in the long run.
 Now that we laid out the dimensions of concept of security we turn to the Serbian case.

3. Does Serbia have a concept of national security?

Asking if Serbia has a concept of national security policy is not like asking if Serbia has a concept of let’s say economy. Although different governments may differ in nuances regarding their conduct of economic policies, there is a general minimal consensus among decision makers and citizens that Serbia abandoned planned economy and collective property in favour of free market and capitalist economy. Their economic policies may differ in style and quantity but not in essence and quality. However, this could not be easily said for security policies. Questions we have laid out in the previous section have been, until recently, differently answered by different actors and documents in Serbia.

 The analysis of strategic and security discourses conducted for the purpose of this paper reveals that the deep rift from the 1990s bordering the atmosphere of civil war and principal divergences from the early phases of transition (2000-2006) have given way to a recent convergence in the domain of security (2006-2008). Secession of Montenegro, the subsequent independence of Serbia (2006), adoption of the new Constitution (2006) and set of laws and resolutions (2007) provided some answers on many pre-modern political questions - who we are and where we are? - that puzzled Serbia since the break-up of Yugoslavia in the early 1990s. Although the national security system is at least formally institutionalized, it nonetheless still doesn’t function in a holistic and well coordinated fashion. Finally, an emerging national consensus about the basic security and defence orientation started appearing following the recognition of Kosovo by most NATO member states in 2008. The new foreign, security and defence consensus can be shortly formulated as: yes to membership in the EU; yes to active status PfP; no to NATO; never to recognize Kosovo as an independent state. All political parties except one rallied practically around one single policy regarding Kosovo.
 For the above mentioned reasons we argue that the concept of security has started to emerge between 2006 and 2008 from newly adopted official documents, as well as from the increasing convergence of official and opposition security discourses. However, if Serbia does have a concept of security, it is definitely not a very well preconceived and explicitly articulated one but rather a concept around which consensus is emerging in a gradual and incremental way. In the lines that follow, we will outline this emergent concept of national security in the Republic of Serbia.

4. Political Culture in Serbia

It is difficult to discuss and analyze any concept of security out of its social and cultural context. For that purpose, we will in this chapter analyze the main strands of political and strategic culture in Serbia. While political culture can be defined as assumptions about the political world, strategic culture is assumptions about usefulness and appropriateness of use of force in international relations.
 Arguably, Serbian political and strategic culture is composed of two discursive streams: national-liberational and civic-democratic.
 

The national-liberational stream is built around narratives on external emancipation and internal integration. Its main elements are medieval myths about the Golden Age and Serbian unity, defiance against foreign conquerors and interpretation of Serbian identity through concepts of victimhood and martyrdom. This discourse is susceptible to neurotic behaviours which Sabrina P. Ramet described as ‘denial syndrome’ (denying one’s own responsibility in war crimes), ‘sinister attribution error’ (everybody is plotting against us) and ‘dysphoric rumination’ (tendency to reinterpret past events in a negative light).
 The national-liberational concept of Serbian nation is ethnic and cultural.
 Accordingly, the concept of national identity, deriving from such a view, is ethnic and spatial: the Self is community of birth and native culture while the “Other” is spatially located outside of the Self.
 It is usually neighbouring ethnic groups such as Albanians, Croats, Bosnian Muslims and recently liminal Montenegrins.  Finally, in Serbian politics, the legitimacy, appeal and resonance of the national-liberational discourse is directly proportional to the strength of external pressures and reversely proportional to the magnitude of internal pressures (graph 1). External pressures relate to demands coming from the international domain that put honour, sovereignty or independence to the test. Internal pressures relate to pressures that the Serbian Government exert on its society, civil liberties and democratic processes.


