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IMPEAT'OBOP / PREFACE

Cpncku hupninmna

Cpncku Moct — IHeTHTYT 32 IMjasior u
MHOBAIjEOCHOBAH j& ca MUCHjOM Jia
NOJICTAKHE KPUTUUYKO MULLIBEHHE,
HWHCTUTYIUOHAJIHN III/IjaJIOF " €TUYKY
OIrOBOPHOCT y ofiHocuMma usmeby Cpouje,
pervoHa u MmebyHapopse 3ajequuue. Ha
paa no4YrBa Ha NpUHOUIIMMA CYBEPCHUTETA,
NpaBfe 1 OCTOjaHCTBA — KA0 TeMesbuMa
CBaKoOT MPaBe/IHOI OPeTKa.

Y Bpemeny kajia ce Cp6uja cyoyaBa ca
NOJUTUYKUM, TIPABHUM U MEM]CKUM
13a30BHUMa KOjU YECTO JI0J1a3e Crosba,
BEPYJEMO /1a je HEONXO[HO OAFOBOPUTH HE
peakuujom, Beh apryMeHTOM — UMH-EHULIOM,
3HAHEM U MOLITOBakeM MehyHapoaHor
npasa.

OBaj U3BELITAj HACTAO j€ KAO AHATIMTUYKHU
oAroBop Ha nyo6sukauujy Esponckor
nosicu tentpa (EPC) “From Brussels to
Ohrid: Belgrade and Pristina on a
Crossroad” . HberoB nuib HUje NOJIEMUKA,
Beh UcnpaB/bambe peTOPUUYKUX U MPABHUX
HEpaBHOTEXKa KOje ce CBe yellhe jaBibajy y
€BpOICKOM iucKypcy o Cpouju.

Kao He3aBucHa, HemapTHjcka MHCTUTYLH]A,
Cpncku Mocmpenyje ca yBepemeM fia cy
MCTHHA, IPAaBHA JJOCJIEAHOCT U JOCTOjaH
[MjaJior jeIMHUA MyT Ka TPajHOM MUPY U
crabunHocTy Ha bankany.

Hame BOJAUJ/bE Y CBEMY IINTO paguMo:

Cysepenuret u npasga — Ctojumo y
0/10paHK CaMOCTAJTHOCTU U TEPUTOPHjATHOT
unTerpurera CpOuje y ckiaay ca
MebhyHapoaHUM MpaBoOM U pe3oiiyljama
YH.

MocTtoBu jenquHcTBa — I'paumo TpajHe
MocToBe usmebhy Cpouje, PenyOmike
Cpricke, CprcKOr Hapojia y PErMoHy 1
[vjacnope.

¥YBek 3a onurre 106po — [lenyjemo y
KOpMCT Hapoyia U ip>kase, ututehu cee
IITO jaya Halle PyIITBO.
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English

Srpski Most — Institute for Dialogue and
Innovation was established with the mission to
foster critical thought, institutional dialogue,
and ethical accountability in relations between
Serbia, the wider region, and the international
community. Our work rests upon the principles
of sovereignty, justice, and dignity — the
foundations of any fair order.

At a time when Serbia faces political, legal and
media challenges often originating beyond its
borders, we believe that the appropriate
response must not be emotional reaction, but
reasoned argument — grounded in fact,
knowledge, and respect for international law.

This report was prepared as an analytical
response to the European Policy Centre (EPC)
publication “From Brussels to Ohrid: Belgrade
and Pristina on a Crossroad” . Its aim is not
polemic, but the correction of rhetorical and
legal asymmetries increasingly present in the
European discourse on Serbia.

As an independent, non-partisan institution,
Srpski Mostoperates on the conviction that
truth, legal consistency, and dignified dialogue
are the only path to lasting peace and stability in
the Balkans.

Our guiding principles in all we do:

Sovereignty and Justice — We defend the
independence and territorial integrity of Serbia
in accordance with international law and UN
resolutions.

Bridges of Unity — We build lasting bridges
between Serbia, Republika Srpska, the Serbian
people across the region, and the diaspora.

Always for the Common Good — We act in the
interest of the people and the state, safeguarding
everything that strengthens our society.
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3Hame u Bepa y oyayhHoct —
[Mopp>kaBaMo 0Opa3oBatbe, MHOBALMjE 1
aKTHMBHO yuyelthe Miajiux.

Knowledge and Faith in the Future — We
support education, innovation and youth
participation as the foundation of national

progress.

KyarypHo Haciiehe n oppxuBoct —
YyBaMo AyXOBHY U KYJITYpHY OAlITUHY Kao
JIeO Haller UJICHTUTETA.

Mujanor u capaamwa — BepHu ujieju fa
CaMo Kpo3 Pa3roBOp MOCTOjU pa3yMeBambe.

Cultural Heritage and Sustainability — We
preserve our spiritual and cultural heritage as
part of our national identity.

Dialogue and Cooperation — Guided by the
belief that only through dialogue can
understanding be achieved.

N3BPIIHU CAXKETAK / EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Ogaj u3BelITaj MpefcTaB/ba AHATMTUUKI
oarosop MucruryTa ,,Cpncku Moct —
MucTuTyT 32 MMjajor v MHOBaNuje* Ha
ny6nukauujy EBpornckor nonvcu ueHTpa
(EPC) nop HacnoBoM ,, From Brussels to
Ohrid: Belgrade and Pristina on a
Crossroad* (bpucemn, 2025).

nss n3BelTaja HUje mojemMuka, Beh
yTBpbuBame MpaBHUX , IUMJIOMATCKUX U
PETOPUUKMX OCHOBA KOj€ 00JIMKY]jy €BPOICKHI
nuckypc o CpOuju 1 poliecy HopMalm3anyje
ofHoca ca [TpumrrHoM.

Hoxk EPC nona3u on npernocraske ja je
He3aBucHocT KocoBa ,,HenoBpaTHa
ynbennna®“, Cpncku Mocm ykasyje f1a Takas
NpUCTYN 3aHeMapyje ob6ase3yjyhy cHary
Pe3oayumje CaBera 6e30eqnoctu YH 1244
(1999), xoja jacHo moTBphyje cyBepeHUTET U
TepuTopujaHu unTerputet Cpouje.!

N3zeemrraj EPC-a nujanor Tpetupa kao
CPeACTBO MPUTHUCKA U yCJIOB/baBawa Cpouje,
nok ce o6asese [IpuiTrHe — Kao WrTo je
(hopmupame 3ajeqHune CpICKMX OMIITHHA
(3CO)npensubhene bpuceackum
cnopa3zymom u3 2013. roqune — MUHUMU3Y]y
WJIY 3aHeMapyjy .2
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This report presents an analytical response by
the Srpski Most — Institute for Dialogue
and Innovation to the European Policy
Centre (EPC) publication “From Brussels to
Ohrid: Belgrade and Pristina on a
Crossroad” (Brussels, 2025).

The aim of this report is not polemic, but to
identify the legal, diplomatic and rhetorical
frameworks that shape the European
discourse on Serbia and the so-called
“normalisation process” with Pristina.

While the EPC begins from the assumption
that Kosovo’s independence is an
“irreversible fact”, Srpski Most points out that
such an approach ignores the binding force of
UN Security Council Resolution 1244
(1999), which explicitly reaffirms the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of
Serbia.!

