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1. Introduction

Cooperative security appeals to the breeding of common ground of understanding to enhance interdependence through “consultation rather than confrontation, reassurance rather than deterrence, transparency rather than secrecy, prevention rather than correction, and interdependence rather than unilateralism” (Evans, 1994). Despite being considered a very important tool to assist in solving violent crises and those prone to turn violent in International Relations (IR), cooperative security is generally applied in speeches but very modestly used in practice. It is commonly assumed that a misunderstanding persists between some of the main powers involved in conflict resolution in IR (in this study, particular emphasis will be given to the United States of America (USA), the European Union (EU) and Russia) with regard to their participation in cooperative security affairs. Why is this so, if in speeches, the political will to solve crises might be found, but then in practice it does not really occur? 
Through a look at the interpretations and interplays of cooperative security in the foreign policies of three main actors – EU, Russia and USA – this work aims to demonstrate the limitations of cooperative security dealings in post-conflict situations. Focusing on discourse analysis, the construction of public image and perceptions’ assessments, this study helps to shed light over why the gap between words and action is so wide regarding the specific case of cooperative security. The case study chosen to illustrate these limitations is Kosovo. The choice of this case study results from nine years of unsuccessful attempts to resolve existing crises in the region, and efforts, despite the many difficulties, to build peace. Cooperative security has been mentioned numerous times in relation to this case, but year after year it seems to have been left behind other interests, based on the complex dynamics, and the interplays of interests and perceptions. The Kosovo crises took place throughout the 1990s, mainly because of ethnic conflict between the Albanian and Serbian populations in the region. 
The examination of the conditions after the bombings in Kosovo in 1999, led to the presentation of United Nations (UN) Security Council Resolution 1244 that established an international civil and military presence in this region
. The objective of this resolution was to create all necessary economic and social structures to allow this region to restructure its basic infrastructures in a context of peace (e.g. political institutions, a working financial system, basic social conditions and infrastructures). This would imply demilitarization of both sides involved in the conflict, and the resolution of tensions that subsist between them. As an end of a violent conflict through a peace agreement does not necessarily means the end of violence, one of the primary objectives was to establish the essential minimum institutional standards (functioning democratic institutions) that could be necessary to deal with the conflicting interests in a democratic way, and not by the force of arms. Therefore, after the June 1999 agreement, international peacebuilding efforts were essential to avoid rupture in the fragile peace achieved. 

The unilateral proclamation of Kosovo’s independence in February 2008 simply made instability in the region more evident and the division between the actors more profound. Facing this scenario, it is fundamental to try to understand what went wrong. The speeches highlighting the needs and concerns of the main actors to address instability and insecurity questions after the end of bombardments in 1999, suggested nothing but the greatest concern to resolve post-conflict problems as fast as possible. Bill Clinton in his statement at the time of the end of the bombing campaign on Kosovo stated how he understood a strategy for the future of Kosovo:
“Now we're entering a new phase, building that peace, and there are formidable challenges. (…) we must get the Kosovar refugees home safely. Minefields will have to be cleared. Homes destroyed by Serb forces will have to be rebuilt. Homeless people in need of food and medicine will have to get them. The fate of the missing will have to be determined. The Kosovo Liberation Army will have to be demilitarized as it has agreed to do. And we in the peacekeeping force will have to insure that Kosovo is a safe place to live for all its citizens. (…) For these things to happen security must be established. (…)A third challenge will be to put in place a plan for lasting peace and stability in Kosovo and through all the Balkans. For that to happen, the European Union and the United States must plan for tomorrow, not just today. We must help to give the democracies of Southeastern Europe a path to a prosperous shared future, a unifying magnet more powerful than the pull of hatred and destruction that has threatened to tear them apart” (Clinton, 1999).

Hence, this research investigates the obstacles preventing the parties to be successful at addressing post-conflict cooperative security. This work intends therefore to grasp the reasons that limit and prevent cooperative security from being successful in terms of addressing post-conflict situations. It argues that the main constraints to post-conflict cooperative security are motivations (regarding political engagement), lack of political will and lack of tools in Civil Military Cooperation (CIMIC). Motivation is a crucial factor as it is the choice of the most powerful actors in IR: first, in the moment of choosing the object of intervention and second, when deciding the level of involvement in such intervention. These motivations are explained by geostrategic, political, economic and cultural interests that the actors have from taking part.
The second limitation to post-conflict cooperative security is the political will (or lack of it) that actors use in this type of situations. Political will is analysed in the light of unsolved post-conflict situations, such as the lack of security caused by periodical incidents, e.g., Gracanica, Kosovska Mitrovica, and Gorazdevac in 2003 (Xharra; Matic, 2003), in Kosovska Mitrovica (Kosovo compromise, 2009) in the first days of 2009. For the over nine year period after the end of the armed conflict, this study goes through the analysis of speeches that clearly demonstrate this will to solve crises, but that do not really transform into reality. 
The last limitation examined in this work refers to the lack of tools when it comes to CIMIC. This includes lack of knowledge, lack of information exchange between the different entities involved (translated in poor communication between the civil and military sectors), cultural limitations and lack of professional training for carrying out collaborative work.
The aim of this work is not to reduce the relevance of cooperative security, but instead to identify the major problems that could minimise its poor reputation and help it to address with more success post-conflict cooperative security in the future. This poor reputation has roots in the fact that cooperative security has not dealt on the most efficient way with post-conflict crisis until now. To exemplify this statement in the regional context under study, it should be remembered the post-conflict efforts that the International Community (IC) has been developing in Bosnia and the results that it has obtained: a country (Bosnia and Herzegovina) that 15 years after the end of the armed conflict still lives in much insecurity and instability (political, economic, and social). 

As theoretical framework this study follows a constructivist approach, focusing on speeches of the actors involved and deconstructing their interplays in seeking and gaining power. Actors seldom mention their own advantages from taking part in cooperative security (Kolodziej, 2005: 271). This has its origin in the fact that their good reputation would not benefit from an explanation that their involvement in some cooperation is mainly driven from satisfaction of self-interests. Instead, the actors use altruist motives as a facade to underpin their interventions, such as the promotion of prosperity for the people of the region or democratisation.
In this study, peace is therefore the overall goal to be attained, though it should not be understood simply as the absence of armed conflict and violence, but instead in a more ample meaning, including elements such as democracy, freedom and respect for human rights. It is assumed that peace should address structural violence, which according to Galtung (2007) means that the root causes of violent conflict in society should be addressed beyond a problem-solving approach, through institution-building and dealing with the root causes of problems (positive peace), in order to prevent the re-emergence of conflict. This is also related to the comprehensive links between the civilian and military dimensions in the peacebuilding process. 
For the purpose of this work, and building on the concepts discussed above, cooperative security is understood here as defined by the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). The OSCE approach of cooperative security is the one 

“based on democracy, respect for human rights, fundamental freedoms and the rule of law, market economy and social justice. It excludes any quest for domination. It implies mutual confidence and the peaceful settlement of disputes” (OSCE, 1996:10).
This organisation promoted and updated the concept and put it into practice in the early 1990s. It adopted the Code of Conduct on Politico-Military Aspects of Security
 which involves behaviour that would assure stability and security, peacekeeping and respect for human rights and fundamental liberties. This concept makes the connection of economic and environmental cooperation with peaceful relations between states, specially underlining that security of one means security of the others. This concept of cooperative security assumes that the interests of all (stability and security of the region in question) are above individual interests. Where this research diverges from this is that it does not assume that the existence of an organisation that sponsors processes of cooperation is enough per se to achieve cooperative security. Instead we argue that the existence of a group of states with sufficient will to collectively preserve security in the region is an absolute requirement. This is totally in line with the OSCE fundamental principles of non-use of force and the resolution of conflicts by peaceful means. 

The concept of cooperative security became relevant again after the end of the Cold War. During the Cold War, this concept had not been fully explored due to the very nature of the bipolar division of the world. From the beginning of the 1990s, it is visible the refashioning of the concept, particularly within the framework of the OSCE. This organisation, building on its innovative approach to security as already formulated at the time of the signature of the Helsinki Final Act (1975), strengthened at the beginning of the 1990s its model of cooperative security not necessarily confined to strict areas, such as political and military security, but including others, such as economic, social, and environmental, in a broad and integrated way.
This concept advanced by the OSCE was adapted to the needs of the post Cold War era, but failed to meet all demands. Some authors, such as Elisa Niemtzow (1996), criticise the model proposed by the OSCE for being overly global. Her recommendation for that matter is the creation of a new concept where several sub models of cooperative security could be integrated (Russian, American and European). 
Richard Cohen (2001) also explored the concept of cooperative security and advanced with the need to rethink the model proposed by the OSCE. The author believes that the existing model is rather limited as implemented by various organisations (such as the UN and the OSCE) and even the Warsaw Pact during the Cold War, for being idealistic and not very functional. So, he advances with new proposals and formulates a more pragmatic approach of cooperative security that connects four concentric and jointly fortifying “rings of security”: individual security, collective security, collective defence and promotion of stability (Cohen, 2001: 9-15). 

Michael Mihalka (2001) makes a critical analysis of the practical use of this concept not only in Europe and Eurasia, but also in Southeast Asia. He questions if nowadays cooperative security is real and possible or whether it is just cooperation. His critique looks over rhetoric which in most cases does not correspond to actions undertaken to fulfil the underlining premises of cooperative security. Mihalka reaches a similar conclusion to the foundation of this research: the existing proposals (models of cooperative security) did not accomplish their goal and there are fundamental limitations that subsist to this model. However, he does not explore these limitations in further detail.
Focusing also on South Asia, Ralf Emmers (2003) analyses cooperative security through the eyes of the balance of power theory and applies it to that region, more precisely to the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF). His work seeks to explain the underlying forces which conduct security cooperation. He demonstrates how the balance of power is used by the great powers in managing security relations between them in a way to prevent a rise of hegemony. 

The authors that address the concept of cooperative security do suggest that there are obvious limitations to the model proposed by the OSCE, but none suggest a deeper analysis for its causes and explanations. And, to be successful in finding a new model, we need to explain the limitations existing in the current model. With a better understanding of the imperfections associated to this concept, it will be possible to propose an improved model that would address the gaps currently identified. Furthermore, these analyses do not identify a distinction between different types of cooperative security. For instance, Mihalka (2001) and Cohan (2001) are clearly addressing conflict/post-conflict cooperative security situations, whereas Emmers (2003) assumes cooperative security in formal peace contexts (preventive purposes). 
In this thesis we adopt the concept of cooperative security as proposed by the OSCE, with the exception that we do not assume the existence of any particular organisation to sponsor the process. This approach is chosen as it is more ample and summarises all the important elements in a post-conflict situation, both civil and military, without excluding environmental, social and economic factors of the post-conflict situation. Many authors searched for new and improved versions of the concept of cooperative security, by trying to find one that would universally answer all situations when applied. Our approach underlines the necessity to differentiate between cooperative security as a preventive measure and cooperative security as a post-conflict reaction.
In this research, cooperative security is analysed through the eye of a constructivist approach, demonstrating how actors use their interests and speeches to construct different realities according to their own needs.   
Thesis outline 

This thesis is divided in three parts and six sections: Part I Introduction (with 2 chapters: Kosovo background and Conceptualising cooperative security through a constructivist framework for building peace and security), Part II Argument analysis (Limitation of cooperative security in post-conflict: the case of Kosovo and Missing mechanisms: problems of Civil–Military Cooperation (CIMIC) in Kosovo), and Part III Conclusion. 
The Introduction, as exposed, makes a brief outline of cooperative security analysis and introduces the background to the study of the Kosovo crisis; introduces concepts used through the thesis (cooperative security, peace and CIMIC), to frame up our theoretical view; presents the argument of the thesis and makes a brief literature review on the field of cooperative security. 

