Kosovo and Macedonia
(Talk given in Cyprus on 7 May 2007)
Today I am talking about the cases of Kosovo and Macedonia, in the Balkans. These are two areas I have worked on quite a lot for the last ten years. In fact I will physically be in both places them tomorrow, which unfortunately means that I’ll miss the second day of this conference. 
Like Cyprus, Kosovo and Macedonia are former provinces of the Ottoman Empire. Unlike Cyprus, of course, they were detached from the Ottoman Empire a bit later. They were conquered by Serbia in the Balkan wars of 1912-1913. Both Kosovo and Macedonia have a population of about 2 million. In both of them the question of Albanian ethnicity is a very large factor. 90% of the population of Kosovo are ethnic Albanians. 25% of the population of Macedonia are ethnic Albanians. The majority in Macedonia are Slavic and speak Macedonian, which is a language closely related to Bulgarian, more distantly to Serbian. The largest ethnic minority in Kosovo are the Serbs, and of course both Kosovo and Macedonia boarder on the Republic of Albania, which has been independent since 1912. 

The two had a somewhat different status in the old Federation of Yugoslavia after the Second World War, and particularly from Yugoslavia’s 1974 Constitution. Macedonia was a full Republic, and had the same status as Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Slovenia and Montenegro as a full member of the Federation; so Macedonia was taken as a unit of self-determination when the Federation broke up in 1991-1992. Kosovo was an autonomous province of Serbia, as was the Vojvodina, the former Habsburg territories to the north of Belgrade.
These are of course constructed entities. These borders were established by force of arms in 1912 and later, and by the design of the new communist authorities in 1945. They are arbitrary borders which do not easily divide one ethnic group from another. They do not match necessarily very well with historical experience. They do not match necessarily very well with geography. This is not unusual. If you looked around Europe for a border that satisfies the criteria of being pure on linguistic, ethnic, historical and geographical grounds, perhaps the only one fitting these criteria is the one between England and France. So in that sense we are not really asking the people of Kosovo and Macedonia to take on anything particularly unusual.

It’s also worth pointing out that different words have got different connotations in the Balkans to what they may have here. We have heard this morning about the very positive connotations that “federalism” and “confederalism” have in Belgium and in Switzerland. In the Balkans they are not seen as such positive terms. They are seen as codes for breaking up the country. “Autonomous province” also has an unfortunate history to which I’ll come back to later on. “Entity” was a new word invented for Bosnia, now similarly unfortunate in its connotations. Perhaps as a result, both Kosovo and Macedonia have gone for more unitary rather than federal solutions, but with very strong power sharing mechanisms. 
The conflicts of the 1990s and more recently have affected the two in very different ways. Kosovo is where it all began in 1988. It was the first place attacked by Milosevic, the local autonomous government was overthrown, and a Serb government was installed with 10% of the population ruling over the other 90%. Kosovo Albanians seceded from the state (they were fired anyway from all official positions). They held an underground referendum and declared the independence of the Republic of Kosovo. Passive resistance was established as a strategy. They set up a shadow state which however in the end did not achieve a great deal. 
The Kosovo situation failed to improve much over the following seven years, and an armed conflict began in 1998. NATO intervened on behalf of the Kosovo Albanians in 1999 in the teeth of a very vicious campaign by the Serbian government against the people of Kosovo as a whole. More than half of the population was displaced in 1998-99. Most of them subsequently returned to their home, but the result was that many Serbs in turn had to flee from their homes in Kosovo and now they too are waiting to return. Since 1999 Kosovo has been under United Nations administration, after the withdrawal of Serbian troops and Serbian governance. We now have the plan established by former President Ahtisaari of Finland, which is before the Security Council. I’ll talk a bit more about that in a moment.

But I want to fill you in also on Macedonia, which was the last of the Yugoslav Republics to declare independence in the early 1990s (we subsequently had Montenegro last year but that was in a different context). In Macedonia the Albanian minority accepted this. They were represented in the government and most people thought that the big issue there was going to be the question of the country’s name. As many of you will know, Greece objected to Macedonia calling itself “Macedonia” because it is the same name as the northern province of Greece. This goes back to the legacy of the war of 1912-13 that I mentioned earlier. 