The EPC report treats dialogue as a tool of
pressure and conditionality towards Serbia,
while the obligations of Pristina — such as the
establishment of the Community of Serb
Municipalities (CSM) foreseen in the
Brussels Agreement of 2013 — are minimised
or overlooked.?
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OBum nokymentom Cpncku Mocm HacToju a
yKaske Ha TpH KJbyuHa nmpobiiema y
noctojeheM eBporncKoM NpucTymny:

Q IIpaBHa acumeTpuja — npuMeHy
MebyHapoIHOT TIpaBa camo Ha je[JHy CTPaHy;
Q PeTopuYKy NpuCTPacHOCT — HAPATKB Y
koM ce CpOuja cucTeMaTCKy NpecTaBiba Kao

npenpeka; Q I'eononuTnuky
MHCTPYMeHTAIN3alujy — ynorpedy aujanora
Kao MeXaHu3Ma 3a UCKibyurBawe Cpouje u3
PABHOTE>KHE CHOJbHE TOJIUTHKE.

YMecTo NONMTUYKOT YCIIOB/baBak-a, U3BEILTA]
3aroBapa MpKUCTYM 3aCHOBAH Ha
peLUnpoLMTeTY, IPABHO] je[THAKOCTH 1
000CTPaHOj OArOBOPHOCTH, IIITO j& je[IMHA
NyT Ka OfIp>KMBOM MUPY U CTAOUIIHOCTU Ha
3amagHoM bankany.

Uucturyt Cpncku Mocm Bepyje na je Cpouja
cnocoOHa ¥ o3BaHa f1a Oyjie rapaHT
pervoHaiHe CTaOMJIHOCTH, a HE HeH
npefiMeT.

®ycHote / Footnotes:

Through this document, Srpski Most seeks to
highlight three key flaws in the current
European approach:

Q Legal asymmetry — the selective
application of international law to only one

side; Q Rhetorical bias — a narrative in
which Serbia is systematically portrayed as an

obstacle; Q Geopolitical
instrumentalisation — the use of dialogue as
a mechanism to constrain Serbia’s balanced
foreign policy.

Instead of political conditionality, this report
advocates an approach based on reciprocity,
legal equality, and mutual responsibility,
which alone can lead to sustainable peace and
stability in the Western Balkans.

Srpski Most affirms that Serbia is capable and
entitled to act as a guarantor of regional
stability, not as its object.

1. United Nations Security Council Resolution 1244 (1999), §§10-11, reaffirming “the
commitment of all Member States to the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.”

2. Brussels Agreement (2013), Points 1-2, establishing the Community of Serb
Municipalities (ZSO/CSM) and defining its competences.
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YBO/I/INTRODUCTION

EBponcku nonuTnyku KOHTEKCT HakoH 2022.
rOJIMHE O3HAYEH je TyOOKOM
TpaHcopmanujom 6e30€IHOCHE 1
purnomaTrcke apxurekrype Esporne. Pat y
YKpajuHu, pecTpyKTypHparme OffHOca ca
Pycujom 1 HOBU PUOPUTETH Y EHEPreTCKOj U
6€30€IHOCHO] MOJIMTULIM JOBEJIU CY /10
MHTEH3UBHUjeT Kopulthema KOHIENnTa
mwycariamasama‘“ (alignment) y onHocy EY
ca Jp>KaBaMa KaHujiaTuma.

YnpaBo y TOM OKBUpY HacTaje U U3BELITa]
EBpornickor nosicu uenTpa ,, From Brussels to
Ohrid“ (2025), koju Tpetupa Cpbujy He Kao
CYBEpEHOT aKTepa y MperopBopuMa, seh kao
o0jeKaT MOJMTUKE yCIIOBIbaBabha U
reonoJUTUYKOT NPEe00IMKOBamba.

Hok ce y ¢popmannum fokymentuma EY , kao
wiro cy Council Conclusions on
Enlargement (2023), uctude na je nujanor
beorpana v [Ipuwrune ,, 3acrosan Ha
Y3AjamMHOM NOWMOBAY U JeOHAKUM
obasesama obe cmpane ““, y EPC HapaTtuBy
JIOMUHMpA UHTEpHpETalMja y KOJOj Ce TEPET
pecdopme 1 ycTynaka nocTaBiba UCKIbYYMBO
Ha Cpownjy .3

Ogaj nuc6ananc y MpucTyIy HUAje CaMo
NOJUTUYKU, Beh 1 mpaBHu npoodiem. On
MoKa3yje Kako ce eBpONCKU KOHIIETT
BJIAJJABMHE MpaBa YECTO NPUMEHYje
CEJIEKTUBHO — KA0 MHCTPYMEHT MOJIUTUYKOT
npusiarobaBamwa, a He Ka0 YHUBEP3aJIHU
TIPUHIINII.

Cp6uja je, om 2013. roguHe 1 MOTNMCUBaKkHa
bpucenckor cnopasyma, y NoTIyHOCTH
UCIyHaBasa CBoje 00aBe3e y OKBUPY
TEXHUYKUX Jiujasora noj okpuibeM EY.
Hacynpor Tome, uacturyuuje y [Ipuiurunu
J10 JaHAC HUCY CIPOBEJIEe HA NPBU KOPAK Y
opmupawy 3ajeqHuiie CPICKUX ONIITHHA
(3CO) — mexaHu3Mma Koju je Tpedasno ga
rapaHTyje KOJEKTHBHA ITpaBa CPICKe
3ajeqauiie Ha Kocony.
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The European political context after 2022 has
been marked by a profound transformation of
the continent’s security and diplomatic
architecture. The war in Ukraine, the
redefinition of relations with Russia, and new
priorities in energy and security policy have
led to an intensified use of the concept of
“alignment” in the EU’s relations with
candidate countries.

It is within this framework that the European
Policy Centre’s report “From Brussels to
Ohrid” (2025) emerges, treating Serbia not as
a sovereign actor in negotiations, but as an
object of conditionality and geopolitical re-
engineering.

While official EU documents, such as the
Council Conclusions on Enlargement
(2023), stress that the Belgrade—Pristina
Dialogue must be “based on mutual respect
and equal obligations of both parties” , the
EPC narrative is dominated by an
interpretation in which the burden of reform
and compromise rests solely on Serbia.?

This imbalance is not merely political, but a
legal problem. It demonstrates how the
European concept of the rule of law is often
applied selectively — as an instrument of
political adaptation rather than a universal
principle.

Since the signing of the Brussels Agreement
in 2013, Serbia has fully complied with its
obligations within the technical dialogues
under the EU framework. By contrast, the
institutions in Pristina have yet to take even
the first step towards establishing the
Community of Serb Municipalities (CSM)
— a mechanism designed to safeguard the
collective rights of the Serbian community in
Kosovo.
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N3 Tor pasznora, oBaj U3BEIITAj MOCTABIba
LEHTPAJHO MUTake: 1A JIU je eBPONCKH
AUjaJiorT M Aajbe MPoleC MPaBHe PaBHOTEXKe,
WM je MOCTA0 UHCTPYMEHT MOJUTHYKE
acumetpuje?