Chapter 2 (Kosovo Background) presents the history of the conflict, as well as the most recent events (regarding post-conflict situation, since 1999 until nowadays), in a way to introduce the main international actors involved (as UN, OSCE, Contac Group) and to prepare the reader for a better understanding of the case study. 

Chapter 3 (Conceptualising cooperative security through a Constructivist framework for building peace and security) lays out the theoretical framework of the thesis, constructivist theory. It makes a broader analysis of the concepts previously introduced. It focuses on the investigation of speech analysis and how speeches are used to project the image and perception that actors seek them to do. 

The second part of this thesis consists of the presentation of the argument developed in two separate chapters. Chapter 4 (Limitation of cooperative security in post-conflict: the case of Kosovo) explores the motivations that lie behind international involvement in cooperative security. This is done by analysing the foreign policy of the examined actors (USA, EU and Russia). It investigates the interests (geo-strategic, economical, political and cultural) behind the actions made by those actors. Furthermore, it considers the lack of political will as an obstacle to post-conflict cooperative security. It starts from the analysis of speeches that define the foreign policy approach of the actors involved in cooperative security. It comes to the conclusion that foreign policy does not always follow the path proposed and debated in speeches. Finally, it compares the results which are obtained with the initial intentions designed by cooperative security.
Chapter 5 (Missing mechanisms: problems of Civil–Military Cooperation (CIMIC) in Kosovo) attempts to explore the obstacles that CIMIC faces. First it presents diverging opinions about the success of CIMIC in Kosovo, and then it compares two brigades (the USA and French one) on the field. Finally, it summarises the obstacles of CIMIC: lack of knowledge and information exchange between the different entities involved, which is translated in poor communication between the civil and military sectors, cultural differences and lack of professional training for joint work.
The Conclusion summarises the work done in this thesis. In this last part, the argument defended through the thesis becomes clear: that cooperative security has difficulties in addressing post-conflict situations because of three main obstacles: motivations, lack of political will and missing tools in CIMIC. Finally, we identify the main contributions of our research to the field. 
2. Kosovo background

Kosovo is situated in south-east Europe, on the Balkans. It is a province that (by international law) still belongs to Serbia, but unilaterally proclaimed independence (which was supported by some countries
) from Serbia in 2008. It shares borders with Serbia on the North and East, to the West with Montenegro and Albania, and on its South with Albania and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 

This region has represented throughout its history the main crossroad between East and West. We can therefore find examples of battles for its control as early as in the 14th century, when the Serbs were defeated by the Turks on the famous Kosovo battle (1389). This battle placed Kosovo as the heart of Serbian nationality, which was maintained even during the following 500 years which Serbs spent under Ottoman domain. In the 19th century the Ottoman Empire conferred full autonomy to the Serbian principality, and during the first half of the 20th century the Serbs tried to consolidate their domain over the territory. This consolidation was mainly driven by the fact that in the 1st World War Austria was demanding that Serbia and Montenegro gave up from part of their territory to form a new country, Albania (Djokovic, 1984).   
After the 2nd World War and the formation of Yugoslavia, under the command of Josip Broz Tito, Kosovo was granted the status of autonomous region under federal control and Albanians were not recognised as a nationality. In 1963 Kosovo was put under Serbian control rather than federal control (Jansen, 2008). Policies implemented by Tito in 1967
 led to the rise of Albanian nationalism and this (jointly with a very high birth rate of Albanians, their immigration to Kosovo and Serbs emigrating from there) caused the growth of the Albanian population from 67% to 74% in the period between 1961 and 1971 (Jansen, 2008). 
These policies were continued and, according to the 1974 Constitution, Kosovo became an autonomous province but still with unequal rights when compared to the existing republics. Tito´s investments on Kosovo were causing resentment in other republics which felt financially drained as a result of these policies. In accumulation, low income in Kosovo led to a change of policy toward “market socialism” and away from central planning. A very low level of education of Albanians and outflow of the Serbs which were holding higher levels of education led to a deeper financial dependence of Albanians from the government, and therefore, stronger resentment from other republics.  
While Tito was alive, he managed to maintain peace between these two factions (Kosovars on the one side and the other republics on the other) and to rule over the whole country without incidents. After his death (May 4, 1980), the system he convened and that he managed to keep together started to crumble. The consequences on Kosovo were visible already a year later (in 1981) when a protest happened at Pristina University. This protest did not start from political motives, it was rather social, but it finished with Albanians asking for an independent republic of Kosovo. This protest joined workers and schoolchildren with students and had a strong political message. Typical slogans included, “We are Albanians, not Yugoslavs!” and “We want a unified Albania!” (Judah, 2008: 58). State of emergency was called and the situation was resolved by deploying tanks and the direct involvement of special police forces. Police measures were kept strong until 1989 in order that demonstrations of this dimension would not be repeated. Many Albanians were taken for questioning or imprisoned during or after the demonstrations. This caused the radicalisation of their positions regarding Yugoslavia and Serbia. 
As Tim Judah explains, the perception of Albanians was that the continuation of Serbian authority (even if the Albanians were in charge) on the territory after the protest in 1981 meant that Serbia kept the real power in their hands. That provoked hostility and harassment in dealing with Serbian population which immigrated in great scale during the 1980s. This was enhanced by the nationalist policy of Slobodan Milosevic who arrived in power in Serbia (Judah, 2008: 58). 

It is important to notice the consequence of the nationalist card (plus the subtraction of Kosovo’s autonomy) that Milosevic used to improve his power in Serbia, and as he miscalculated, in whole Yugoslavia. This same policy led to installation of fear in other republics about their own future (Judah, 2008: 65-68). That directed them to apply the same type of policy (nationalism) on an internal (republic) level and the clash of these nationalistic tensions took eventually to the disintegration of Yugoslavia, through a bloody war in the beginning of 1990s.Subtraction of autonomy led to the creation of the Democratic League of Kosovo with Ibrahim Rugova as the leader. This political party was formed with the intention of representing opposition to the Serbian communist party of Kosovo (Judah, 2008: 69). 
During 1990 and 1991, the Kosovar parliament searched to establish Kosovo as a republic, with equal rights as any other republic. However, and when that move was annulled by the Serbian parliament, Kosovo declared its independence from Serbia, which was also rejected by the Serbian parliament in 1991. 

That did not stop Albanians in Kosovo to form a virtual state that works on a parallel level as an existing government structure (which was financed by Serbia). In 1992, Albanians organised and executed parallel elections on Kosovo which were held in private houses and with no participation of the Serbian population. Serbian authorities did not give much significance to this due to the ongoing war in Bosnia at the time. Until the end of the Balkan conflicts, the policy implemented by Ibrahim Rugova was supported by peace resistance and the formation of parallel institutions in Kosovo. 
As Robert Delahunty and Antonio Perez observed (2009: 31-32), Albanians on Kosovo were impatient about the content of the Dayton agreements (the negotiations took place in November 2005 and the agreement was signed in December 2005), expecting for their issue to be addressed there as well. As that did not happen they found themselves ignored. That constituted a strong incentive for the creation of the Kosovo Liberation Army which had as targets Serbian security forces. That provoked reprisals and oppression by the Serbian forces over the Albanian population on Kosovo, which eventually led to the intervention of the International Community in March 1999. 

The UN adopted in 1998 resolution 1199
 (Security Council) which addressed the problems of excessive violence and indiscriminate use of force by the Serbian army, with a lot of civil casualties, and great number of refugees
. In this resolution, the Security Council designated objectives to be reached by pacific means and an immediate cease fire. 

An important informal actor through the decade of 1990, and later until nowadays, is the Contact Group (which joins USA, Russia, United Kingdom, Italy, France and Germany). This group was formed with the intention to deal with the Bosnian conflict and then continued to sporadically meet with the purpose to establish long lasting peace on the Balkans. Its prevalence over UN in dealing firstly with problems in Bosnia, and later on Kosovo are due to the fact that this group was informal, and that provided them more space to reach a practical solution, especially when in comparison with the UN where Russia was using its veto right and in that way blocking every initiative by other members of the Security Council. In 1998 and 1999 this group demonstrated preoccupation with the stagnation of peace negotiations regarding Kosovo and, once the objectives defined by UN Resolution 1199 were not met, they emitted a public statement after the Ramboulillet Accords (23.02.1999) in order to sublime the importance of acceptance of these agreements as a whole, for the future implementation of the international forces (civil and military) on Kosovo. The Contact Group foreseen that the next meeting (middle March 1999) would indicate a signing by both sides of these agreements. 
However, this did not happen, and it caused profound division between the members of the Contact Group (essentially Russia on the one side and the other participants on the other) with regard to further responses. Considering that four of these participants were permanent members of the UN Security Council, this clearly indicated a lack of consensus within this organism. Therefore, it was decided by the other countries, excluding Russia, that the response would be an international intervention, but due to Russia’s attitude it could not be implemented by the UN. Therefore, the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) was chosen as the leading body for this intervention.  

After 77 days of air-campaign led by NATO, the full withdrawal of the Serbian forces from Kosovo began and on June 10, the bombardment was stopped. This withdrawal was a consequence of the agreement reached between the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and NATO on day 9 of the month of June. As a consequence, on June 10 the UN Security Council approved resolution 1244
 that established the main guidelines for the peace process in Kosovo (NATO, 1999). 

After the end of bombings, the situation in Kosovo was well described by General Mike Jackson:
“Serious challenges faced KFOR upon arrival in Kosovo. Yugoslav military forces were still present in large numbers. The Kosovo Liberation Army (UCK), too, were armed and highly visible. Fighting was still going on. Nearly a million people were refugees outside Kosovo. Those who remained lived in daily fear for their lives. There was little electricity or water. Homes were destroyed, roads were mined, bridges down, schools and hospitals out of action. Radio and TV was off the air. Ordinary life in Kosovo was suspended” (Jackson, 1999:16).
Therefore, the period from 10 June 1999 until nowadays (April 2009) is considered as the post-conflict period in Kosovo. Along this post-conflict period several international organisations became involved, each one with a specific goal. NATO was chosen to lead the military operation, and it formed a special force for that matter, Kosovo Force (KFOR). KFOR was constituted from different states and the territory was divided in five parts, with each part under the command of one state (which had other countries under their orders). The UN mission, United Nations Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK), was established to introduce the international civil presence on the ground, whose goal would be implementation of resolution 1244. Under the authority of the UN it was also put in place other agency, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) who had as a goal to control the safe return of refugees. Another organisation involved in this process was the OSCE
, under UN´s directive, whose objective was institution building and democracy building on Kosovo. As this region (Balkans) has as an ultimate goal to enter the EU, this was an important actor involved in the post-conflict process in Kosovo. The Mission of the EU (as an international organisation) was purely civil and task-oriented (e.g. EULEX mission
) and had as main objective the preparation of Kosovo in the area of justice.
Since deployment of KFOR on the field and until today, there have been significant improvements. However, 10 years later, the post-conflict process is far away from being concluded. The first years of the process were represented by a strong commitment to maintain peace and order between populations and by few successes in other areas. The principle underlining the deployment of international troops until 2004 was concentrated on the “standards before status” policy
. This policy had as main goal the introduction of democratic standards on Kosovo (mainly at the institutional level), in order to prepare the republic for democratic functioning on a daily basis no matter the outcome of the status resolution. However, it appeared obvious that Albanians were not ready to postpone the status question for much longer, and to continue with the institution and democracy building process. Therefore, from 2004, the central political question became the future status of Kosovo. 