In other words, the stronger are the pressures and demands coming from the external fore, the bigger will be public resonance of national-liberational arguments (if made). Also, the greater the governmental strain is on the Serbian society, the smaller are chances that national-liberational arguments will seize the day.
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Graph 1: Resonance of national-liberational discourse and external/internal pressures

On the other side stands the civic-democratic stream developed around narratives of internal emancipation and international integration. Its major themes are democratization, individualism, human rights and civilian liberties, modernization and international integration. The concept of nation in this tradition is civic rather than ethnic and cultural. Its components are, in Anthony Smith’s words, historic territory, political community, equality of members and common civic culture and ideology.
 Given that the Serbian society has a very limited democratic historic experience and that it still doesn’t have a clear idea of the “historic territory” it is entitled to, this conception of civic nation in Serbia has remained underdeveloped. There have been attempts to construct Serbian civic identity though temporal Othering, with the aggressive ethno-nationalist Self from the 1990s constructed as it’s most radical Other but without any significant success. When this failed, the pro-democratic elites engaged in the reconciliation with Serbia from the 1990s.
 Lastly, it is noteworthy stressing that the public appeal of the civic-democratic discourse in Serbian contemporary politics is directly proportional to the magnitude of internal pressures and indirectly proportional to the severity of demands coming from the outside (Graph 2).
 To put it differently, to the extent the individual or society is under pressure from domestic government the civic-democratic discourse appeal to Serbian audience but loses its potency with the increase of foreign pressures.
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 Graph 2: Resonance of civic-democratic discourse and internal/external pressures

In conclusion, we have so far argued that Serbian political culture is composed of two divergent discourses with different conceptions of nation and national identity and foreign, defence and security policies. Now we turn to the elements of the concept of national security evolving out of the cultural, political and historical contexts during the last few years.

5. Seven Elements of the concept of Serbian national security


The first and the foremost important question defining one concept of security is security for whom? It is the question of referent object of security policy, of the object that is to be protected. Theoretically just about anything could be constructed as a referent object. In practice, however, not everything can be protected. Therefore, states make priorities. In case of Serbia, there is no coherent set of priorities what the priority referent objects of security should be. For instance, the Constitution of Serbia mentions that “Serbia is a state of Serbs and all citizens that live in it”.
 This first sentence of the Constitution has several possible implications. Firstly, it implies that not all citizens in Serbia are part of the Serbian nation. This clearly shows that the Constitution opted for the ethnic basic conception of Serbian nation rather than a civic one. Secondly, it could imply that ethnic Serbs, even those who are not citizens of Serbia (e.g. citizens of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro or any other country) may be privileged over non Serbian holders of passport of the Republic of Serbia. However, the foundation for this implicit discrimination is to a certain extent mitigated by explicitly stating that “everyone has a right to personal freedom and security” (article 27) and that “the state guarantees special protection to national minorities” so that they can preserve their identity” (article 14). In the context of possible renewal of hostilities, authors of the White Paper on the Defence and Strategic Defence Review pointed out that Serbs and other non-Albanian population living in Kosovo is especially important referent object.
 Strategic Defence Review further broadens the referent object by stating how “stability and a sense of security are essential prerequisites for a successful progress of the overall society”.
 In sum, we can conclude that the main referent objects are Serbian nation, minorities, and society as a whole. It is very unusual that referent objects which dominate spoken security discourse, such as sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity are not being elicited in any of the existing documents. The draft of the NSS prepared by the team of the incumbent President Boris Tadić brought out these referent objects along with many others like democratic institutions, human rights, freedom and security of citizens, peace and stability in SEE, protection of economic infrastructure, protection of environment and natural resources, economic, technological and cultural development of society. However, although the most articulated document in terms of referent objects, the draft of the NSS has so far not been adopted.


The second dimension of security is of values and interests which are the referent object of concept of national security policy. Serbian strategic discourses emphasises three major values driving national security policy. These are the protection of democracy, human rights, rule of law and economic infrastructure. According to the Constitution, core values of the Republic are the rule of law and social justice, civic democracy, human and minority rights and a sense of belonging to European principles and values.
 According to the draft of the NSS, main values to be protected are economic infrastructure, environment and natural resources, economic, technological and cultural development of society. The central security interests refer to maintaining sovereignty and independence, territorial, cultural and historical integrity, democratic institutions, human rights, freedom and security of citizens but also peace and stability in South East Europe. 