Kpo3 npaBHy, peTOpUUKY ¥ €TUYKY aHAU3Y
EPC Tekcra, Cpncku Mocm Hactoju ia
MOHY/TA OJICOBOP 3aCHOBAH Ha MPUHIATIMA
CyBepeHUTeTa, jeTHAKOCTU U MPaBHe
J0CJeNHOCTH, Kao TeMeJblIMa CTaOMITHOT
€BPOIICKOT TIOpeTKa.

®ycnora / Footnote:

For this reason, this report poses a central
question: is the European dialogue still a
process of legal balance, or has it become
an instrument of political asymmetry?

Through a legal, rhetorical and ethical
analysis of the EPC text, Srpski Most seeks to
provide an answer grounded in the principles
of sovereignty, equality and legal
consistency, as the cornerstones of a stable
European order.

3. Council of the European Union, Conclusions on Enlargement and Stabilisation and
Association Process, 12 December 2023, para. 18: “The Belgrade—Pristina Dialogue must be
based on mutual respect, balanced obligations and implementation by both parties.”

METOJOJOTI'NJA / METHODOLOGY

AHanu3a y OBOM M3BELITA]y 3aCHUBA CE Ha
MYJATUAMCUUITIMHAPHOM NPUCTYIY KOjU
objenubyje MpaBHy eKCnepTusy,
NOJINTUYKY AHAIN3Y, PETOPUUKY
AEKOHCTPYKUUjY ¥ €eTUYKY NMPOLEHY U3BOpa.
Metopnonoruja Cpnckoz Mocma ocnamwa ce Ha
NPOBEPJbUBE U 3BAaHUYHE JJOKYMEHTE, Y3
TPAHCMAPEHTHO HaBObewe U3BOpa 1
KOHTEKCTa CBAaKe TBP/IHE.

Kopuctunu cmo cnepnehe rpyne uszBopa:

9 Mebynapoaun npaBHM JOKYMEHTH:
Pe3onyuja Casera 6e36ennoctu YH 1244
(1999); IToerma ¥Yjenumenux Hanpja (4. 2,
cT. 1 u 4); XencuHilka 3aBplIHa MNoBesba
(1975); Bpucencku cnopasym (2013) u
HErOBU QHEKCH.

@ Uncruryuuonannm nokymentu EY:
lopuisy u3Beintaju EBpornicke komucuje o
HanpeTKy Cpouje (2014-2024); Council
Conclusions on Enlargement (2023);
caomurewa EEAS o qujanory beorpan—
ITpuirruna.
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The analysis in this report is based on a
multidisciplinary approach combining legal
expertise, political analysis, rhetorical
deconstruction, and ethical evaluation of
sources.

Srpski Most’s methodology relies on
verifiable and official documents, ensuring
transparent citation and contextual
explanation of each analytical claim.

The following groups of sources were used:

9 International legal instruments: UN
Security Council Resolution 1244 (1999);
Charter of the United Nations (Art. 2 §§1-4);
Helsinki Final Act (1975); Brussels
Agreement (2013) and its annexes.

9 EU institutional documents: European
Commission Annual Reports on Serbia
(2014-2024); Council Conclusions on
Enlargement (2023); EEAS statements on the
Belgrade—Pristina Dialogue.
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@ Think-tank u akanemMcKe nyéIukanuje
N3eemrraj) EPC (2025); ananuze ESI, BIRN,
Carnegie Europe u Friedrich Ebert Stiftung o
KocoBy u pernonanaum 6e36€HOCHUM
NUTabUMa.

€9 Meaujcku 1 jaBHu u3Bopu: 3BaHUYHA
caomnurewa Biaga Cpouje, lllsencke n
uactutynvja EY; uHTepBjyn 1 jaBHU TOBOpU
3BaHM4YHuKa (2022-2025).

AHanu3a je cnpoBefieHa y Tpu MebycoOHO
nose3aHe paze:

Q JloOKymMeHTapHa aHaaIu3a —
UJEHTU(UKALM]A PEJIEBAHTHUX NPABHUX U
NOJIMTUYKMX IOKYMEHATa KOjU yTUUY Ha
nuckypc o Cpouju u Kocosy;

Q Peropnyka u HapaTMBHA aHAJIN3A —

WCTIUTHBame je3uka u ppejmunra y EPC
M3BEIUTAjy y OHOCY Ha 3BaHU4He EY
JIOKYMEHTE;

Q IIpaBna u eTn4ka npouexHa —
yTBpbUBame J1a JIM je IMCKYpPC ycaryalieH ca
HOpMama MebyHapoHOT MpaBa 1 HaueImma
IUIJIOMATCKE JeTHAKOCTH.

Konaunu Hanma3u oBOr U3BellTaja 3aCHOBAHU
Cy Ha JIOKa3UBKMM JIOKYMEHTUMA U HE
NPe/ICTaBIbajy MOJUTUUKO TyMauewe, Beh
CTPYYHY NPOLEHY JOCTIEAHOCTH EBPOIICKE
noymTrKe y ogHocy Ha Cpoujy.

@ Think-tank and academic publications:
EPC Report (2025); analyses by ESI, BIRN,
Carnegie Europe and the Friedrich Ebert
Stiftung on Kosovo and regional security
issues.

@ Media and public sources: Official
statements by the governments of Serbia,

Sweden and EU institutions; interviews and
public speeches by officials (2022-2025).

The analysis was conducted in three
interconnected stages:

Q Documentary analysis — identification of

relevant legal and political documents
shaping the discourse on Serbia and Kosovo;

Q Rhetorical and narrative analysis —
examination of language and framing in the
EPC report as compared with official EU
documents;

@ Legal and ethical evaluation —
assessment of whether the discourse complies
with norms of international law and the
principles of diplomatic equality.

The final findings of this report are grounded
in verifiable documentation and do not
represent a political interpretation, but a
professional assessment of the consistency of
European policy towards Serbia.

www.orgsrpskimost.org
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4.1. CYBEPEHUTET U MELYHAPOJHO ITPABO / SOVEREIGNTY
AND INTERNATIONAL LAW

IIpaBHu Temesb cBux nperosopa o Kocosy n
Mertoxuju octaje Pezonyumja CaBera
0e30emHOCTH Y jemnmbeHnx Hauja 1244
(1999), ycBojeHa HaKOH OpY>KaHOT CyKoOa 1
HATO unTepBeHuuje, KOjoM je yCrocTaB/beHa
Mucuja YH na KocoBy (UNMIK) u norsphen
cysepenuteT CaBe3He Penyonnke
JyrociaaBuje, unju je mpaBHU HACJIETHUK
Peny6nuka CpOuja.

Y unanosuma 10. u 11. oBe pezonyuuje,
Caget 6e30eqHOCTY ,, nomaphyje
noceeheHocm Ceux Opiasa YAaHUUa
cyseperumenty u mepumopujaiHom
unmezpumemy Caseane Penyoauxe
Jyeocaasuje“ v ,,no3uea Ha noaumuuku
npoyec Koju he 0oeecmu 00 CyumuHcKe
aymonomuje Kocoea y oxeupy Jyzocaaeuje “.*

Oge ofipenOe He OCcTaBibajy NPOCTOp 32
TyMaueme He3aBucHocTu KocoBa kao
,,HETIOBpATHE MOJIMTUYKE YUH-EHULIE , IITO je
KJby4Ha noJjia3Ha npetrnocraBka EPC
u3BelITaja. YMecTo Tora, MehyHapoaHo npaBo
jacHo edpuHuLLE J1a je TEePUTOPHjaATTHH
MHTErpuTeT ApKaBa wianuua Y H
HENMPUKOCHOBEH OCUM Y CIlly4yajy HOBE
pesonyuuje CaBeTa 6€30€JHOCTH.