Radoslava Stefanova (2003) based her research on reasons of instability at Kosovo after 1999 and suggested as a main reason the lack of agreement about the future status of the republic. Just after finding a decision on this centrepiece of the conflict, the peace building process could be truly launched. 
Resolution of the Kosovo crisis and proposals for it mainly came from informal reunions such as the Contact Group meetings and bilateral meetings. This demonstrated to be a more efficient way to reach consensus relatively to policies to be implemented, once there was no binding result from these meetings. The question of status was a very sensitive issue for Russia, once it faced the same situation at home (particularly regarding Chechnya). Thus, it did not want any precedent, as the independence of this province surely would be. This clearly caused more tensions between Russia and the West on this topic and caused prolonged discussion. The unilateral proclamation of independence by the Kosovo government in February 2008 just made this division and tensions between the two sides more ferocious. Initiatives proposed by the Contact group failed and therefore each actor (analysed in this research) started acting according to its own proposals.
Since the unilateral declaration of independence, the world has been divided between recognition and non recognition. Tension between the USA and Russia culminated in June 2008 when Russia compared the situation between them to the one existing during the Cold War (Lavrov, 2008). The precedent that certainly was created by the recognition of this independence by most Western countries led to complications relating other regions with similar intentions. The war in Georgia in the summer 2008 was one more example of this complication, as well as a good example of the relations between Russia and the USA about this issue. 
The benefits of independence that the Kosovo population expected (decrease of unemployment, growth of economy) did not still come due to the unresolved legal issue of the unilateral proclamation (Shaw, 2009). Therefore, we can not still consider this post-conflict process near to an end, because Kosovo does not appear capable to govern itself.
3. Conceptualising cooperative security through a Constructivist framework for building peace and security
3.1 Dealing with the concepts: cooperative security, peace and CIMIC
The argument of this research departs from the analysis of three inter-related concepts. The main one is cooperative security, followed by an understanding and discussion of the concepts of peace and CIMIC. 

The controversy identified in this concept illustrates its own semantics. If we try to find an opposite example of cooperative security, we will have problems (Vetschera, 2007: 2). In a globalised world, actors that share values have the tendency to group themselves (in organisations or blocks) with the purpose to react jointly in situations of crises. This is because in current times, military insecurity of one means insecurity of others. 

This concept appeared in the early 1960s when Schelling/Halperin, Brennan and Bull (1985: 1) talked about the necessity for cooperation between enemies in order to avoid conflicts. However, this concept gained popularity with growing East-West tensions in the following decades.

As Carter, Perry and Steinbruner (1992: 7) explain, the goal of cooperative security is to prevent war, by preventing a successful rise of violence. It changes the central focus from stopping violence to preventing it. These authors continue arguing that cooperative security is established on the basis of consent rather than imposition, and to be legitimate these actions need to be based on premises that are widely accepted. Furthermore, they consider cooperative security as the “corresponding principle for international security in the post Cold War era” (Carter et al, 1992: 9). 

The concept of cooperative security (as we use it today) is a fruit of the post Cold War era. This concept can take several meanings: cooperation between superpowers, comprehensive cooperation (regarding an enlarged range of issues) and cooperation to overcome prior conflict (Knudsen, 2001: 3). It can represent therefore a combination of all of them as well. 

If we concentrate on the post Cold War era, we can assume as a fact that the principle of cooperative security presents a new framework for the relationship between the USA, Russia and European countries. This new framework is supposed to replace the old one (East-West division) and to help in the prevention and resolution of regional conflicts in a more effective way. It is not planned to be a framework for prevention of all types of violence, to resolve all armed conflicts, but to have an organised response from the International Community in the case of violence. 

The basic ingredient of cooperative security is to be based on principles where the “only legitimate purpose of national military forces is the defence of national territory or the participation in multinational forces that enforce U.N. sanctions or maintain peace” (Carter et al, 1992: 11). 

Cooperative security might take place between two or more countries and usually implies security in a wider sense and not only the absence of conflict.  It is understood that a cooperative security regime would use force as last resort. This could be invoked only after the failure of economic and political measurements.
The concept that preceded cooperative security was “common security” (Emmers, 2003). It was developed in the Report of the Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues, headed by Swedish Prime Minister Olaf Palme (1982). It was established at a time of strong tensions between East and West and with the idea to join adversaries to cooperate in search for the joint maintenance of peace and stability (Emmers, 2003: 4). 

Common security and collective security are crucial concepts which can lead to confusion with cooperative security. Collective security, as Olav Knudsen defines it, is “agreement of a group to jointly punish aggression committed by any of them against any other group” (Knudsen, 2001: 4). Common security, by definition of the same author, is “a program for action based (inter alia) on the view that security is the international problem shared among adversaries rather then a national problem of any one country, and that traditional measures which increase security of one state (or group) at the expense of another exacerbate the problem rather then solving it” (Knudsen, 2001: 4).

This analysis follows the views of authors such as Olav Knudsen, and understands cooperative security as a policy. He sees it as a policy used in practice, where international actors are peacefully dealing with armed conflicts, not only by detention of violence but also by active negotiation and tracking for practical solutions, including preventive measures (Knudsen, 2001: 5). 

The OSCE was the multilateral organisation that first embraced the concept of cooperative security as a basis for its functioning. From the beginning of the 1990s, this organisation has been developing this concept and implementing it in practice. This was mainly due to the end of the Cold War and to violent conflicts on the Balkans at the beginning of a new era. In 1992, at the Helsinki Summit, it was declared as an intention of this organisation to stop violent conflicts and address the root causes of those conflicts in the neighbourhood (Europe), and to prevent, manage and settle them peacefully by appropriate means (Borawski, 1996: 401). 

The theoretical development of this concept inside the OSCE had its peak in 1996 when at the Lisbon Summit was discussed the “Common and Comprehensive Security Model for the Twenty-first Century”
. The idea behind that summit was to enlarge operations on the ground in this sense of post-conflict reconstruction, by avoiding interventions against international law. This model assumes that cooperative security does not explore just military security but also economic, social, environmental and political security. The new times render a different visibility to conflicts in the post Cold War era, where violent ethnic conflicts between minorities within a country are underlined. These are intra-state conflicts, where by international law, and practices executed until that moment, it was not possible to intervene (Niemtzow, 1996). In practical terms, this implementation of cooperative security was witnessed in Chechnya, Crimea, Croatia, Georgia, Estonia, Latvia, Moldova and Nagorno-Karabakh (Borawski, 1996: 401-405). The ultimate goal has always been the promotion of peace.
Nowadays a wide range of definitions of peace coexist. The main division is presented between definitions of positive and negative peace (Galtung, 2007). Negative peace refers to the simple absence of direct violence. But the definition of negative peace is too narrow if we analyse the Cold War period and find the absence of direct violence and yet no peace. In this research, peace is not understood simply as the absence of conflict and violence, but instead in a more ample reading, including elements such as democracy, freedom and respect of human rights. Positive peace includes also elements as indirect violence, or otherwise recognised as structural violence. 
According to Woolman (1985: 8), positive peace “involves the search for positive conditions which can resolve the underlying causes of conflict that produce violence”. He explains that there are “associative” strategies characterised by “a high level of social interaction [that] enables more rapid resolution of conflict by providing maximum contacts through which solutions may arise” (Woolman, 1985: 8). 
The ultimate objective of cooperative security is to reach positive peace. Cooperative security aims therefore at minimising the causes of violence (either direct or structural). In this sense, positive peace envisages that societies in crises surpass those crises through democratic ways, i.e. by institutions not arms. In this regard, civil-military cooperation assumes a fundamental role.
CIMIC emerged as a consequence of the new missions of the UN in the 1990s and usually represents military involvement in the field of humanitarian aid. It refers to missions that have elements that are not completely military. The term explains the relationship between military and humanitarian organisations (Jenkins, 2003: 121). There is no universally accepted definition of CIMIC. For the purpose of this work it is followed NATO’s working definition of this concept. In the words of Sergeant Gilles Bergner, 
“CIMIC is the means by which the military command establishes formal relations with national and local authorities, the civilian population, international organizations and non-governmental organizations within its Area of Responsibility. The CIMIC activities are linked to sectors such as: infrastructures, humanitarian aid, economy and market, culture and education, administration and public affairs. CIMIC also facilitates support to different civil organizations by the military units spread out through out the country, as well as trying to gain the support of foreign investors in activities”. 

CIMIC serves as an instrument to reach positive peace. The activities executed by this instrument are the ones that cooperative security desires for establishing long lasting peace and prospect in conflict regions. It simultaneously includes military missions that seek to bring and consolidate security in the region, and civil tasks which help in the rehabilitation of the basic infrastructures that bring normality to the lives of the populations in the field. Therefore, the success of this type of actions also conditions the success of cooperative security as a whole. 

 3.2 A Constructivist approach 

This research follows a constructivist approach. This investigation departs from the understanding that actors build our reality based on their actions. The most appropriate definition of constructivism for this study is given by Finnemore and Sikkink (2001: 391-392). They argue that
“Constructivists focus on the role of ideas, norms, knowledge, culture, and argument in politics, stressing in particular the role of collectively held or “intersubjective” ideas and understandings on social life. Specifically, constructivism is an approach to social analysis that asserts the following: (a) human interaction is shaped primarily by ideational factors, not simply material ones; (b) the most important ideational factors are widely shared or “intersubjective” beliefs, which are not reducible to individuals; and (c) these shared beliefs construct the interests and identities of purposive actors”. 

This is relevant for the work because we can apply to it the behaviour of the states and organisations and find these elements fitting perfectly in their definitions of policies to be implemented. 

Searl (1995) centred his attention on what he calls “social facts”, essentially things such as money, rights and sovereignty that do not have material existence and that exist because people believe and act resembling their existence.  

Constructivism, 

“Like rational choice, it offers a framework for thinking about the nature of social life and social interaction, but makes no claims about their specific content. In a rational choice analysis, agents act rationally to maximize utilities, but the substantive specification of actors and utilities lies outside the analysis; it must be provided before analysis can begin. In a constructivist analysis, agents and structures are mutually constituted inways that explain why the political world is so and not otherwise, but the substantive specification of agents and structures must come from some other source. Neither constructivism nor rational choice provides substantive explanations or predictions of political behavior until coupled with a more specific understanding of who the relevant actors are, what they want, and what the content of social structures might be” (Finnemore; Sikkink, 2001: 392).

Constructivists argue that actors and their social constructions are not autonomous and independent one from another. Social constructions complement and help us to understand the reactions of actors (Kolodziej, 2005: 274). These actors have interest in maximising their power. What we take into account is the behaviour of actors in their attempt to amplify power. 
Constructivism advances that it is important to understand how non material structures influence actors’ identities because identities are influencing interests and in an ultimate analysis, actions (Reus-Smit, 2001: 217). Authors such as Nicholas Onuf
 introduced the notion that reality is constructed by the perceptions, social interactions and action of different actors. By other words, reality is what we make from it.  
The part of constructivism that treats interpretation of reality is named critical constructivism. Critical constructivism argues that “constructions of reality reflect, enact, and reify relations of power” (Finnemore and Sikkink, 2001: 398). This approach considers that there are certain powerful actors that have a privileged role in social construction processes. To manage the objective of amplifying power, actors change their preferences and speeches as demanded by needs at any moment (Kolodziej, 2005: 271). 
Other theoretical addition to this research is discourse analysis. Discourses are understood as systems of social relations and practices that are in nature political and their constitution considers that there is a construction of antagonisms drawing political frontiers between “insiders” and “outsiders” (Dyrberg, 1997). It always involves the exercise of power, as some social agents are involved and other excluded. 
Political discourses are acknowledged as important elements of politics in international relations. However, the problem that is usually connected to them is the unclear relationship between discourse and politics. As Norman Fairclough argues, 
“discourse can misrepresent as well as represent realities, it can weave visions and imaginaries which can (with consent and feasibility) be implemented to change realities and in some cases improve human well-being, but it can also rhetorically obfuscate realities, and construe them ideologically to serve unjust power relations” (2006). 