In the White Paper on Defence it is stated how in a changing security environment cooperation has become a prerequisite for strengthening peace, stability and democratic development. In such surroundings, “democratic system of government, respect of human rights and freedoms, acceptance of the market economy and the observance of internationally agreed obligations and standards” are the “generally accepted civilisational values”.
 


Apart from security, SDR introduces the value of human safety, which is a composition of the “respect of human rights, rights of minorities, ethnic and religious communities, political stability and democratic progress, as well as environmental protection”.
 Human safety resembles the concept of human security. However, the authors of the document decided to leave out the important economic dimension.
 Still, it was implicitly recognized in a later passage, where “unfavourable economic and social situation” is also conceptualized as a threat to security.
 Interests that are to be protected by regional interaction include a “lasting political and security normalisation”, “full predictability at the military level” and finally “guarantying territorial integrity of every country in the Western Balkans”.
 Since this document was prepared in the midst of Kosovo status negotiations, official state policy is reiterated, with the preferred outcome being Kosovo formally remaining a political entity within Serbia.
 SDR defined the unresolved question of status as a source of threat, or “instability”, for Serbia and the region alike.


The question “how much security” is not touched upon explicitly in any of the existing documents. The Constitution however stipulates that personal liberty and security can be suspended and restricted in the interest of national and public security.
 At no place any similar restriction is put onto national security such as economic development, democracy etc. Nonetheless, this should not lead us to conclusion that the concept of security in Serbia is absolutist. For instance the NSS draft stresses that human and national security has to reinforce each other. Also, some implicit confinements of pursuit of freedom from threats are however elaborated and will be discussed under the 6th dimension further in the text.

 Definition of threats is a constitutive element of any concept of security. Therefore, explaining and understanding any concept of security is impossible without taking threat perception into consideration. The official strategic discourse in Serbia seems to define threats at the national and regional level quite realistically through casting problems arising from democratic transition as the biggest security challenges. These are organized crime, corruption, weakening of state etc. At the global level, there seems to be less articulate vision. Thus, global threats are either copy-pasted from other nation’s strategies or its national concerns that are being projected as global threats. There is very little awareness of climate change and pandemics while international terrorism tops the list of global threats.

The draft of the NSS, written by Boris Tadic’s advisors in 2006, is a slight exception to this.. At the global level it perceives threats such as international terrorism, proliferation of WMD, organized crime, uncontrolled migration, failed states, health threats (epidemic disease), environmental change and industrial disasters. The same document rules out aggression in the region, as practically impossible in the near future. However, since Serbia is at the centre of the Western Balkans which is in turn at the crossroads of civilizations, the authors of the document argue that Serbia is thus directly connected to global threats. On the regional level as the most prominent threats are listed armed conflicts, terrorism, ethnic and religious extremism, Secessionist, autonomist and independentist tendencies. Concerning internal security threats as the most dangerous is perceived the unresolved status of Kosovo together with potential spill over to South Serbia.
 Although the draft NSS doesn’t see Serbia as a direct terrorist target, it is argued that Serbian territory serves as a transit route for terrorists. Moreover, terrorists are connected to organized crime mostly active in drugs, vehicle and human trafficking, money laundering and corruption. Finally, the documents securitizes a long list of economic issues stemming mainly from economic transition including poor maintenance of ammunition and armaments depots and social problems in the Serbian Armed Forces.  