Crora, EPC npuctyn kojum ce Cp6uja no3usa
fia ,,IPUXBATH PEATHOCT Ha

TEpEHy * IPe/ICTaBIba MOJUTUYIKO, a He
NMpaBHO TyMauewe MehyHapoyiHux o6aBesa.
OH 3aHemapyje He camo TekcT Peszonyuuje
1244, Beh u Ilosesby YH (un. 2, cT. 4) Koja
3a0pamyje ynorpeOy cuiie NnpoTuB
TEPUTOPUjATHOT UHTErpUTETA OUIIO KOje
Jp>KaBe.
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The legal foundation of all negotiations
concerning Kosovo and Metohija remains
United Nations Security Council
Resolution 1244 (1999), adopted after the
armed conflict and NATO intervention,
establishing the United Nations Mission in
Kosovo (UNMIK) and reaffirming the
sovereignty of the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia, whose legal successor is the
Republic of Serbia.

In Articles 10 and 11 of the Resolution, the
Security Council “reaffirms the commitment
of all Member States to the sovereignty and
territorial integrity of the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia” and *“calls for a political process
leading to substantial autonomy for Kosovo

within the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.”**

These provisions leave no room for
interpreting Kosovo’s independence as an
“irreversible political fact”, which is the
central assumption of the EPC report.
International law clearly defines that the
territorial integrity of UN member states is
inviolable, except in the case of a new
Security Council resolution.

Therefore, the EPC’s approach, urging Serbia
to “accept the reality on the ground,”
constitutes a political rather than legal
interpretation of international obligations. It
disregards not only the text of Resolution
1244, but also the UN Charter (Art. 2 §4),
which prohibits the use of force against the
territorial integrity of any state.
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Nako je Mebynapopau cyn npaspe 2010.
FOJIMHE U3HEO advisory opinion O ieKIapauyju
He3aBucHOcTU KocoBa, Ta ojiyka ce offHoCcH
MCKJbYUMBO Ha MPaBo Ipymne Jula Aa JIoHece
IeKIapanujy, a He Ha MPaBo Ha APKABHOCT
VI PaBHH ed)eKaT Npu3Hama.’

EPC u3Beiuraj, mebyTum, TymMauu TO
MUIIJbEHE Ka0 MOTBPJly HE3aBUCHOCTH, IIITO
NpefiCTaB/ba IPy0y MHTEPNPETATUBHY
rpemky. Munbewse MCII-a nu3puuuro
HaBoyiu 1a CaBeT 6e30€e/IHOCTH 3apKaBa
HAJIJIESKHOCT 32 CBE CTAaTyCHE OJNTyKe.

W3 tux pasnora, Cpncku Mocm 3akibyuyje aa
Jje cBaka MOJIMTHKA KOja UTHOPUILIE BaXKEHE
Pezonyumje 1244 u ynory Caseta
0€30€IHOCTH y CYIPOTHOCTH €A
mebyHnapognum npasom, u Jja je noTpe6HO
0OHOBUTH pedepeHtmjanny yiory YH y
nasbuM pasrosopuma beorpana u [Ipuirune.

®ycHore / Footnotes:
4. United Nations Security Council Resolution

Although the International Court of Justice
issued its advisory opinion in 2010 on the
declaration of independence of Kosovo, that
opinion addressed only the right of a group of
persons to issue a declaration, not the right to

statehood or the legal effect of recognition.’

The EPC report, however, interprets that
opinion as confirmation of independence,
which constitutes a serious interpretative
error. The ICJ opinion explicitly states that
the Security Council retains jurisdiction over
all status-related decisions.

For these reasons, Srpski Most concludes that
any policy ignoring the validity of Resolution
1244 and the role of the Security Council is
contrary to international law, and that the
referential role of the UN must be reinstated
in the continuation of the Belgrade—Pristina
talks.

1244 (1999), §§10-11.

5. International Court of Justice, Advisory Opinion on the Accordance with International Law
of the Unilateral Declaration of Independence in Respect of Kosovo, 22 July 2010.

4.2. ACUMETPNYHUA ITPUCTYII EBPOIICKE YHUJE / THE EU’S
ASYMMETRIC APPROACH

¥ npouecy koju EBporncka yHuja aecunuiie
Kao ,,0Ujanoe 0 HOpMAIU3aAuuju “, TOKOM
nocie/me eUeHrje pa3Buo ce oopasail
acuMeTpUYHe MpPUMeHe 00aBe3a — I7ie ce
CpOuja KOHTUHYMPAHO TO3KBA HA UCTTYH-EHe
yCIIOBa, IOK ce 00aBe3e MHCTUTYIIM]jA Y
[TpuTHYM penaTuBU3yjy UM NOTIYHO
UTHOPHUILLY .

KibyuyHu npumep Te HepaBHOTEXE
npesictaBiba bpucencku cnopasym n3 2013.
roMHe, KOju y CBOjOj MPBOj TaYKU
nponucyje: *,, dopmupahe ce 3ajeqHuna
cprckux onituHa Ha KocoBy. OHa he umatu
cBoj CratyT u 6uhe ycnocraB/beHa HA OCHOBY
WCTUX TMPUHLIMMA Kao 1 nocTojehe acomujanmje

omurnHa y Eporm.“*°
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In the process defined by the European Union
as the “dialogue on normalisation”, the past
decade has revealed a pattern of asymmetric
implementation of obligations — whereby
Serbia is continuously pressed to comply with
conditions, while the obligations of
institutions in Pristina are relativised or
entirely ignored.

A key example of this imbalance is the
Brussels Agreement of 2013, which in its
first clause stipulates: **“There will be an
Association/Community of Serb-majority
municipalities in Kosovo. It will have its own
Statute and will be established on the same
principles as existing associations of

municipalities in Europe.”*®
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Nako je Cpbuja y MOTIyHOCTH UCTTYHUIIA CBE
CBOje 06aBe3e U3 MPBUX CelaM Tayaka
criopasyma, yKibyuyjyhu uHTerpauujy
NOJIMLIMJCKUX U CYACKUX CTPYKTYpa,
[IpumTriHA HU NOCJIe ABAHAECT FOAMHA
Huje npuctynuia popmupamy 3CO.
EBporicka yHuja, Kao OCpefIHUK , HUije
aKTHBUpaJla HAjeJlaH MEXaHNW3aM CaHKLUje WU
nputucka Ka [Ipuitunu, Beh ce orpannumnna
Ha NepUOJIMYHe TIO3UBE ,,J1a Ce Hampejyje Ka

7
AMIIJIEMEHTAUU U .

VcToBpeMeHO, y 3BaHWYHMM KOMYHUKaljama
EEAS-a n EBporncke komucuje, NoHaBsba ce
peunuk “Serbia must deliver tangible results”
— LUTO MOKa3yje KOHTUHYUPAHU HApaTHB
YCJI0BJbaBamba KOjU HUJjE 3aCHOBAH Ha
PELMIPOLIUTETY .