Ernesto Laclau (1990: 31-6) explained that discourses are historical and contingent constructions that cannot control political agents not involved in their production or events that are beyond their control. Discourse theory opposes to the separation of socially constructed meanings and interpretations, on the one side, and objective political behaviour and action, on the other (Howarth, D. et all: 6). Discourse theorists like Wittgenstein, Winch, Taylor or Weber stress that meaning, interpretation and practice are always linked (Taylor, 1985; Winch, 1990). This analysis concentrates on identifying that linkage between speeches and practice.  
The discursive practices approach stresses “the linguistic construction of reality” (Doty, 2001: 302). Social actors make their own reality where they operate as a way to raise power through the use of speeches. This does not necessarily represent the reality that other social actors confront. 

Cooperative security seen through the lenses of constructivism comprehends the behaviour of the actors involved (either states or international organisations) as a construction of their reality, or else, as a reality seen from their point of view. This considers the application of the policies to reach the goal of cooperative security in a dynamic which is compatible with the objectives of the actors involved in cooperative security. Applied in practice, actors do create realities which are compatible with the objectives of their own policies (either internal or foreign) and with timings which are compatible with their other goals. Their involvement in cooperative security does have hidden agenda(s) which are dictating the rhythm and availability to make progress. 
In this same line, depending on the lenses through which is seen, peace might be understood differently. For example, peace for one actor might be attained just with control of security in post-conflict (for more information see chapter 6) or can be understood as reachable with application of the other elements (such as economic, political and social factors). 
At last, CIMIC is interpreted on different ways by different actors. There are living their own realities and they have different agendas. For example, CIMIC for USA was substantially different than CIMIC for any of the European actors (for more details see chapter 5). For instance, USA had other goals than purely to consider security on Kosovo, as it was their oil agenda which took their attention of purely security issues (see chapter 4). On the other hand, France, for example, saw CIMIC as cooperation between civil society and military efforts in the region. Their perspectives were conditioning their results on the field. 
This chapter discussed the concepts at play in this research, as well as sought to provide a comprehensive analysis of the theoretical framework informing this analysis. The concepts of cooperative security, peace and CIMIC, which present the foundation for further understanding of this research, are further explored in the following chapters in light of constructivist dynamics and readings. 
4. Limitation of cooperative security in post-conflict contexts: the case of Kosovo
4.1 What lies behind international involvement? Motivations and interests of Russia, the USA and the EU

This section aims to discuss the motivations leading the actors involved in cooperative security to choose cooperation, and what motivates them to maintain their cooperative participation. These motivations are analysed through the interests these actors have in this geographical area and not strictly limited to geostrategic considerations. This is so since these interests are also political, economic and cultural. Actors have different visions among them and tend to see cooperative security and their participation according to the level of importance of their interests in certain moments. Therefore, their participation and activity in the process of cooperative security in Kosovo diverges. Their actions and interaction with other agents depends on their interests. Therefore, they construct their own reality based on their actions and perceptions.  

The main Russian interest on the Balkans rests on several factors: pan-Slavic solidarity, Orthodox religion and “union against West” (Lynch, 1993: 21). All these reasons could be understood as secondary for this research but their relevance cannot be completely overruled. The pan-Slavic solidarity exists for centuries between Serbian and Russian people. For example, they participated as allies in the 1st and 2nd World Wars, they implemented socialist regimes afterwards, and built on those linkages to keep Russian support to Serbia during the Balkan wars in the 1990s (Petkovic, 1994: 1). There is more emotional value to this solidarity then it can be understood as a real reason for Russia’s involvement in this crisis (Kosovo). This is due to the fact that historically there are ties between Russian and Serbian people that are not only based on political relations, but also on solidarity; not only military assistance in wars and catastrophes, but also humanitarian, and economic support. 

The union against the West, which extended over the 1990s, was just a coincidence in the foreign policy of these two states (Lynch, 1993: 21). This is owed to the fact that there subsist strong political connections between them, as above mentioned. The coincidence that these same two states have gone through the process of disintegration of their respective federations in the end of the 1980s and beginning of 1990s just made them more united. Serbia understood this disintegration as a result of “Western” influence and that perception made her politically closer to Russia. Russia blamed Western forces (led by the USA) for its disintegration; naming as the main reason for that the revenge of socialistic republics in Central and Eastern Europe after the fall of the Berlin wall (Glas Javnosti, 2008). Russia, on the other hand, had been in opposition with the West since the end of the 2nd World War so she used her chance to make stronger the alliance with Serbia throughout the 1990s.

As for the Orthodox religion that these two people share, it represents in fact more emotional value, than political content. However, this was used once again politically, to demonstrate the closeness of the two peoples, and consequently of the two states. 

The main geostrategic concern of Russia over Kosovo, throughout this decade of post-conflict process, paralleled its own problematic region, Chechnya. Nikolas Gvosdev (2006) called attention on the precedent that could be created, in case the UN would recognise the independence of Kosovo. Similarities between these two cases are obvious: both national minorities claim their right to self-determination, both movements emerged in the early 1990s following the dissolution of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, both groups formed paramilitary units (the Armed Forces of Ichkeria and the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA), acting not solely on the territories in question but in neighbouring countries as well – with the objective to receive financial and military assistance from the outside. This objective was met, once both paramilitary groups were getting funds and weapons from outside (coming from the Islamic charity organisations from Persian Gulf, Jordan, Turkey, Europe and USA in the former case (Fox news, 2004), and from in the latter from Muslim (and especially Albanian) communities worldwide(Shay, 2008: 87-88). Russia felt the need to express its concern in the Kosovo matter because the status quo envisaged was not to its interest. This is due to the fact that important mineral resources are located in both regions, and their independence would possibly cause further disintegration of both countries. Also, it is important to underline the strategic position of both Chechnya and Kosovo in geostrategic terms. 
Summing up this concern, the question raised in a conversation between Igor Ivanov, former Russian Foreign Minister, and Madeleine Albright, former USA Secretary of State, is illustrative. Igor Ivanov asked: “Madeleine, don’t you understand, we have many Kosovos in Russia?” (Talbott, 2002: 301). 

The creation of a precedent does not represent only a geostrategic interest. Besides that, authors as Ekatarina Stepanova (2000: 207) accentuate the fact that Russia had her image devastated on the international scene after the end of the Soviet Union. Taking a part and getting involved in questions that bring together the most important international actors, as the USA and the EU, was of vital interest for Russian foreign policy, in a way to show that her opinion had to be valued (Judah, 2008: 137). In addition, other issues of argument cross here, such as NATO’s expansion in East Europe, which Russia understands as a direct threat, especially enlargement to the ex-Soviet republics (her close neighbourhood) and the involvement of Western countries (USA and EU) in a region that was historically under Russian influence (Balkans and East Europe). By intervening in Kosovo, Russia wanted to demonstrate to the former Soviet republics, particularly those eager to join NATO (Georgia and Ukraine, as well as the candidates from the Balkans), that NATO is not all that strong. These moves also pointed out that Russia has the strength to intervene and remains much closer to them (Friedman, 2007). Other preoccupation of Russia was a stronger involvement in the Balkans’ political and economical issues by the USA and the EU. The USA, by building a pipeline passing through this region and infrastructures that would allow faster communication, diminished the influence that Russia still had. On the other hand, the EU policy of enlargement disabled any possibility of Russia to be more politically involved in this region. This is due a fact that Russia did not want to enable that Balkans stay out of her influence, once this region is considered historically as important geostrategic spot by Russia. 
For this matter, Russia found opportune to get involved in the problem of Kosovo understanding this as a way of demonstrating its discontents regarding enlarged Western involvement, particularly represented by NATO, her biggest adversary. Russia understood that the involvement in this issue could project her back on the international scene and protect her own interests. This troubled period was followed by one of Russia’s affirmation in the international scene during the following decade (from 1999 until nowadays). It was a way of showing that it was capable of strengthening her influence, and trying to keep a domain that historically was under its control (Brudenell, 2008: 32). 

International Crisis Group report (2007: 11) highlights Russian concerns not only with Chechnya, but also with other similar cases, such as Transnistria, an auto-proclaimed secessionist territory in the Republic of Moldova, South Ossetia and Abkhazia that proclaimed independence from Georgia on July 23, 1992. This report also points out cooperation offered by Belgrade to Moscow in a way that Russia becomes a privileged partner in the privatisation process to be implemented in Serbia. Russian companies are having great interest in the privatisation process in Serbia, especially accentuated after the economic deal between Serbia and Russia about dismissing tariffs on products that came from Serbia (B92, 2000). This was even more attractive due to the fact that simultaneously Serbia managed an arrangement with the EU in order that her exports gained benefits on tariffs to enter the EU market (European Commission, 2009).  

The question of South Ossetia and Abkhazia dates back to the disintegration of the Soviet Union in 1991, when these territories belonged to the newly formed country Georgia (Beineke, 2008). However, populations of these territories desired to continue under the governance of Russia, but due to the fact that they judicially were part of the territory of Georgia, this was legally impossible. Russia continued to support movements in this region which were claiming for independence in order to join Russian authority. This has mainly been driven by the fact that the Abkhaz region contains considerable amounts of gas and oil and important pipelines are planned to pass through its territory in order to bring gas to Europe. Abkhazia’s entrance in NATO and the EU would alienate it from Russia, both politically and militarily. Therefore, Russia was the first to recognise them as independent when they unilaterally proclaimed their independence from Georgia on August 25, 2008 (Pravda.ru, 2008), followed by Nicaragua on September 5, the same year.

Since the 1990s, Russia understood NATO intervention in Kosovo as a direct offense further complicating its enlargement policy on Central Europe (O´Loughlin; Kollosov, 2002: 595). Russia understood this step as expression of a hegemonic NATO. NATO´s enlargement policy in Central and East European territory constituted an “invasion” of what Russia understood as traditionally her territory. Hence, she supported Serbia on this question eager to keep at least one anti-NATO country that traditionally belonged to the Warsaw Pact (Rywkin, 2008: 18), and that had traditionally been Russia’s ally. 

As for the USA, there are several reasons for its involvement in this crisis, as well as for maintaining interest to stay involved until nowadays: its role as a world leader, owing to Washington’s policy of the New World Order; and the geostrategic importance of the region because of transit of main infrastructures securing supplies of oil and gas. In fact, the initial reason for intervention of the USA has its origins in the proclamation of the “New World Order” in the early 1990s (Fromkin, 1999: 164). David Fromkin explains that the USA needed to present itself as a capable world leader in contrast to Russia who was trembled by the dissolution of the USSR. This author finds this as a main reason for American involvement on the Balkans and, as a consequence, also in the question of Kosovo (Fromkin, 1999: 164-5). 

In addition, and with regard to energy assets, the fact that there is no oil in Kosovo was not relevant; fundamental was the transit of a future pipeline coming from the Caspian Sea. This pipeline was named Trans-Balkan pipeline and would cross Bulgaria, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Albania. This line, better known as the Albania Macedonia Bulgaria Oil pipeline (AMBO), is supposed to be a main route to the West for oil and gas extracted in Central Asia. Just to prove its relevance, it was predicted that 750.000 barrels would be circulating per day. That this was vital to American interests is demonstrated in the statement of US energy secretary in 1998, Bill Richardson, “This is about America's energy security” (Monbiot, 2001). 
“It's also about preventing strategic inroads by those who don’t share our values. We're trying to move these newly independent countries toward the West. We would like to see them reliant on Western commercial and political interests rather than going another way. We've made a substantial political investment in the Caspian, and it’s very important to us that both the pipeline map and the politics come out right” (Monbiot, 2001). 

This would allow the USA to transport oil with a significant reduction in prices to its eastern coast. 

A paper that explains the new feasibility study about this pipeline project was published in May 2000 by the United States Government’s Trade and Development Agency. It was defined as a question of USA strategic interest (United States Trade and Development Agency, 2000). The AMBO would be led by the American company Halliburton Energy that belongs to former Vice president, Dick Cheney. 
Michel Chossudovsky explains how the USA planned to maintain this region protected. He pointed out three main ways: firstly, by the promise made to Albania to support her plan for “Greater Albania”; secondly, by opening the biggest military base since the Vietnam war (Camp Bondsteel); and at last, by promoting the introduction of private capital of USA firms on markets of countries involved in the project. Besides a pipeline, this project also includes the construction of other infrastructures as highways, railways, gas and fibre-optic telecommunications lines. 