According to the White Paper, global challenges and risks are consequences of the “increasing differences in the economic development of certain nations and peoples”.
 In the White Paper on Defence, internal threats were summoned under the category of “social and political problems and difficulties, which, under certain circumstances, can cause increased tensions”.
 In the SDR, security challenges and threats stem from a changing environment, characterized by “overall insecurity”. Threats are asymmetrical; actors who drive them are using the context of “increased global interrelation”. White Paper also warns of the threat of an “armed rebellion […] motivated by unconstitutional or violent attempt of changing state borders”.
 This is translated into “local crisis” in the SDR. Terrorism, organised crime, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, ethnic and religious terrorism and illegal migration are next in the list.
 Regional challenges are similarly laid out in both the White Paper and the SDR. State institutions across the region are equally denominated as insufficiently democratic and competent. Tense relations between Western Balkan countries are explained by the “lack of trust, slow resolution of the refugee return issue and compensation for their property, as well as slow confirmation of responsibility for war crimes and unresolved territorial disputes.”
 Internal threats to the security in Serbia seem to originate from the process of transition, the “unfavourable economic and social situation” primarily.

Finally, in the PfP presentation document, terrorism, organised crime, ethnic and religious extremism, illegal migration, illegal trade, the spreading of weapons of mass destruction and natural or man-made disasters are all listed as perceived challenges and threats to security.
 There is however no clear explanation whether these challenges and threats are perceived as endangering security of the region, or Serbia. 

	Origin of threat
	Specific source of threat

	Internal
	Armed rebellion (White Paper, p. 13) or “local crisis” (SDR, p. 8)

	
	“Ethnic and religious extremism”; “illegal migration” (PfP Presentation document, p. 4)

	
	Unresolved status of Kosovo (NSS draft p,73)

	
	The process of transition resulting in “unfavourable economic and social situation” (SDR, p. 10) or “social and political problems and difficulties, which, under certain circumstances, can cause increased tensions” (White Paper, p. 10)

	
	Natural and industrial disasters and outbreaks (SDR, p. 13); “natural disasters, industrial and other accidents, and epidemics” (White Paper, p. 14)

	
	Corruption (White Paper, p. 14); illegal trade (PfP Presentation Document, p. 4)

	
	Organized crime its relationship with authorities. Forms of organized crimes enlisted are all kinds of illicit trafficking (humans, drugs, vehicles, and counterfeit goods), money laundering and corruption. (NSS draft pp.73-74)

	
	 “It can be claimed with certainty that Serbia is not a direct target of terrorist activities”(NSS draft, p.73)

	Regional
	Military intervention less likely; military challenges, risks and threats have been reduced but are not completely excluded. (White Paper, p. 13)

	
	The region is a transit route for terrorists and criminals ( NSS draft, p.71) 

	
	Failure of European and international integration can revive armed conflicts, terrorism, ethnic and religious extremism, (NSS draft, p. 72) 

	
	State institutions insufficiently democratic and competent; “lack of trust, slow resolution of the refugee return issue and compensation for their property, as well as slow confirmation of responsibility for war crimes and unresolved territorial disputes” (SDR, p. 9) 

	
	“Insufficiently developed state institutions”; “national and religious extremism”  (White Paper, p. 11)

	
	“Secessionist, autonomist and independentist tendencies of certain ethnic groups are still the fundamental security risk in the region”(NSS draft, p72) 

	
	“Economic-social problems” (White Paper, p. 11)

	Global
	 International terrorism, proliferation of WMDs, organized crime, uncontrolled migration, failed states, health threats (epidemic disease), economic gap between rich and poor, environmental change and industrial disasters (NSS draft, p.68, p.71)

	
	“Ethnic and religious extremism, illegal migrations and others” (SDR, p. 8)

	
	“Increasing differences in the economic development of certain nations and peoples” (White Paper, p. 9)

 