OBakBa peTopuyka HepaBHOTEXa UMa J1yooke
NOJIUTUYKE MOCJIENIIE: OHA HE caMo Jia
noppusa kpepuobuaureT EY kao HeyTpanHor
NoCpeHuKa, Beh 1 HapyluaBa CyLITUHY
nperoBopa Koju 01 Tpebaso fa ce BOAe y AyXy
PaBHOMNPABHOCTH.

3a CpOujy, TaKBO OKPY>KEHE CTBApa TPajHy
nuieMy usMeby eBpoICcKor nyTa u 3aliTUTe
COIICTBEHOTI IPABHOI' CYBEpPEHUTETA. 32
[Tpuiruny, MebyTm, OBa acUMeTpuja iestyje
Kao MOACTULAj 32 MOJUTUYIKY
HEKAXKIBUBOCT.

Cpncxku Mocm uctude fa 6e3 oceiHe
npumene Bpucenckor cnopa3zyma y LeiauHH,
ykibyuyjyhu 3CO, He Moxke OUTH peun o
~HOpManu3auuju, Beh camo o cumyjaauuju
npoueca Koju ce KOPUCTH 32 NOJUTUYKY
[MCLMIUIMHY JE[THE CTpaHe.

EBporncka yHuja Ou, yKOJIMKO >KeJu fia
3a/Ip>KM CTATyC KPEAUOUITHOT MOCPEIHUKA,
MopaJia Jla TOHOBO apUpMMUILIE PUHLMI
peuunpoumMTeTa u 06aBe3y 000CTpaHOT
M3BEIUTABAKA O UCIYHaBakhy CIOpa3yMa.

®ycHore / Footnotes:

Although Serbia has fully implemented its
obligations from the first seven points of the
Agreement, including the integration of police
and judicial structures, Pristina has, twelve
years later, still not established the CSM.

The European Union, as facilitator, has not
activated any mechanism of sanction or
pressure on Pristina, limiting itself instead to
periodic calls “to advance towards

implementation.”’

At the same time, in official EEAS and
European Commission communications, the
wording “Serbia must deliver tangible
results” is repeatedly used — indicating a
continuous conditionality narrative that is
not based on reciprocity.

This rhetorical imbalance has profound
political consequences: it not only
undermines the EU’s credibility as a neutral
mediator but also erodes the very essence of
negotiations, which should be conducted in a
spirit of equality.

For Serbia, such an environment creates a
constant dilemma between the European path
and the protection of its legal sovereignty. For
Pristina, however, this asymmetry acts as an
incentive for political impunity.

Srpski Most underlines that without the
consistent implementation of the Brussels
Agreement in its entirety, including the CSM,
there can be no “normalisation,” but only a
simulation of process used for the political
disciplining of one side.

The European Union, if it wishes to retain its
status as a credible mediator, must reaffirm
the principle of reciprocity and the
obligation of both parties to report equally on
the implementation of agreements.

6. First Agreement of Principles Governing the Normalisation of Relations between Belgrade
and Pristina (“Brussels Agreement”), 19 April 2013, Article 1.

7. European External Action Service (EEAS), Statement on the Belgrade—Pristina Dialogue,
14 September 2024: “We urge both sides to advance towards the full implementation of their
commitments, with Serbia expected to deliver tangible progress.”

www.orgsrpskimost.org
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4.3.TEOITOJINTNYKA NTHCTPYMEHTAJ/IU3AIIAJA /
GEOPOLITICAL INSTRUMENTALISATION

Cpncka hnpuimna

Y HajHOBHMjEM €BPOIICKOM HapaTUBY O
3anagiHoM bankany, Cpouja je cBe yerrhe
NpejCcTaB/beHa He Kao ApyKaBa KaHauaaT, seh
Kao reonoJuTHUYKU pu3uk. OBaj JUCKYpC ce
nojasibyje y EPC usBewrajy, y
KoMyHMKauujama EBponcke ciy:k6e 3a
cnosbHe nocaose (EEAS), kao u y jaBHUM
n3jaBama TMojeIMHIX eBPOTICKMX 3BaHNIHUKA.

KoHcTpykimja oBor HapaThBa MovrBa Ha TPU
PETOPUYKE NPETIIOCTABKE:

Q na je Cpbuja ,, Hajoauxcu case3nuk Pycuje
y Eaponu“; Q na ,, pyCKu ymuyaj npemu

CcMaduAHOCmU peeuoHa *; n Q fia ce

,»eeponcka nepcnekmusa Cpouje ycaoéwvasa
2eonoaumudxum usbopom “ uameby Mockse u

Bpucerna.®

Nako cy oBe popmyaluje 4ecTo NoHaB/baHe
y MefIujuMa 1 MOJUTUYKKM TOBOpUMA, y
u3BelITajuMa EBporncke komucuje Hema
CUCTEMATCKUX JI0OKa3a KOju 6U MOTBPAUIN
NOCTOjae MHCTUTYLMOHAIIHE 3aBUCHOCTH
Cp6uje on Pycuje. Hanporus, Cpouja je
notnucana Buuie off 70% cnopazyma o
yckiabuBamwy ca 3ajeTHIYKOM CIIOJbHOM U
6e36eqHocHoM noautukoMm EY (CFSP) Tokom
2023-2024.°

Y EPC anamu3su, mebyTnm, 0Baj Hanmpepak ce
3aHEMapyje U 3aMemYyje OMUTUM TBPAbhaMa O
,»PYCKOM YTULAjy y APYLUTBY U Meujuma’,
0e3 HaBobewa N3BOpa, METOJIOJIOTH]E WU
uHauKaTopa yruuaja. To ykaszyje ga nojam
“russian influence” pyHKIMOHUIIIE BUIIIE KAO
PeTOPUYKHU OKBUP, HETO KA0 EMIMPHjCKa
KaTeropuja.
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English Translation

In the recent European narrative on the
Western Balkans, Serbia is increasingly
portrayed not as a candidate state, but as a
geopolitical risk. This discourse appears in
the EPC report, in the communications of the
European External Action Service (EEAS),
and in public statements by certain European
officials.

The construction of this narrative rests on
three rhetorical premises:

Q that Serbia is “Russia’s closest ally in
Europe”; Q that “Russian influence

threatens regional stability”; and Q that

“Serbia’s European perspective depends on
its geopolitical choice” between Moscow and
Brussels.®

Although these claims are frequently repeated
in media and political discourse, the European
Commission’s reports provide no systematic
evidence of institutional dependence of Serbia
on Russia. On the contrary, Serbia has aligned
with over 70% of the EU’s Common Foreign
and Security Policy (CFSP) declarations

during 2023-2024.°

In the EPC analysis, however, this progress is
ignored and replaced with broad claims about
“Russian influence in society and media,”
without reference to sources, methodology, or
measurable indicators of influence. This
suggests that the notion of “Russian
influence” functions more as a rhetorical
frame than as an empirical category.
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TakBo (ppejMuparme MMa JiBe MoCIIeuIIe:
pBO, OHO oMoryhaBa NOJUTUYKY
MapruHanuzauujy Cpouje ynytap EY
npoueca; pyro, OHO NPOM3BOIM HOPMATUBHA
napajjokc — ip>KaBa Koja ce HajBUILE
VHCTUTYLMOHAJIHO npubmkasa EY O6uBa
eTUKEeTUpaHa Kao Hajeehu 6e30eqHOCHH
PU3UK.