The encouragement that Albanians got from the USA for the unilateral proclamation of independence (from Serbia) has roots in the AMBO project. Support given was a way to insure willingness of Albanians to finish that project (as the destination of this pipeline is the Albanian port of Vlora).  

The geostrategic interest of the USA in cooperative security on Kosovo is therefore connected to important interests (Feldman, 2001: 2). These interests represent its power impact, meaning that USA wanted to introduce its influence in a zone that traditionally had not Western political orientation (Balkans) and also to achieve economic benefits from it. The AMBO project was included as an important interest, once it represents one of the main objectives of USA foreign policy, energetic stability. Radovan Vukadinovic (2000) confirms this by stating that the interest of the USA became of much relevance, considering that Russia has not only geostrategic interests, but also political ones which are often not compatible with those of the USA. That is why the USA finds the presence of Russia in this region of the highest importance and disturbing. This zone was traditionally known as a zone of Russian influence and that gave Washington one more reason for its involvement. In order to reinforce its presence, and as a reflex of the tendency to spread American values, there was the introduction of an American model of education by opening the American University in Kosovo, in 2003 with sponsorship of Cisco Systems, an American company (Wood, 2003). 
The USA interests have evolved since the beginning of their involvement on Kosovo. First, the most important was the application of the “New World Order” policy and stabilisation of the zone from where the USA could assure part of its energy resources in the future (AMBO project). As a consequence, they expanded their political influence in the region, as well as economic benefits (infrastructures in the region that would result from the AMBO project). Nowadays, USA has strong political, economic and cultural influence on Kosovo and neighbouring countries. 
The same political line of political interest (introduction of democracy) was demonstrated by EU in its involvement in cooperative security process. However, EU had more interest to introduce peace in this specific region than Russia or the USA. Besides the fact that the situation of instability in Kosovo affects the whole European space, and due to it, is naturally understood as a “European problem” (Corrêa, 2007: 90), EU geostrategic interest goes further than that. Kosovo, situated in South-East Europe, rounded by countries that already belong, or are on their way to joining the EU, clearly represents a threat to European security. This is due to the fact that the major impact on security of the region (and therefore on the EU) such that of an armed conflict would be repercussion in the EU (refugees inflow, economic problems). It is not in the backyard of Europe, rather it is at its centre. The enlargement policy to the area, through the Stability Pact for South-East Europe (European Commission, 2009), that the EU has been developing with all states in this geographic region presents Brussels as a natural leader in the resolution of instability in the area. 
The fact that the EU failed during the 1990s in the prevention of the war on the Balkans, as a consequence of the separation of Yugoslavia, made the EU even more responsible/committed to resolve this time the situation with more effectiveness (European Commission, 2007). The attempts to solve the previous conflicts in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina (1992-1995) failed and the EU was obliged to ask for USA assistance (Pond, 1999: 77-78). Policies developed by the organisation during the 1990s were directed at the establishment of autonomy as a response (European Commission, 2007), culminating in the launching of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) in 1999 (Euractiv, 2004). Unfortunately, this was not on time to prepare the EU to present this time itself capable to deal with this problem by itself. Debility was evident and once again it was necessary involvement from other actors to see it on a way of resolution. 

Military intervention operated by NATO troops in Kosovo presented to the EU one more weakness: their dependence on American military resources. This placed them in a fragile position in the beginning of cooperation, and they felt far away from being equal to the USA in this case. That just gave one more motivation to involve themselves firmer in their own dominion (Fromkin, 1999: 185). 

This chapter unpacked the motivations that stood behind the involvement of these main actors in cooperative security on Kosovo. This participation is far away to be interest free for any of the parts involved and each one followed primarily its own agenda. Satisfaction of their own interests was clearly a priority and participation and reactions of the actors could be seen through those lenses. For example, Russia’s more intense participation was after the end of conflict in 1999, when the decision was made to participate with troops, as well as politically, in order to reintroduce itself (after the dissolution of the USSR and the period of exclusion from intervention in international problems due to internal issues) again on the international political scene. Her engagement was also very strong when Kosovo’s independency from Serbia was put on the table as an option (2007), because she saw a lot of similarities with Chechnya’s case. On another hand, USA motivation to participate in this cooperation had also economical background, as it was explained by AMBO project. Situation of American troops on the south of Kosovo was certain guarantee that peace would be assured in this region which would facilitate implementation of this project. At last, EU represents itself more decisive to establish peace on Balkans, after failures in 1990s. This determination is supported by need to maintain peace in the region once that now this region had direct borders with EU countries.  
4.2. From words to practice: analysing cooperative security

This section has as an objective to consider the political will or lack of it, as an obstacle to post-conflict cooperative security. In its first part, it departs from the presentation of speeches and proposed policies that define the way for the foreign policy of the actors involved in cooperative security. Political will present in foreign policy speeches does not necessarily match successful policy-implementation. If the political will that appears in foreign policy speeches would be translated into action, cooperative security in post-conflict situations would reach solutions for the problems in question faster and with more effectiveness. Therefore, lack of political will in practice can be considered as one of the main limitations to post-conflict cooperative security. Actors involved in cooperative security use speeches as an instrument of their foreign policy, and on that way build realities which are compatible with their interests. By matching some perceptions of that reality with their foreign policy interests they build their own reality. Each actor involved does this and therefore shapes a different reality for itself. Interaction between them demonstrates the discrepancies, and therefore the application of the reality found on the field and the one built by the actors can be dramatically different.  

After NATO’s intervention in Kosovo, in June/July 1999, the first speeches about a possible solution to the crisis in the region emerged, including the one of the then USA president Bill Clinton (1999) about the priorities of establishing peace and security on Kosovo. This line of thought can be followed by other two actors (EU and Russia) on their early participation, beginning with their involvement on Kosovo, but as time passed, and as the solutions proposed could be interpreted as an example to be followed in similar cases, for example from Russia’s side in the case of Chechnya (for more details see chapter 4.1), the divisions between these actors started to be more obvious from 2004. 
By a switch in policies that until 2004 were arguing for “standards before status” and from then on (after incidents that occurred at beginning of the year) passed to be focused on the status issue, occurred a shift between the actors and their speeches. Speeches were not that linear as they used to be until then. The unilateral proclamation of independence by Kosovo (February 2008), simply aggravated this division between actors and moved their focus from the best interests for the region to the more personalised issues, as discussed in chapter 4.1.   

This chapter does not include the analysis of the multilateral attempt (mainly by the Contact group) to reach a solution due to the fact that, as it will be exposed in this section, this attempts did not have any success. Even more, actors had a tendency to search for solutions acting on a bilateral level than on a multilateral one (which is demonstrated during the presentation of the speeches considered in this research, that were mostly a consequence of some of the bilateral efforts to search common ground on the Kosovo issue).  
The first thing that then USA president Bill Clinton did after the end of the bombing campaign in 1999, in his statement on June 11 to the New York Times (11.06.1999), was introduction of the USA primary objectives for Kosovo: return of displaced people and refugees to their homes, stabilisation of the region by international troops, and construction of the plan for lasting peace and stability in Kosovo. This plan would concern democratisation of the region and establishing a path for a European future for the countries in the region.

“(…) Now we're entering a new phase, building that peace, and there are formidable challenges. First we must be sure the Serbian authorities meet their commitment. (…)Next, we must get the Kosovar refugees home safely. Minefields will have to be cleared. Homes destroyed by Serb forces will have to be rebuilt. Homeless people in need of food and medicine will have to get them. The fate of the missing will have to be determined. The Kosovo Liberation Army will have to be demilitarized as it has agreed to do. And we in the peacekeeping force will have to insure that Kosovo is a safe place to live for all its citizens -- ethnic Serbs, as well as ethnic Albanians. For these things to happen security must be established. (…) A third challenge will be to put in place a plan for lasting peace and stability in Kosovo and through all the Balkans. For that to happen, the European Union and the United States must plan for tomorrow, not just today. We must help to give the democracies of Southeastern Europe a path to a prosperous shared future, a unifying magnet more powerful than the pull of hatred and destruction that has threatened to tear them apart. Our European partners must provide most of the resources for this effort, but it is in America's interest to do our part as well” (Clinton 1999). 

This plan was in overall accepted by the other two actors (EU and Russia) and the most urgent was to maintain peace and begin the democratic reforms which would provide this region with minimal conditions for starting functioning. Making Kosovo function was necessary because the war left complete disorder and chaos in this region. Lot of refugees, displaced people, no functioning economy, failed institutions (see chapter 2 for more details). 
The first settled policy in order to reach stabilisation and security in the region of Kosovo was implemented by KFOR units on Kosovo, divided under five different commands. This meant to reduce to zero inter ethnic attacks and violence and on that way to open a road for stabilisation of the region through democratisation. 
In the end of March 2000, a bit less than a year after the end of bombing of the FRY, Chris Patten, the external relations commissioner of the EU, in one interview was confronted with the fact that the EU was not doing all that it promised regarding Kosovo. He replied:

“I think we are doing better than some of the critics have suggested but we are not doing as well as we should and that was the reason for the decision taken by European heads of government at the end of last week, that Javier Solana, the representative of foreign ministers and I should do rather more to try and pull things together, not just in Kosovo but in the Balkans in general. We still find we have to work with lousy procedures which make it difficult for even very good people to do the job that they would like to do. So there's a lot for us to do to make sure in particular that during this summer, between end of one winter, beginning of another, we make substantial progress in reconstruction and rehabilitation in Kosovo” (Patten, 2000). 

In April 2000, Tony Blair (2000) in his speech to the press conference that followed Russian-British talks, accentuated that Russia, the EU and the USA were on the same page in relation to Kosovo, and that all of them were engaged together working for peace and stability. 

Only six months later, a permanent representative of Russia to the United Nations, Sergei Lavrov, addressing the UN Security Council about the situation on Kosovo, pointed to the discrepancy on the field between Russia, the EU and the USA. He described the situation in Kosovo as tense “and [that] nothing [was] being done to provide safe conditions for the return of non-Albanian refugees to the territory” (Lavrov, 2000). Mr. Lavrov added that Russia 
“[insists] on an early start of the negotiating process on the status of Kosovo. We are concerned that the UNMIC leadership is flouting this important provision of resolution 1244. The ‘principles of temporary self-rule in Kosovo’ approved by the May meeting of the G-8 working group in Tokyo provide a good basis for further work to determine the parameters of ‘substantial autonomy for Kosovo’. Needless to say, official FRY representatives should join the work in this direction.”

George W. Bush, during his presidential campaign, made a promise that he was going to take out the troops from Kosovo as soon as possible (CNN, 2001). After the incidents in Macedonia against the rebels in 2001, George W. Bush following a visit to Europe said that there is still “a lot of work to do”. “America has a vital interest in European stability and therefore, peace in the region. That's why I've taken steps to cut off outside support for the rebels in Macedonia. That's why we need you to keep patrolling the border and cutting off the arms flow” (Bush, 2001). 
After the upsurge of violence by Albanians in Kosovo in 2004, Chris Patten addressed his concerns about Kosovar violence for independence (EP, 30 March 2004). He underlined: “I do not believe that we can give up on our insistence about a multi-ethnic Kosovo in which all ethnic groups can live freely and without fear. Nor do I believe that we should abandon the idea of ‘standards before status’. On the other hand, I don't think that we should send a signal that final status discussion will be delayed indefinitely” (Patten, 2004).

On the following day, Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Sergey Lavrov, in an interview with Russian media (following talks with USA Secretary of State Colin Powell, in Berlin), revealed that the situation in Kosovo was discussed in detail. 
“A common understanding has been reached that affairs could no longer be conducted there as they had before, and that it is necessary to take concrete drastic action to prevent any more flare-ups of extremism. The most important thing is to take measures to restore order in Kosovo. During the conversation understanding was reached about the need to consider new methods for carrying out the decisions adopted by the United Nations Security Council on settlement in Kosovo” (Lavrov, 2004). 