Table 1: Origin, type and specific source of threat according to the strategic documents of the Republic of Serbia
 Once we have defined values, interests, referent objects and threats it is crucial to define means by which the protection is pursued. In that respect, the draft of the NSS points out that Serbia should become “exporter of security from an importer of security”. This is supposed to be achieved through democratization and economic development. In terms of policy, the NSS, written in 2006, as foreign policy objectives prescribes integration into the EU and NATO as well as the achievement of European standards. It also stresses the importance of cooperative security, regarding defence policies. Finally, in internal security policy, the document emphasises police coordination and integration (e.g. Europol, Integrated Border Management), stresses how important is the role of Gendarmerie and of police in protection of civilians and defence. The NSS draft also lists a long inventory of economic and social policies relevant for national security, such as health and social security for all citizens, equality, strong middle class, demography, but also emphasizes environmental polices, democratization and respect for human rights. As principles of security policy the draft evokes legality, indivisibility, cooperation and coordination, peace and partnership, transparency and openness to change. 


The White Paper listed UN, OSCE, EU and NATO as the “key elements” of the European security architecture, on whose ability to adapt to new security challenges and threats depends the whole contemporary international community.
 Their influence on the strengthening of security and stability in the Euro-Atlantic was described as positive for the consolidation of the situation in countries of South-Eastern Europe.
 In SDR, accelerated integration into Euro-Atlantic structures is understood as a stabilisation instrument.

Short-term priorities are defined as the accession to the PfP Programme and signing the SAA. Integration is sought because NATO stands for “the most efficient instrument for confronting contemporary challenges”. EU and OSCE have in this regard an important role in prevention, crisis management and post-conflict and democratic consolidation of unstable states and regions.
 Plus, EU integration into a “political, economic and security environment of the states sharing similar values” is a fundamental defence interest of Serbia.
 For accomplishing the task of partnership with NATO, according to the Presentation document, Serbia is prepared to use “economic, financial, human, material and other resources”.

“Other resources” possibly stand for “military power”, which is presented in the White Paper as “no longer the only mean of achieving international security but one of the instruments for doing so”.
 Similarly as the White Paper, the SDR document states that security can be achieved only through cooperation, first and foremost with other countries from the region. It is interesting that in this document strong emphasis is being put on the role of civil society, probably perceived as a catalyst of new and contemporary values that are to be the basis of this co-operative approach.
 The uniting factor for all of the actors mentioned is their common orientation towards the Euro-Atlantic community.
 Cooperation is more specifically dubbed as pro-European, where defence policy is supposed to create safe preconditions for progress.
 In the SDR, however, SAF is presented as a foreign policy potential of the Republic.

The PfP presentation document also point out that national security can be protected only through partnership with NATO.
 This is legitimised by the claim how “there is a deep belief in the Republic […] that national as well as regional security is strengthened” if Serbia is to contribute to the goals shared by the Partnership for Peace (PfP) Programme participant countries.
 Regional cooperation therefore remains essential for peace, security and prosperity of the Western Balkans.

Analysis of divergent strategic discourses uncovers two types of armed forces preferred in civic-democratic and national-liberational cultures. Although the preferences of agents can change over time, as well as adherence to civic or nationalist discourse, we can construct ideal-type armed forces deriving from the concept of nation, national identity and general worldviews pinpointed by the two discourses (Table 1). According to analysis of the two discourses we can conclude that civic-democratic ideal type is a relatively small in size, highly mobile, democratically controlled professional and internationally integrated armed forces, loyal to civic community, focused at accomplishing non-traditional military tasks such as international peacekeeping missions and support to civil authorities. On the other side is the national-liberational ideal type of large in size and heavily equipped, military neutral armed forces composed of conscripts and loyal to ethnic Serbian community.

	
	Civic-democratic ideal types of armed forces
	National-liberational ideal type of armed forces

	Size and equipment:
	Small and light
	Large and heavily equipped

	Functions:
	International military missions, support to civil authorities
	National defence

	Mode of recruitment:
	Professional; voluntary
	Conscription based; compulsory

	Loyalty:
	Civic community; cosmopolitan
	Ethnic community;  parochial

	Strategic orientation:
	Defence integration
	Defence neutrality

	Democratic control:
	Strengthens defence
	Weakens defence

	Conscientious objection:
	Positive
	Negative


Table 2: Civic-democratic and national-liberational ideal types of Serbian armed forces