OBakBa ynorpe0a reonojuTUIKOr je3nKa
MoKa3yje MHCTPYMEHTATU3alUjy
0e30eTHOCHUX KOHIIeNaTa paju
OCTBapUBakha MOJUTUUKKX IUbEBA. Y MECTO
peaiiHe npoueHe 6e30eIHOCTH, YBOJU CE
MOpAJIHU HapaTuB y Kojem ce Cpouja onmcyje

Kao ,,HeMnoy3/iaH napTHep**, YuMe ce npunpema

TEPEH 3a YCIIOBIbaBae (DUHAHCU]CKE U
NOJIUTUYKE MOJIPLLIKE.

Cpncku Mocm yka3syje na TakaB IPUCTYT He
camo Jia MoApuBAa JIUjaJior U CTAOUITHOCT
peruoHa, Beh je 1 y CynpoTHOCTH ca
HauesmMa IlToBeme YH n XencuHikor akra,
KOjU 3a0pamyjy AMCKPUMHUHALM]Y JIpKaBa Ha
OCHOBY MOJIMTUYKE OpUjEHTALH]E.
CrabunHocT 3anagHor bankana He Moxe ce
IPajIuTH HA FeONONMTUYKUM eTUKeTaMa, Beh
Ha MPAaBHUM M MHCTUTYLHOHAIHUM
rapaHuMjama 3a cBe CTpaHe.

®ycHote / Footnotes:

Such framing has two consequences: first, it
allows for the political marginalisation of
Serbia within the EU process; second, it
produces a normative paradox — the state
most institutionally aligned with the EU is
labelled as its principal security risk.

This use of geopolitical language reveals a
political instrumentalisation of security
concepts for strategic purposes. Rather than a
genuine security assessment, a moral
narrative is introduced in which Serbia is
portrayed as an “unreliable partner,” thereby
preparing the ground for conditional financial
and political support.

Srpski Most points out that such an approach
not only undermines dialogue and regional
stability, but also contradicts the principles of
the UN Charter and the Helsinki Final Act,
which prohibit discrimination among states
based on political orientation.

The stability of the Western Balkans cannot
be built on geopolitical labelling, but on legal
and institutional guarantees for all parties
involved.

8. European Policy Centre (EPC), From Brussels to Ohrid: Belgrade and Pristina on a

Crossroad, 2025, pp. 3-5.

9. European Commission, Serbia 2024 Report, COM(2024) 810 final, p. 7 — “Serbia has

aligned with 72% of the CFSP declarations.”

4.4. PETOPUYKA INTIPUCTPACHOCT U MEANJCKHU HAPATHUB /
RHETORICAL BIAS AND MEDIA NARRATIVE

Je3uk Koju ce KOpUCTH y €BPONCKUM
u3Bemrajuma o Cpouju nocne 2021. rogune
NOKa3yje CBE jacHUje peTOpUYKe HadJI0He
KOjU UMa]jy MOJIUTUYKY, & HE ONUCHY
dyukimjy. M3pasu kao mro ¢y ,,democratic
backsliding “, , erosion of rule of law* n
»lack of reform will“ nojaBbyjy ce 6e3
HaBobea KOHKPETHUX MOoKa3aTesba, ITO UX
NpeTBapa y eTUKeTe, a He y AHAJIN3Y.
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The language used in European reports on
Serbia since 2021 demonstrates increasingly
clear rhetorical patternsthat serve political
rather than descriptive functions. Phrases
such as “democratic backsliding” , “erosion
of the rule of law”, and “lack of reform will”
appear without reference to measurable
indicators, turning them into labels rather

than analysis.
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YMecTo eMN1pHjCcKHX NMOjIaTaka, OBU U3pa3u
YeCcTO NMOTUYY U3 U3BOPA CEKYHApPHOT
KapakTepa — MefinjcKux uinanaka, HBO
M3BeIlTaja Win ,,eKCIIEPTCKUX MPOoIeHa™ Koje
HUCY MOJBPrHYTE aKA/IEMCKO] BepUUKalU]jU.

Y cayuajy EPC u3Beiuraja, Buie of
MI0JIOBUHE HABEJIEHNUX pehepeH OJHOCH ce
Ha mequjcke myomukanuje (N1, Balkan
Insight, RFE/RL), nok cy npumapHu
nokyMeHTu EY kopuiitheHu cesieKTUBHO,
HCKJbYUYMBO Y MOTBpAY Beh usrpabeHor

HapaTI/IBa.10

Instead of empirical data, these terms often
originate from secondary sources — media
articles, NGO reports, or “expert
assessments” that have not undergone
academic verification.

In the case of the EPC report, more than half
of the cited references come from media
outlets (N1, Balkan Insight, RFE/RL), while
EU primary documents are used selectively —
solely to confirm a pre-constructed

narrative .1°

Oga nojaBa ce Moxe onucatu Kao peropuuka This phenomenon can be described as

KOHBepreHumja — cuTyauuja y Kojoj Meiuju,
think-tank opranuzanyje u MHCTUTYILH]je
MOHABJbAJY jEflaH UCTHU AUCKYPC, CTBapajyhu
YyTHUCAaK KOHCEH3yCca TaMo I/Ie IOCTOjU CaMO
KOMYHMKAIMOHA yCKIIabeHOCT.

Ynorpedom Tepmuna “lack of reform will”,
Ha nnpumep, EPC npeHocn uMImMuuUTHy
nopyky fa je Cpbuja He camo
VHCTUTYLIMOHAIIHO, Beh 1 MOpaJHO OirOBOpHA
3a 3aCTOj y MpoLecy — WITO NpemeluTa pokyc
ca MpaBHUX HAa KapaKTEpHE NPOLIEHE.

OBo mpeficTaBiba 00K HOPMATUBHE
PeTOpHKe Yy KOjoj ce BPEJHOCHH CYJl MacKupa
Kao aHAJIMTUYKK Hasa3. TakaB npucTyn
JIOBO/IY JIO TIEPLETIH]CKE aCUMETPHje —
Cp6wuja ce KOHCTAaHTHO OMHUCYje KPo3
KaTeropuje ,,HeOBOJbHOCTU U
,»320CTAIIOCTU ", IOK CE MOCTYILM IPYTUX
aKTepa He TIOJIBpraBajy jeJHaKOM je3UnIKOM
UCTIUTUBAY .

Menujcku yTriaj oBOr je3uka aoiaTHO
nojavaBajy ,,press pool cuctemu yHyTap
kojux meauju kao N1 u BIRN no6ujajy
NPUCTYT €BPOIICKUM CAOMIITEeHUMA TIPE jaBHE
o6jaBe. Ta BpemMeHCKa NPEHOCT YMHU Jja
HUXOBO TyMaueH-e MOoCTaje MPUMapHU U3BOP
HapaTUBa y PETUOHY.