This meant a change in policies applied on Kosovo and a disruption in the policy applied until then based on the principle “standard before the status”, as mentioned before. This was a consequence of the poor results when compared to the expected ones. From then on focus was switched to the status issue. 

During 2005-2006 the negotiations over the final status of Kosovo were initiated, with the goal of leading to a lasting peace in this region. In December 2006, German Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier, after meeting in Washington with Condoleezza Rice, said that “[t]he decision on the final status of Kosovo is going to come up next year. Mr. Ahtisaari is going to present his decision at the beginning of next year and we will have to join our efforts in order to help stabilize the region once that decision has been announced. Europe will participate in the biggest civil mission ever” (Steinmeier, 2006). 

One month later, in the conference held in Sochi after the talks between German chancellor Angela Merkel and Russian president Vladimir Putin, the question of Kosovo and its final status were once more treated. In this occasion Putin believed that it was “unacceptable in Russia’s view to impose a decision on the status of Kosovo from outside. A long-term solution can be reached only if it is acceptable both in Belgrade and in Pristina” (Putin, 2007). Angela Merkel answer was that 

“regarding the issue of Kosovo, we (IC) are in a better situation than after World War II in that we now have the United Nations, and Mr Ahtisaari has been working in Kosovo under UN mandate. The task he has been entrusted with by the UN and the OSCE is to prepare a report. We proposed that before he presents his report, he first speak with Kosovo, and also with Serbia, of course” (Merkel, 2007).

Mr. Ahtisaari’s report was presented at the end of January 2007 and revealed a profound division between Russia on the one side, and the USA and the EU on the other. Mr Ahtisaari plan had at its basis the formation of a multiethnic, democratic and decentralised society which was compatible with the EU multiethnic programme for the Western Balkans, meaning that this presented a prospect of accession. It sought to offer to all parts involved some benefits: “for Kosovo Albanians prospect of independence, to Kosovo Serbs extensive rights, security and privileged relations with Serbia, and Serbia the chance to put the past behind it once and for all and realise its European future” (Europe Report 182, 2007). 
The reaction of the USA, EU and Russia was divided: on the one side were the USA and a majority of EU countries with the complete acceptance and determination to implement this plan as it was proposed and, on the other, Russia which had a strong attitude in a contrary direction. The apprehension of Russia was that this plan would be used in the future as a precedent and proposed to change Ahtisaari’s proposal in a sense to offer more conditionality before the review of the international mandate, more progress on minority rights, and, as the main concern, not explicitly to support independence (Europe Report 182, 2007). In case that this would not be respected, Russia promised to veto this plan.  
In May, the high foreign policy representatives of Russia and the USA met on the talks regarding this issue. On this occasion, Mr. Lavrov stated: 

“The Unites States believes there is no other way but to accept Ahtisaari’s plan. Russia believes there is no other way but to continue talks. We voiced our reasons to each other today and heard them. So far no conclusion has been found, but we are minimizing the areas of misunderstanding and that is one of our priorities. On the other hand, understanding of each other’s positions does not mean we agree. But we see the reasons and the consequences each side foresees for itself at various outcomes” (Lavrov, 2007a).

Rice’s answer was that “The Ahtisaari plan provides a good basis. The resolution that was introduced by France is a good start for how the international community might move forward on the issue of status for Kosovo” (Rice, 2007a).

This division became more ferocious as Albanian promises for a proclamation of independence were becoming louder. The USA gave support to these voices in December 2007 after the deadline (10 December) for a negotiation between Albanians and Serbs expired. This declaration (of independence) was made on February 18, taking to edge relations between the USA and Russia which were getting colder as time passed on. 
The day after the unilateral proclamation of independence of Kosovo, George W. Bush revealed that
“this strategy (independence of Kosovo) has been a long time coming. Yesterday, for example, we had worked out with our European allies the sequencing of it to make sure that there was a concerted and constant voice supporting this move. The United States supports this move because we believe it will bring peace. And now it's up to all of us to work together to help the Kosovars realize that peace. And it's important for us to remind Kosovo - which I have just done - that they must honor their commitments to support the rights of non-Albanians, non-Kosovars rights inside the country” (Bush, 2008a).

A week after, Russian president Medvedev visited Belgrade where he reinforced his support to Serbia. He said that Russia ”proceed[s] from the understanding that Serbia is a single state with its jurisdiction spanning its entire territory, and we will stick to this principled stance in the future” (Medvedev, 2008a). This clearly meant Russian opposition to the independence of Kosovo and the implications the recognition of the new country could bring to European security and stability.
Tom Casey, the USA State Department spokesman stated that the United States ”are going to continue to try to work with both the Russians and the Serbs on this, but I think that it ought to be clear to everybody at this point that Kosovo is never going to be a part of Serbia again” (Casey, 2008). 

The EU’s response was not unanimous limiting its impact and leaving to its state members to decide if they were going to recognise individually this independence or not (so far, 22 EU countries have recognised Kosovo
). The only joint decision was that EU troops would continue in Kosovo and that EULEX Kosovo mission would be deployed (a civilian and police mission) on Kosovo to provide assistance as a continuation of the international civil presence. EULEX Kosovo means European Union Rule of Law Mission on Kosovo and included police officers and judges (EULEX mission, 2009). The deployment process of this mission started on February 2008 and it took four months to be concluded. 
In June 2008 we assisted to a worsening of relations between the USA and Russia due to the lack of consensus relatively to Kosovo. On day 20 Lavrov stated that the USA and the EU needed to “take a pause” regarding the decision of the unilateral declaration of independence of Kosovo. He continued, “It won’t hurt any of us to think and take to look around”. He compared even the situation between the USA and Russia to a Cold War and found that nowadays there is less respect and trust then at that time (Lavrov, 2008). 
In the summer of 2008, tensions between Russia and USA regarding the issue of independence (with repercussions on South Ossetia and Abkhazia) reached its peak. In August, Russia decided to intervene militarily in Georgia as a response to Tbilisi’s armed attempt at retaking Tshkinvali by force (supporting these two regions in their claim for autonomy) (Guardian, 2008). This conflict only deepened the differences in attitude regarding the Kosovo question. But this matter was not treated due to the fact that USA was in the middle of a presidential campaign and all foreign policy decisions were postponed until the end of January 2009, when the newly elected president occupied his seat. 
In the meantime, the wave of recognitions came to a standstill, due to the fact that Serbia submitted to the International Court of Justice (ICJ) a motion defending the illegality of the Kosovo independence (this process started over a motion presented to the UN in October 2008). Therefore, neither one of the main actors involved in the process nowadays insists on searching for a solution, until the decision of the ICJ comes to light. 
Since December 2008, the EULEX mission in Kosovo (led by the EU) took over part of responsibilities from UNMIK and now has the mandate for dealing with crimes in this region (EULEX Kosovo, 2008). 

4.3. Results obtained versus demonstrated intentions

This section has as main goal to represent discrepancies between the intentions demonstrated during the years in speeches and the results which were obtained meanwhile. Therefore, the speeches analysed all pertaining to the decade of dissension (starting from June 1999 until nowadays) and now compared with the actual effects produced on the ground.

Unfortunately, the political determination revealed in the first speeches after the end of the bombardments in 1999 did not translate into practice. The enthusiasm to follow with the application of democratic standards appears to be an effortless manner to maintain the status quo between the actors involved. This suggests that as the actors had parts of territory to supervise (CIMIC brigades, see chapter 5) and implement this policy as they intended correctly, there was no truly cooperation and coordination between them. Neither of them
 was open to accept suggestions from another side judging that it would subordinate him to other power. 

Therefore, there are great differences between approaches to maintain an order and bring security back to the region. While on the North, French troops were leading, accent was given to the civil mission and reconstruction of the infrastructures; on the South, led by USA troops, the mission was interpreted as mostly military and it addressed mainly security concerns (Mockaitis, 2004: 45-60). This was consequence of a poorly developed policy, which had only main objectives delineated by UNMIK
 and it was left to the leaders of the troops to decide the more specific objectives and methods. 

The challenges faced did not bring the actors together to work on a common solution; rather actors were searching for leakages in the proposal presented. This was as such because each actor had a different agenda behind the will to resolve this crisis which conditioned their effective participation. For example, this was more visible in the Russian participation where this country did not accept the solution that other actors understood as good ones (e.g. Ahtisaari plan) because of its concern about consequences that could be brought to its own regions (Europe Report 182, 2007). Another example for this behaviour is identifiable in the USA reaction which directed the whole attention and efforts to military security due to their concern with the AMBO’s project (see chapter 2), instead of directing actions towards civil reconstruction as well (Mockaitis, 2004: 50). 

The initial period of the international presence on Kosovo until late 2004, when the policy changed from “standards before status” to the status issue, might be seen as more successful then the one that followed it (from 2005 to June 2008). In the first phase, the agreement about policies to be implemented between the three main actors analysed still existed. The speeches analysed demonstrate relative concordance about the policy to be implemented. 

On the ground, there were problems regarding efficiency of executing primary objectives established by both NATO and UNMIK: long term securing of the region, rebuilding and establishing the rule of law in Kosovo. Europe Report 83 (International Crisis Group, 1999), emitted solely six months after the entry of KFOR troops on Kosovo, demonstrates the failure to initiate the accomplishment of the goals listed before. This report strongly criticises the French brigade of KFOR, on North Kosovo, and the north-American one on the South, which failed to protect both ethnicities (Serbian and Albanian) from violence (ICG, 1999: 3). The trust in intentions to rebuild Kosovo was challenged when the urban population of Kosovo felt continuous difficulty to reach heat, water and electricity in the cold winter months (ICG, 1999: 5). The confusion and debate about the legality of the penal code to be used brought a legal vacuum that lasted for five months (ICG, 1999: 12). This caused a sense of impunity between both ethnicities and allowed the rise of crime in this period. 

Progress was evident in the area of justice (ICG, 2002). This report alerts to the advancement of the policies implemented since the 1999 (security and rule of law), but recognises that there is still a lot of work to be done. This specially regards areas such as effectiveness in crime investigations, vital prosecution instruments (the most important doubtlessly witness protection programme) and strengthening local capacity of judicial personnel
. 

Security issues were still not under control until the transition where the primary objective passed to be status instead of democratic standards. In the paper issued in 2004 by the UNHCR (2004) violence increased during 2003 exponentially in comparison with the previous year. It also alerts to problems of return of displaced people and the diminution of the potential returns because of the insurgence of violence. The individuals who decided to come back were mainly Serbs which returned to the Serbian communities.

In March 2004, violence escalated to extreme proportions which left four to five years of work of the peace troops in jeopardy. The consequence of these incidents was 4,200 displaced people, nine dead and 550 destroyed homes, 27 churches, and many monasteries and public buildings (Human Rights Watch, 2004). The gravity of these incidents (17-18.03.2004) can be perceived by the title “collapse in Kosovo” that the International Crisis Group gave to one of its reports.  

The economy burdened by unemployment needed foreign involvement to get back on track. However, the issue which took violence to this extreme was the frustration about the future status (Pettifer, 2004: 5). This was a turning point in the reconsideration of the policy “standard before status” (as it demonstrated itself to be incapable of maintaining security) which needed to be renewed. 
The initiative about the final status of Kosovo was initially agreed to be achieved through talks between Belgrade and Pristina. However, this was time consuming and without any practical results. Therefore, it was conferred to Mr. Martti Ahtisaari, the UN special Envoy, the responsibility to outline the plan for a resolution of the final status of Kosovo. Mr. Ahtisaari underlined the importance of the progress in the standards because the status will not “put their basic shape in question” (International Crisis Group, 2006: 3). 
The problems that policy of standards did not anticipate were corruption and organised crime
, which made institution-building more a question of numbers then reality on the ground. To address the question of standards more profoundly, UNMIK and Ahtisaari decided to endeavour conciliation of the status and standards questions by stressing the importance of the future integration of Kosovo in the EU. 