In sum, concerning the means, it seems that there is consensus that security should be achieved primarily through security cooperation and non-military means. Regarding security cooperation, until February 2008, there was disagreement over that whether Serbia should also pursue NATO membership. However, since then, the emergent consensus goes no to NATO, yes to EU and PfP (for the time being). Therefore, it can be expected that Serbia will soon become much more active member of the PfP program and very interested in the CFSP and ESDP dimension of European integration in order to make up for giving up NATO. Regarding the military instrument, there is still no consensus on the size and form of the armed forces. It will however follow from still unclear strategic orientation of the Republic – military neutrality as declared by the National Assembly on December 26 2007 or NATO membership as foreseen in the draft of the NSS, White Paper and SDR.

When trying to answer the question at what cost one should look whether security is described as a prime value, core value or marginal value. Although the documents do not provide explicit answers to this question, answers can however be inferred implicitly. In the Constitution, security is one of the core values, alongside “rule of law and social justice, civic democracy, human and minority rights and a sense of belonging to European principles and values”.
 Likewise, the White Paper treats security as one of the core values, in addition to “democratic system of government, respect of human rights and freedoms, acceptance of the market economy and the observance of internationally agreed obligations and standards”, as well as Euro-Atlantic integration, of which depends the security of the “world as a whole”.
 Moreover, in the SDR, security is seen as one of the core values, alongside “human safety” and Euro-Atlantic integration. Finally, in the PfP presentation document the “core value” approach is also adopted. It goal is to protect Serbia’s national security, through building the partnership with NATO.
According to PfP Presentation document, Serbia will mobilize its resources within the limits of its national possibilities, “to provide the necessary funds to engage its forces and share the cost of military exercises where it participates, as well as to meet the needs of other agreed PfP activities. Any increase in the allocated resources will be in line with the further dynamics of defence reform in the Republic of Serbia.”
 Thus, in conclusion, there is a divergence in all documents that security is a core value, or one of most important values of the Republic.

Final element of definition of national security concept is the question ”for what time period (is security provided)”. Unfortunately, most of the documents do not contain any provisions about the time period in which the concept of national security is conceived. However, there are two exceptions to that. In the White Paper, the complete overhaul of the defence system is supposed to be completed by 2010.
 The Strategic Defence Review contains the long term “Vision of the SAF in 2015” which is “a collection of attitudes on functions, organisation and the necessary resources” as well as medium term (according to the required capabilities of defence system by 2010 and development priorities).

	
	Security for whom?
	Security for which values?
	How Much security?
	By what means?
	At what cost?
	In what time period?

	Constitution
	Serbian nation and all citizens of Serbia (article 1)
	Rule of law and social justice, civic democracy, human and minority rights and a sense of belonging to European principles and values (article 1)
	“Personal liberty and security can be suspended and restricted in the interest of national and public security” (article 27)
	
	One of the core values, alongside “rule of law and social justice, civic democracy, human and minority rights and a sense of belonging to European principles and values” (article 1)
	

	White Paper
	Serbs and other non-Albanians living in Kosovo (p. 12)
	 “Democratic system of government, respect of human rights and freedoms, acceptance of the market economy and the observance of internationally agreed obligations and standards” (p. 9)
	
	“Opting for a pragmatic and rational foreign

policy orientation and membership in international

security structures, first of all the “Partnership

for Peace” programme and NATO, significantly contributes

to the security of our country” (p. 12)


	One of the core values, in addition to “democratic system of government, respect of human rights and freedoms, acceptance of the market economy and the observance of internationally agreed obligations and standards”, as well as Euro-Atlantic integration, of which depends the security of the “world as a whole” (p. 9)
	Medium term (2010)

	SDR
	Overall society (p. 9)
	“Human safety”, a composition of the “respect of human rights, rights of minorities, ethnic and religious communities, political stability and democratic progress, as well as environmental protection” (p. 10)