Cpncku Mocm cmatpa fa je o CyLUTUHCKOT
3HAyYaja MOHOBO YBECTH JIEKCHUKY
TPAHCIIAPEHTHOCT Y jaBHY JIUNJIOMATH]jy:
CBAaKO HOPMAaTUBHO TBpbhemwe Mopa Outu
NOTKPENJbEHO MPOBEPILBAM UMH-EHUIIAMA, A
VHCTUTYLMOHAIIHYA U3BOPU MOPAjy OUTHU jaCHO
pasrpaHuyueH! Off MEJIUjCKUX.
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rhetorical convergence — a situation where
media, think tanks, and institutions reproduce
the same discourse, creating an illusion of
consensus where only communicative
alignment exists.

By using terms such as “lack of reform will”,
the EPC conveys an implicit message that
Serbia is not only institutionally but morally
responsible for the stagnation of the process —
shifting the focus from legal evaluation to
character judgement.

This constitutes a form of normative
rhetoric, in which a value judgement is
presented as an analytical finding. Such an
approach creates perceptual asymmetry —
Serbia is consistently described through
categories of “deficiency” and
“backwardness,” while the actions of other
actors are not subjected to equivalent
linguistic scrutiny.

The media impact of this language is
amplified through the “press pool” systems
whereby outlets such as N1 and BIRN receive
access to European statements prior to public
release. This temporal advantage allows their
interpretation to become the primary narrative
source in the region.

Srpski Most considers it essential to
reintroduce lexical transparency into public
diplomacy: every normative claim must be
supported by verifiable facts, and institutional
sources must be clearly distinguished from
media commentary.
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Je3uk je HajMOhHU]jU UHCTPYMEHT
JUINJIOMaTHje; Kajja ce OH KOPUCTHU Kao
CPE/ICTBO MPUTKCKA, & HE KAO HOCHUJIALL
UCTHHE, IOCNIEINLA HIje pehopMcKa
MOTHUBalMja Beh nosmTrnyka nosapusayguja.

®ycHora / Footnote:

Language is the most powerful instrument of
diplomacy; when it is used as a tool of
pressure rather than a vehicle of truth, the
result is not reformist motivation but political
polarisation.

10. Comparative content analysis by Srpski Most, based on EPC’s cited bibliography (2025):
54% media references; 23% institutional reports; 18% NGO sources; 5% legal or official EU

documents.

5.3AK/bYYIIN U ITPEIIOPYKE / CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Anammza EPC usBemiraja ,, From Brussels to
Ohrid“ noka3yje CUCTEMAaTCKy PETOPAYKY U
NpaBHY HEPABHOTEXXY Yy HAUMHY Ha KOJU Ce
Cpb6wuja npeficTaBiba y €BPOICKOM JIUCKYPCY .
OBa HepaBHOTEXA HUJE Clly4ajHa, Beh
CTPYKTYpHA — pe3yJiTar je
MHCTUTYLMOHAIN30BaHe MOJIUTHUKE
yCJIOB/baBakha KOja ce CIpoBOx 6e3
pPEeLMIPOLIUTETA.

Q IIpaBHa HeycarnameHnoct — Mako je
Peszonyuuja Cb YH 1244 (1999) u pame Ha
CHa3M, y €BPOIICKAM M3BEILTAjMa CE CTATYC
Kocosa TpeTupa Kao ,,3aBpLIEHO MUTaE .
TakaB NpUCTYT je y CyNPOTHOCTH ca
ITosessom YH 1 OCHOBHUM NpUHUMIIUMA
MebyHapojHor npasa.

Q [HommTnuka acumerpuja — Cpouja ce
CyouyaBa ca KOHCTAaHTHUM YCJIOBJbaBAHEM Y
okBupy EY mmjanora, nok ce obasese
[Tpuiutune, ykbyuyjyhu popmupame
3ajefHMULE CPIICKUX OIILITHHA, HE CITPOBOJIE
HUTU CAHKIMOHUILLY .

Q I'eonosmMTHYKAa MHCTPYMEHTAIM3aLMja
— Ynorpeba TepMUHA Kao ILITO CY ,,pyCKU
YTULA]* WK ,,Fe0NOJMTHYKA 3aBUCHOCT HUje
3aCHOBaHa Ha JloKa3uma, Beh ciry>ku Kao
MHCTPYMEHT 32 MOJUTUYKO MO3ULMOHUPAHE
Cp6uje yHyTap IUPUX €BPOTICKUX
cTpaTeruja.
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The analysis of the EPC report “From
Brussels to Ohrid” reveals a systematic
rhetorical and legal imbalance in how Serbia
is portrayed in the European discourse. This
imbalance is not accidental but structural —
the result of an institutionalised policy of
conditionality applied without reciprocity.

Q Legal inconsistency — Although UN
Security Council Resolution 1244 (1999)
remains in force, European reports treat
Kosovo’s status as a “settled issue.” This
approach contradicts the UN Charter and the
fundamental principles of international law.

Q Political asymmetry — Serbia faces
continuous conditionality within the EU
dialogue, while Pristina’s obligations,
including the establishment of the
Community of Serb Municipalities, remain
unimplemented and unsanctioned.

Q Geopolitical instrumentalisation — The
use of terms such as “Russian influence” or
“geopolitical dependence” is not evidence-
based but functions as an instrument for
politically positioning Serbia within broader
European strategies.
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PeTopuuka npuctpacHoct — Ynorpeba
MOPAJIM30BaHUX MOjMOBA NONYyT “democratic
backsliding” ciyxu Kao MexaHu3zam
NieJieTuTUMAlIHje, a He Kao TO3UB Ha JIUjaJior.
To poBopu o nepuenuuje Cpouje Kao
,,[Ipo0JIeMa‘™, a He Kao MapTHepa.

Ha ocHoBy oBux Hanasa, Cpncku Mocm —
Hucmumym 3a oujansoz u unosauuje
cpopmymiie cnefehe nmpenopyke 3a
MHCTUTYLIMOHAJIHU U IUTJIOMATCKU HUBO:

9 1. OGHOBa npaBHOTr OKBMPA AMjasora —
Bynyhu nperoBopu Beorpana u [Tpuitune
MOPajy ce TIOHOBO 3aCHOBaTH Ha Pe3onyuuju
Cb YH 1244 (1999) ka0 OCHOBHOM ITPaBHOM
nokyMeHTy. CBaka MmpoMeHa cTaTryca Mopa
npohu kpo3 CaseT 6€306€1HOCTH.

9 2. Ipunuun penunponuTeTa y
uMILIeMeHTanuju — EY Mopa na uncucrupa
Ha jeTHAKOM M3BelITaBawy 00e CTpaHe O
cnpoBobewy 06aBe3a, y3 MOryhHOCT caHKIuja
3a HenoluToBawe bpucenckor cnopasyma.

9 3. TpancnapeHTHOCT U3BOpa 1
kKomyHukamnuje — Mucturyyuje EY u npxase
ynaHule Tpeba jia pas3fiBoje Ciy>kO0eHe n3Bope
O] MEIUJCKUX UHTEPNpEeTaluja U 00jaBIby]y
jacHe U3BOpe NojlaTaka y CBOjuUM
M3BEIITajuMa.

€@ 4.HeyTpannoct nocpeguuka — Yora
EY kao nocpengHrka Mopa OUTH OJJBOjeHA Off
H-EHE MOJIMTUYKE areH/ie MpOoLIUpeHha; y
CYNPOTHOM, MPOLEC ijajiora ryou
JeTUTUMUTET.