The achievements on the ground due to basic objectives proposed in the beginning of the post-conflict participation (security, rebuilding and enforcement of rule of law) have been improved. Security by 2006 does not represent only international troops but also Kosovo own policing units. These are ethnically mixed, with a majority of Albanian participation. Rebuilding and institution-building faced as the main concern the lack of education of the populations. Therefore, the difficulty to locate highly qualified personnel subsisted
. 

The challenge that the final status gave to the overall post-conflict process on Kosovo was aggravated by discordance over the track to follow. The declaration of Russia which contested intentions to give a full independence to Kosovo restrained her back from the plan proposed by Ahtisaari. However, Russia offered proposals which would make her less contained regarding the issue of the final status. 

As the UN did not decide to follow the path of independence after the deadline given to Serbs and Albanians to reach a common solution (December 10, 2007), the Albanian majority searched for support for unilateral proclamation of independence. Therefore, support by one of the main powers was required. For that purpose, it required assistance of the USA. This assistance was provided because of the possibility to remove part of the troops from Kosovo, since they were more needed on other locations (e.g. Iraq, Afghanistan). The promise made by the north-American president during the campaign would at last be fulfilled. This promise concerned the fast removal of troops from Kosovo, made by Bush in 2001 (CNN, 2001). 
The USA saw the possibility to emerge as the solution-makers for the region and to keep tracking their own agenda (for example, the AMBO project, see chapter 4.1). Russia could not agree with this solution for several reasons, but mainly because of similar problems in the case of Chechnya, as well as its long-time friendship with Serbia. 

Therefore, the proclamation of independence by Kosovar Albanians brought profound division between these two actors (Russia and the USA). The toughening tone of their speeches resembles Cold War times. This made dialogue between these actors limited and with time, more assertive. In practical terms, this was more obvious in occasions when talks about Kosovo followed two different ways: on the one side, the USA was addressing to Kosovo as an independent entity and, on the other, Russia was treating it as a part of another state (Serbia). 
The discordance about the path to follow took this division to another level: Russia claimed that sending a civil mission to Kosovo to replace UNMIK would be illegal (after the unilateral declaration of independence) and argued that NATO presence is essential for maintaining order in Kosovo (RIA Novosti, 2008).

The EU was kept in the middle after the proclamation of independence due to the fact that intense divisions subsisted between its members over this subject (Harsch, 2008). It was left on the responsibility of each one of the member states to decide alone about a final decision. However, the joint mission, EULEX was agreed to be sent to Kosovo and has been deployed since February 2008. It is a civil mission which includes three different bodies (The Office the European Union Special Representative, European Commission Liaison Office
 and EULEX) which have the same mission: to approximate Kosovo to EU integration (EULEX, 2009).
The comparison between the speeches and the situation on the ground diverges. The problems that the actors involved (both organisations and states) faced on the ground were diminished in the speeches and the reader who was no acquainted with the reality, would be easily mislead by unconditionally dependence on speeches. While in speeches we have moderated problems about security on the ground, the reality is revealing of a more dramatic situation. The problems such as lack of education, futile economy, corruption and organised crime do not have place in the preoccupation of the actors in their speeches. On the contrary, they underline their efforts for cooperation and resolution of the problems. The policies that are implemented on the ground are far away from the desirable one, much less accurate and profound. 

The cooperative security to which these actors compromised seems to disappear as time passes. While we can notice enthusiasm on the early beginning, when the situation became less clear regarding the problems on the ground, and questions became more complex, the determination to cooperate melt down. The personal interests of actors dominated the scene where the common interest (peace and stability of Kosovo) should prevail. 

5. Missing mechanisms: problems of Civil–Military Cooperation (CIMIC) in Kosovo

Nowadays, post-conflict cooperative security uses CIMIC as its main instrument in rebuilding peace. The aim of this chapter is to demonstrate what prevents CIMIC from achieving success in addressing post-conflict situations, specially focusing on the Kosovo region. As Mockaitis (2004a: VI) underlines, Kosovo was predisposed to be a successful case of CIMIC: a small and compact territory with a manageable population. Compactness means that reconstruction should have been faster, and due to the short duration of the conflict (comparable with Bosnia, for example), there was less destruction. However, this did not happen. Why did it fail?

This research identifies several problems which contributed to the limited success of CIMIC on the field. The main ones explored in this chapter are: a lack of knowledge of CIMIC staff about execution of civil tasks, a lack of information exchange between the different entities involved (translated into poor communication between the civil and military sectors), cultural differences and a lack of professional training for joint work (between the military and civilian sectors). 

This chapter is organised as follows: firstly, it will show the realities about the functioning of CIMIC brigades in Kosovo (this will be limited to one brigade under the leadership of USA and one member of the EU, namely France
); and secondly will show the problems that this brigades are crossed with. These problems will be analysed to demonstrate how they weakened CIMIC in Kosovo. 

CIMIC has the objective of connecting civil and military sectors to reach peace and to help in the reconstruction of Kosovo after the end of a violent conflict. Neither one of these sectors (military or civil) can do this job alone: it is necessary close cooperation and good communication between both. Even if we can roughly separate areas of direct interest to both sectors, it is impossible for either of them to achieve their objectives on their own without a close cooperation. This is due to the nature of peace: without reaching a certain level of stability (which is provided by assuring basic infrastructures available for everybody) it is impossible to maintain peace. With basic infrastructures, population can concentrate on the reconstruction of their lives instead of placing their energy in assuring basic necessities (which happens in the absence of basic infrastructures). 
Therefore, we can say that the military sector is liable to “end fighting, establish and preserve order, facilitate relief operations” (Mockaitis, 2004: 38), while the civil sector is responsible for “the rebuilding of infrastructure and civil institutions” (Mockaitis, 2004: 38). The military sector consists of international military forces designated to work in the field in the post-conflict period. These forces (KFOR) are designated by UN to operate on the ground, and they are armed and prepared to maintain peace and order in the post-conflict period. They represent the peace support operation in Kosovo. The civil sector contains mainly three types of organisations: International Organisations, Non-Governmental Organisations and Private Volunteer Organisations. CIMIC units inside NATO (KFOR) brigades analysed in Kosovo, integrated both civilian and military sectors. 

Regarding CIMIC in Kosovo, it is important to consider a division of tasks on the field. The Kosovo region was divided into five multinational brigades after the end of the conflict in 1999: North, West, Centre, East and South. Each of them had one country as commander of the mission and, for the purpose of this research, missions were divided
 between the one led by European countries (France on the North, Finland in the Centre, Austria on the South and Italy on the West
) and the USA. Russia will not be considered separately since her troops were spread over all five brigades and they did not have one sole zone under their direct command. Each one of these brigades was presumed to form within its area CIMIC units which would create cooperation with civil agents in the correspondent area of actuation of the brigade. This would allow the population to get a more complete
 and quick answer for urgent infrastructure problems as well as it would help creating a bond between military and the general population. 
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5.1 Diverging opinions: (in)successes of CIMIC
There are two different types of opinions about the success of CIMIC cooperation on Kosovo. The first one exposed here represents NATO’s official opinion, and the other one represents the stream that academics on the field defend. The last one is more pragmatic and represents with more reality the situation on Kosovo. These different understandings are relevant because we can compare divergences between the official attitude (as was also demonstrated in Chapter 4) and the realities faced on the field. These discrepancies in this case are so massive, that an inexperienced reader can get the notion that we are talking about different regions and not the same one. The difference in acquaintance about the gravity of the situation during this time complicated further the reach of answers that were necessary in this region. 
As General Sir Mike Jackson
 describes, the situation in Kosovo upon KFOR’s arrival in June 1999 was alarming. The KLA was heavily armed and very present on the field. There were still combats; nearly a million people became refugees outside of Kosovo, and there was very few water and electricity available. Houses, roads and bridges were destroyed, hospitals and schools closed. On his own words, “ordinary life in Kosovo was suspended” (Jackson, 1999: 16).

Then, after a 15 week period, he illustrates a new image of the situation on Kosovo. On this renewed image, Kosovo is a much better place for everybody. The process of demilitarisation was concluded, over 750,000 people returned and rebuilt their homes and their lives. As he concludes, they were living with confidence on KFOR and on the international presence in Kosovo (Jackson, 1999: 19). 
This positive feeling was shared with the third commander of KFOR, Klaus Reinhardt. He shared the same speech about stability in the region, successful demilitarisation, cleaning of minefields and other spaces that contained explosives, and the success KFOR achieved in the resolution of crimes and hostilities between divided populations (Reinhardt, 2000: 17). The problem he identified was in the area of civil police, which should prevent and control organised crime. 

Regardless of this problem, Klaus Reinhardt emphasised the success that KFOR had in the reconstruction of the civil sector. He exemplifies this with the reopening of TV and radio stations, the restructuring of the judicial system and return of prosecutors and judges to functions as well as of youngsters to schools and the university (during his six months command). However, he admitted some challenges that KFOR still comes across with: a weak economy, high unemployment rates (between 80% and 90%), preparations for fair and participative municipal elections (in autumn 2000), the status issue, and the return of refugees from neighbouring and other countries (Reinhardt, 2000: 18-19). 
In opposition to this all-optimistic-view, the analysis of Colonel Michael Ward, a Canadian representative in KFOR on Kosovo, claims that there were major failures since the beginning of the deployment process on Kosovo that harmed the possibility of success of the operation. As the major problem he appointed the lack of a common communication architecture. By this, he understood that there was no communication between the nations in the coalition. This prevented possibilities of connected actions on the field (Ward, 2000: 70). The success of the KFOR mission, according to this author, could be measured as very limited due to problems that could not be fully addressed, such as growing criminality, especially among the supposedly demilitarised KLA, but also the augmentation of organised crime in general. 

Michael Pugh believes that the greatest factor for failure of CIMIC on Kosovo is the incapability of NATO to coordinate its members on the field (Pugh, 2000: 237). He was referring to the lack of a common policy between the units under different commands. Thomas Mockaitis (2004a: VI) also considers this as one of the major problems of the mission in Kosovo. He understands that CIMIC in Kosovo can barely be considered as one mission. This is due to the fact that units have great autonomy from one another and there are only weak joint guidelines defined by UNMIK to follow. Therefore, there are different realities and challenges, meaning that there is not a single Kosovo, rather various Kosovos.

In the definition of the reasons for failure Michael Williams identifies cultural differences as a common problem on the operations on the field. He considered this differentiation regarding European soldiers and the ones from other parts of the world (namely Americans). He argued that European soldiers have tendency to be more involved not only in pure military actions and policing, but also in reconstruction of the society as well (Williams, 1998: 55). In opposition of that is the USA military, that limits their participation to purely military sector activities. 

In order to demonstrate this differentiation of CIMIC units in Kosovo, two cases are analysed more closely here: the USA and France
. 

5.2. The USA and French brigades
The USA brigade was situated in the south-east part of Kosovo’s territory. This brigade was deployed in June 1999 and since then developed its activity. This was the area that suffered the least damage during the war, and before the war represented the most ethnically diverse area on Kosovo. Under the USA command, this brigade united Russian, Greek and Polish troops. The CIMIC concept as acknowledged in this research was not accepted by the USA troops who were using a similar concept for this purpose, Civil Affairs (CA). The main difference between them is that CIMIC understands, as its name suggests, cooperation between the civil and military sector, while CA clearly separates the civil mission from the military one. 