“Lasting political and security normalisation” (p. 11)

“Full predictability at the military level” (p. 11) 

“Guarantying territorial integrity of every country in the Western Balkans” (p. 11)
	
	By “accelerated integration into the Euro Atlantic structures” (p. 9)


	One of the core values, alongside “human safety” and Euro-Atlantic integration (p. 10)
	Long term (2015)

	PfP presentation document
	
	“Serbia’s national security” (p. 3)
	
	
	Unclear: mobilisation of resources in line with the proposed pace of the defence reform (p. 12)
	

	NSS draft
	“Democratic institutions, human rights, freedom and security of citizens, peace and stability in SEE, protection of economic infrastructure, protection of environment and natural resources, economic, technological and cultural development of society”
	“Economic infrastructure, environment and natural resources, economic, technological and cultural development of society”
	“Human and national security has to reinforce each other”
	“Democratization and economic development”

“Cooperative security”

“Police coordination and integration (e.g. Europol, Integrated Border Management)”
	
	


Table 3: Summary of key elements in Serbian strategic documents

6) Conclusion

This paper analysed the concept of national security in the Republic of Serbia by drawing on the concept of political and strategic culture and by using David Baldwin’s conceptual framework composed of seven dimensions of security. It was argued that the security discourse on security is split into two major streams of political culture, civic-democratic and national-liberational. While the former draws on discourses of internal societal emancipation, the latter draws its legitimacy from narratives about external, national liberation. Consequently, while the former discourse is congruent with military integration, force projection and professional light forces the latter prefers military neutrality and recruit forces heavily armed for national defence. Regarding the official documents adopted in the period 2004-2007, the analysis revealed that there is a certain level of convergence allowing for an underdeveloped emergent concept of national security. This convergence relates to several issues. Firstly, the referent object of security is mostly defined in national and ethnic terms. Secondly, the documents point out democratic order and to a lesser degree economic well being of Serbia as central security values to be protected. Thirdly, documents contain very little awareness of social and other costs of security. Fourthly, most documents implicitly considered security as one of the core values together with democracy, human rights and Euro Atlantic integration. Fifthly, regarding threat perception, the documents in a realistic and balanced way enlist the key threats to national security of Serbia including organized crime, ethnic tensions, corruption and unresolved Status of Kosovo. However, on the global level, the documents stress too much on the international terrorism and miss to mention the key non-military threats such as climate change. Sixthly, since 2007, there has been an emergent consensus regarding foreign policy orientation which could be defined as yes to the EU and PfP, but no to NATO and never to independent Kosovo.
 What will happen if these goals clash in the future remains to be seen. Nonetheless, Serbian leaders not only in former Kostunica’s but also in current Prime Minister Cvetkovic’s government stressed out more than once that should Serbia have to decide between Kosovo and the EU, it will opt for the former.

Taking into consideration everything said, it would be useful now to turn to practical steps that could be taken to ameliorate the current situation and add more coherence into the emergent concept of national security in Serbia. Firstly, National Security Strategy should be adopted by the Serbian Parliament as soon as possible. This document should clearly and unambiguously define security interests and values of the Republic of Serbia, foreign, security and defence orientation as well as formulate threat perceptions and devise security means. Especially needed is a more precise definition of the level of origin and specific source of threat (e.g. whether one threat is internal, regional or global by its spread and level of origin). The threat perception should be more inclusive of global non-military threats other than terrorism. Secondly, the Parliament or the Government should adopt a Strategy for Security Sector Reform. This document could create a holistic approach to scope, dynamics and intensity of reforms in the Army, Police, Intelligence services, Private Security Sector, Justice System and all other actors who belong to security sector holistically defined.
 Thirdly, an economic cost benefit analysis of NATO integration vs. military neutrality should be made so that both political and defence elites but also citizens know the price of their decisions.  

• Authors’ note: many thanks to Sonja Stojanovic for thoughtful comments on the earlier drafts of the paper.
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