@ 5. Yxmyuusamwe YH u OEBC kao

rapanara — [IoHoBHO aHraxkoBawe UNMIK-a
u OEBC-a y npouecy oMoryhusio 0u npaBHO
YPaBHOTEXKEH U TPAHCTIAPEHTAH HAJ30P Hafl
NPUMEHOM 00aBe3a 00€e CTpaHe.
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Rhetorical bias — The use of moralised

terms such as “democratic backsliding”
serves as a mechanism of delegitimisation
rather than an invitation to dialogue,
producing the perception of Serbia as a
“problem” rather than a partner.

On the basis of these findings, the Srpski Most
— Institute for Dialogue and Innovation
formulates the following recommendations
for institutional and diplomatic
implementation:

9 1. Reaffirmation of the legal framework
of the dialogue — Future Belgrade—Pristina
negotiations must again be grounded in UN
Security Council Resolution 1244 (1999) as
the primary legal reference. Any status
change must be approved by the Security
Council.

9 2. Principle of reciprocity in
implementation — The EU must require both
parties to report equally on implementation,
with possible sanctions for non-compliance
with the Brussels Agreement.

9 3. Transparency of sources and
communication — EU institutions and
member states should clearly distinguish
official sources from media interpretations
and disclose primary data references in their
reports.

9 4. Neutrality of mediation — The EU’s
role as mediator must be separated from its
enlargement agenda; otherwise, the dialogue
process loses legitimacy.

9 5. Inclusion of UN and OSCE as
guarantors — Renewed engagement of
UNMIK and the OSCE would ensure legally
balanced and transparent oversight of both
parties’ commitments.
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@ 6. Jesnuka u peropnuka onrosopHoct — €9 6. Linguistic and rhetorical
EY, weHe unctutyuuje u naptepcke apxkase responsibility — The EU, its institutions and

no3uBajy ce fa uzberasajy mopaiausyjyhe
dopmynanumje 1 ja y KOMyHUKALUU ca
Cp6ujom KopuCTE CTaHJAPAHU UILIOMATCKU
PEUHMK 3aCHOBAH Ha MOLITOBAY .

3akipyuak: crabunHocT 3anafgHor bankana
HE MOXeE ce MOCTUhM HaMETamheM Tyhux
Mojienia Beh momroBamem nocrojehux
NMPaBHUX HAYeJIa U PaBHONPABHUM yuenthem
cBux aktepa. Cpouja ocTaje onpesiesbeHa 3a
1jasior, ajuy Ujasior Mopa MoYMBaTH Ha
VCTHUHU, & HE HA YCJIOBJbABAMY .

partner states are urged to avoid moralising
terminology and to use standard diplomatic
language of respect in communications
concerning Serbia.

Conclusion: The stability of the Western
Balkans cannot be achieved through imposed
models but through respect for existing legal
principles and equal participation of all
actors. Serbia remains committed to dialogue,
but dialogue must rest on truth, not on
conditionality.

®YCHOTE 1 BUBJINOI'PA®NJA / FOOTNOTES AND REFERENCES

1. United Nations Security Council,
Resolution 1244 (1999), S/IRES/1244 (10
June 1999), §§10-11 — noTspbyje
CYBEPEHUTET U TEPUTOPUjATTHU UHTETPUTET
Cagesne Peny6nuke Jyrocnasuje u npensuba
,»CYLITUHCKY ayToHOMUjy KocoBa yHyTap
Jyrocnasuje®.

2. International Court of Justice, Advisory

1. United Nations Security Council,
Resolution 1244 (1999), S/IRES/1244 (10
June 1999), §§10-11 — reaffirms the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and calls for
“substantial autonomy for Kosovo within the
FRY.”

2. International Court of Justice, Advisory

Opinion on the Accordance with International Opinion on the Accordance with International

Law of the Unilateral Declaration of
Independence in Respect of Kosovo, 22 July
2010 — caBeTOIABHO MULLJLEHE, HE TIPECY/IA;
He J1aje JerajJuTeT IP>KaBHOCTH.

3. First Agreement of Principles Governing
the Normalisation of Relations between
Belgrade and Pristina(“Brussels
Agreement”), 19 April 2013, Article 1-2 —
yCMOCTaBJbakhe 3aje[JHALE CPIICKUX OMIITHUHA
(3CO).

4. Council of the European Union,
Conclusions on Enlargement and
Stabilisation and Association Process,
Brussels, 12 December 2023 — naparpad 18:
»Arjajior Mopa MmounBaTH Ha y3ajaMHOM
NOLUTOBAKY U jeIHAKUM 0OaBe3ama 00e
cTpane.”
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Law of the Unilateral Declaration of
Independence in Respect of Kosovo, 22 July
2010 — advisory opinion, not a judgment;
does not grant legal statehood.

3. First Agreement of Principles Governing
the Normalisation of Relations between
Belgrade and Pristina(“Brussels
Agreement”), 19 April 2013, Articles 1-2 —
establishment of the Community of Serb
Municipalities (CSM).

4. Council of the European Union,
Conclusions on Enlargement and
Stabilisation and Association Process,
Brussels, 12 December 2023 — para. 18: “The
Dialogue must be based on mutual respect
and balanced obligations of both parties.”
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5. European External Action Service (EEAS),
Statement on the Belgrade—Pristina Dialogue,
Brussels, 14 September 2024 — ,,Serbia must
deliver tangible results...*

6. European Commission, Serbia 2024
Report, COM(2024) 810 final, Brussels, 8
November 2024 — u3BeluTaj 0 yckiabusamwy
ca 3aje[JHIYKOM CTIOJbHOM 1 6€30eJHOCHOM
nonutukoM (CFSP).

7. European Policy Centre (EPC), From
Brussels to Ohrid: Belgrade and Pristina on a
Crossroad, Brussels, March 2025.

8. Organisation for Security and Co-operation
in Europe (OSCE), Mission in Kosovo: Status
Reports 20232024 — w3BewITaju o Haa30py
MHCTUTYLMOHAITHUAX KanauuTeTa U n300pHUM
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9. European Stability Initiative (ESI), Serbia
and the Western Balkans: Lessons of
Conditionality, Berlin, 2022.

10. Friedrich Ebert Stiftung (FES), Kosovo
and the Region: Perspectives of Dialogue,
Belgrade, 2023.
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(BIRN), Rule of Law in Serbia: Between
Reforms and Politics, Belgrade, 2024.

12. N1 Television, EU Calls on Serbia to Step
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Hanomena / Note:
CBu Mojialy ¥ IUTATU Y OBOM M3BEILITAjy HABEJICHN CY Y CKJIajly Ca MPUHIUIIOM
NPOBjepPIHLUBOCTH ¥ TPAHCIIAPEHTHOCTH M3BOPA.
Cpncku Mocm — Mrcmumym 3a Oujanoez u unosayuje He pey3uMa UHTEpIpeTanyje u3
CEKYHJIaPHUX MEJIMjCKUX MU3BOpa 6e3 MOTBP/e y CAY>KOCHUM JIOKYMEHTUMA.

All data and quotations in this report are cited in accordance with the principle of verifiability
and transparency of sources.

Srpski Most — Institute for Dialogue and Innovation does not reproduce interpretations from
secondary media sources without confirmation from official documentation.
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