During the mission in Kosovo, American troops had a tendency “to put apart” the civil mission and concentrate their efforts on purely military objectives. For this reason it can be stated that they interpreted UN resolution 1244 literally, in the strictly military sense (freedom of movement, security). As Mockaitis (2004: 50) demonstrates, this strictly military interpretation can be found in the following examples: in the summer of 1999, Greek troops under the USA command were assigned to protect Serbs, to help in cleaning mine fields, return displaced people to their area and disarm the KLA. 

To illustrate better this concentration on military objectives, Mockaitis (2004: 52) gives further examples. Bondsteel (the American base in Kosovo) was protected as a fortress, where soldiers walked inside armed. Outside, they moved in hardtop Humvees and wore full equipment (helmets, flack jackets) wherever they went. This made sense in the early stages of the mission but at a more advanced one (where the life of the population had returned to certain normality) they looked out of place. 
 The regulations imposed by the USA troops restricted cooperation between the local population and CA units. The dress code (heavily military uniforms) prevented locals from developing relationships of trust with these agents. Moreover, the regulations that forbade socialisation with locals repealed the local hospitality. 

Apart from the strict regulations, it appeared that the cultural approach was also dramatically different between the USA unit and other units. As Mockaitis (2004: 53) explained
 “Americans prefer to 'cut the small talk' and 'get to the point.' They believe 'time is money' and have little patience for relationship building. In countries that consider hospitality a prerequisite to doing business such brusqueness inhibits relationship building and may even cause offense.” 

An image of the limitations of the CA unit on the ground is best illustrated by an example of wells in the town of Gnjilane. As it was necessary to have drinking water to rebuild villages, American CA unit was asked to get wells dug. As the CA unit did not have its own funds, this task could not be completed. They had the trained personnel but they could not borrow equipment from their base as this was not considered strictly a “security” or “freedom of movement” task. Therefore, the CA unit needed to put in charge one NGO on the field to complete this action (Mockaitis, 2004: 52).

These limitations have made the achievements more valuable. The CA unit managed to implement several projects that were of great significance to the local community, such as prevention of illegal woodcutting, supply of English language books, help of the medical staff in local hospitals and weekly shopping trips for Serbs living away from the city (Mockaitis, 2004: 52). Therefore, the USA action on the civil mission can not be undermined but certainly can not be compared with missions developed by European partners. 
In opposition to the case of the USA, the French brigade had more success in getting closer to the populations. The French brigade was responsible for the North of Kosovo. The biggest challenge for the French troops was dealing with the only multiethnic neighbourhood (the town of Mitrovica) in the region, where the two major ethnicities (Serbs and Albanians) had homes placed next to one another and not divided in separate neighbourhoods. In this city, this unit had great military problems with handling security issues, such as refuse of escorts in the Northern part of Mitrovica, lack of facilitation in the process of return of refugees (of all nationalities), and very poor communication with police under UN mandate, that caused a lot of unnecessary victims (Mockaitis, 2004: 47-8).  

But success of this unit cannot be measured based on actions in only one town. Therefore, if we analyse the broader picture we can find some of the greatest achievements of CIMIC units in whole Kosovo. A clear example of that is the region of Drenica. In this region, cooperation between the militaries and the NGOs on the ground was exemplary. 

In one village of this region where the French Red Cross built a school, CIMIC unit joined efforts and added a playground. In another village CIMIC built pipelines for running water, and in a region as a whole, they repaired roads and bridges (Mockaitis, 2004: 48). 

In opposition to what happened under the USA command, when French CIMIC team asked for a bulldozer to help in the playground project, not only it was approved but also was made available the personnel to run the project with assistance from French and Belgian engineers (Mockaitis, 2004: 48). 

The security measures under French command were interpreted relatively to the region where the soldiers were positioned. In the regions with more tensions they would make patrolling fully equipped while in the areas where there was less tensions and better communication with the locals, they would leave heavier weapons and helmets in the jeeps (Mockaitis, 2004: 48). 
This is a demonstration of adaptability, which was very evident in the French case, and sensitivity of all brigades to changes that occurred through the time spent on Kosovo. This adaptability helped to make a closer connection with populations which improved their results in the rebuilding process on the field. Also this sort of adaptability to the moment (in security measures) led to more trust in the relationship with local population. 
The last difference between this brigade and the USA one was in the cultural proximity, which was much closer in this case. This facilitated communication between the locals and the CIMIC unit and made their work more successful and easier (Mockaitis, 2004: 49). European cultures are more similar and tend to communicate more. Making personal relations with the locals in informal environment helped a lot CIMIC unit to realise the real needs of the locals and to act according to these. 

The success of this mission was more obvious and greater due to a fact that this brigade (and also Canadian and other European commanded brigades) made a wider interpretation of the security measures and included also bigger budgets for CIMIC projects. This was because flexibility of a broader understanding of security led to straighter relations between the populations and the military sector in the field. Connections established between the military and the populations facilitated the execution of both military and civilian tasks due to a relationship of mutual respect. Also, a better relationship with the locals helped a lot in reaching the right perception of the real and most urgent needs of the population.  
5.3. Limitations of CIMIC in Kosovo
This brief overview on the field experiences of CIMIC in Kosovo, allows to conclude that CIMIC has limitations which turn it inadequate. Many authors already researched limitations of CIMIC on different manners, and in diverse contexts. This study searches to alert on the difficulties found in functioning of CIMIC units in one post-conflict operation, and based on the experience demonstrated in Kosovo. 

Therefore, the main limitation of CIMIC identified is the lack of tools to deal with civil tasks. This lack of tools is essentially demonstrated in the following areas: lack of knowledge, lack of information exchange between the different entities involved (translated in poor communication between the civil and military sectors), cultural limitations
 and lack of professional training for joint work, as further analysed. 

When addressed, the question of lack of knowledge is often referred to the problems that the military sector finds in executing civil tasks. Generally, the military sector does not have specific qualifications to start executing civil tasks. To be successful, it is necessary to confer specific training for the CIMIC personnel that is going to be in contact with the civil sector (NGOs, IOs) and with the population itself (Gordon, 2001). It is necessary a comprehensive approach on this matter (in this case inside NATO) which is going to be cohesive and to grant systematic preparation to this type of units. Due to lack of knowledge, many of these actions performed by CIMIC units are sporadic and disorganised, as it could be seen from the examples given from the USA and French units. 

Another tool that could improve functioning of CIMIC is better communication skills within NATO (in this case), and also with other organisations. As Colonel Michael Ward explained, the lack of common communication architecture between NATO nations challenged operations on the field (Ward, 2000: 70). In the USA example we could see that lack of communication with other CIMIC units made this unit isolated and functioning segregated from others. In case of better communication between the units, cooperation on the ground could be driven with more success. Another example, in the case of France, demonstrates that better communication and information exchange between organisations (in this case NATO and UNMIK) could save lives in operations on the ground (Mockaitis: 2004: 47-48).

By displaying of the example of the differences of the American unit and French one, it is possible to better understand the first type of cultural differences. On the one hand, American soldiers were following a code of conduct where there was no relationship with locals, which made more difficult understanding their needs, but also rendering more difficult the trust building process. Another obstacle in their communication with the locals was the presence of full military equipment at all moments which was causing suspicion among locals (Mockaitis, 2004: 52). On the other hand, the French unit was more receptive about the locals and was contacting with them on a more informal basis (in bars) to find out their urgent needs, but also to establish confidence on the military troops (Mockaitis, 2004: 48). Also, they were leaving the heavier equipment away in patrolling when they would understood that there was no need for it (from a security point of view).  

This demonstrates that similar cultures (of locals and militaries on the field) have tendency to bond easier than the ones which demonstrate greater discrepancies and this bond brings more benefits to the mission as a whole. 

The other type of cultural differences, which distinguish the military one from the civil one, is based on different reaction of each one of them in certain situation. While in military missions we find strict rules for most of the situations, in civil missions, most of the times it is necessary to improvise (Jenny, 2001:27). The language that the military are using many times is incompatible with the civil one. Differences in terminology can bring parts to complete misunderstanding (Haugevik, 2007:11-14). 

 The last obstacle is lack of training for the joint work which connects all needs expressed before for the success of CIMIC. The necessity that military staff has training about joint work with civil agents becomes indispensible in order to have more accomplishments in the joint projects. 

This chapter explored the problems of CIMIC, a main instrument of post-conflict cooperative security in rebuilding peace. For this purpose it identified, in the analysis of the Kosovo context, that the main problem of CIMIC is the lack of tools to deal with problems inside of it. Therefore are numbered four main areas where better tools could help CIMIC in achieving more success in the future. This lack of tools is essentially demonstrated in the following areas: lack of knowledge, lack of information exchange between the different entities involved (translated in poor communication between the civil and military sectors), cultural limitations and lack of professional training for joint work. By exemplifying the problems in these areas on the field, it was demonstrated how they prevented CIMIC of achieving greater success. 

6. Conclusion

This thesis started as a research for an answer about limitations of cooperative security in post-conflict environment, especially focusing on the Kosovo from 1999 to 2009. By following the constructivist approach, this investigation assumed the existence of three major obstacles: motivations behind the involvement in this type of cooperation, lack of political will in resolution on the field and lack of tools in the CIMIC context. 
By close observation of the three main actors involved (USA, EU and Russia) this research analysed how they used their own interests to build realities in which they were operating in the post-conflict period on Kosovo. They used in speeches many of the desirable objectives instead of constructing a scenario which was compatible with reality on the field. Their commitment with cooperative security in this post-conflict situation was getting weaker as the time passed. As their interests were changing, their speeches (which were used for construction of realities of each actor) were following directions compatible with their interests. Therefore, from the point where the interest of one actor (and possible repercussions of the outcome of this cooperative security could make more harm than benefit) would follow a different direction than considered by another actor, the commitment with cooperative security would go to a second plan, behind the personal agenda of the actors involved. 
This research finishes with the analyses of the problems in CIMIC, which occurred mainly because of the lack of the tools that could help CIMIC staff (military) to deal with civil issues. Therefore are numbered four main areas where better tools could help CIMIC in achieving more success in the future. This lack of tools is essentially demonstrated in the following areas: lack of knowledge, lack of information exchange between the different entities involved (translated in poor communication between the civil and military sectors), cultural limitations and lack of professional training for joint work. By exemplifying the problems in these areas on the field, it was demonstrated how they prevented CIMIC of achieving greater success. 

This investigation displayed the importance of the role of the participants/interveners in post-conflict cooperative security, when the limitations identified are connected with their interests to resolve the political problems of the region. Often these interests were camouflaged by altruistic speeches of the actors and their unselfish desire to resolve problems with maximum urgency. If in the future these actors’ limitations could be addressed with more efficiency, the concept of cooperative security could have again the importance it had at the time it was designed by the OSCE.   
The contribution of this research is twofold: first, regarding the theoretical point of view here addressed, and second, in the study of the case of Kosovo. Concerning theory this has to do with the application of a constructivist framework to the analysis of the concept of cooperative security, which is usually related to realism. On this way, cooperative security is explored differently, beyond positivist analyses, by looking at the social construction of reality(ies) by different actors, as well as at the speeches and how these have been translated into practice. In addition, this research highlighted that the problem is not in the interpretation of the concept, as it is usually claimed in the literature, i.e. the model of cooperative security, but rather the lack of committed involvement from the actors intervening in post-conflict contexts, and which distort the very nature of policies based on cooperative security.
Secondly, and in more empirical terms, this study applies this theoretical understanding to the analysis of the Kosovo region as an illustration of post-conflict cooperative security, and not as conflict analysis, as most of the studies develop it. There are very few research analyses exploring the limitations that existed on the ground preventing this process of achieving success and reaching stability in the region, with the finding of an agreed compromise to the political crisis. This research contributes, therefore, to analysing the Kosovo region from a post-conflict perspective, since most of the investigations in this area relate to the conflict itself and not to the rebuilding and stabilisation period (post-conflict). The combination of this theoretical look with this empirical study allowed a differentiated look over post-conflict cooperative security, constituting in our view an added value to existing contributions, and opening new avenues for future research.  
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