But that was not, as it turned out, the real problem, which was the promise of equality that had been made to the Macedonian Albanian minority. Commitments were not made or not kept, on the presence of Albanians in the police, on higher education and university questions, which (as we heard in the Swiss case) are often a key issue. Also the economic situation was generally poor, and for the Albanians rather worse. A civil conflict began then in 2001, helped also by a certain spill-over of militancy from Kosovo, which does border on the Albanian part of Macedonia. 
This conflict was fairly low-level. Fewer than one hundred people were killed. It ended in the international community backing a package of constitutional reforms at Ohrid, in south-western Macedonia. This doesn’t create an Albanian entity or an Albanian autonomous region within Macedonia. It does give greater status to the Albanian language. It does give more powers to ethnic minority members of the Macedonian Parliament. And it does give more powers also to local government. The local councils’ boundaries were all re-drawn, therefore creating more powers for Albanian mayors at the local level. This affected also Macedonian mayors where they are the majority, which is of course throughout most of the country.
It’s interesting that in the debate around the Macedonian settlement, for some in the Macedonian majority, every concession to the Albanians was represented as a step towards the division of the country, although this was never the stated aim of the Albanians’ representatives. But with international support, and in particular with the statesmanship shown by the Macedonian President of the time, Boris Trajkovski, the Ohrid package was eventually navigated through the Macedonian Parliament and has been implemented consistently over the last 5-6 years. 
The Ohrid settlement was largely crafted by the European Union and the United States. Kosovo, on the other hand, is under UN jurisdiction, and ex-President Ahtisaari of Finland has spent the last eighteen months designing a settlement for Kosovo’s future status. The Ahtisaari proposals include very strong protections for the minority population, particularly for the Serbs and for the Serbian Orthodox Church, which has a lot of properties and ancient monuments in Kosovo. Some elements have been drawn from the Ohrid agreement. If anything, the Ahtisaari proposals for the minorities are rather stronger in the Kosovo case, even though the minorities themselves are rather fewer in number. In return for implementing these safeguards for minorities the Kosovar Albanian majority will get what they want, which is independence and statehood. The process is currently in front of the UN Security Council. The EU and the USA support it. Russia, which is of course Serbia’s traditional ally, is more reluctant. The next few weeks will show if Russian objections can be overcome. In the interest of clarity I should state that I am actually working with the Kosovo government myself, advising them through this process. 

This is an academic conference, so we should try to draw some generalisations from the two cases of Kosovo and Macedonia. I have commented already on one interesting factor, which is that in both cases they have gone for more unitary solutions rather than the more disparate federalised settlements of Bosnia, Belgium and Switzerland. 
It’s interesting also, I think, to notice that referenda have not been a big part of either the Kosovar or the Macedonian processes. They have not been absent. The Kosovars, as I said, held an unofficial underground referendum in 1992 to declare independence. In Macedonia, opponents of the Ohrid agreement called a referendum on one particular issue back in 2004, to try to wreck the process as a whole. The referendum failed to receive a quorum and didn’t pass. Referenda aren’t necessarily a bad thing. One of the other groups that I work with at the moment is the Polisario Front in Western Sahara in Africa, who are looking to hold the referendum that they have been denied by the international community for the last 30 years.
As second point that I am sure is not unique to the Macedonian and Kosovar cases is the role of leadership and political will. I mentioned already the role of President Traikovski in securing the Macedonian settlement. He was an unlikely hero of this process. He had been elected in an process that had been criticised by many for not being particularly free or fair. He lost the support of his own political party quite early on, due to his support for the peace process. Nonetheless he was able to be a moral force of clarity and of leadership, and to make sure that national reconciliation took place. His job had largely been done by the time of his tragic death a couple of years later. In Kosovo, I am very impressed by the way the whole Kosovo negotiation team has been selling the difficult parts of the Ahtisaari proposals to the Kosovo electorate. But it’s not yet clear who will constructively engage with this process on the Serbian side. 
To an extent, it doesn’t matter how well you design your settlement. The political will to make it work is an essential prerequisite. The EU context has been very important in finding that political will for both Kosovo and Macedonia, although I think it is not the only one. Without the political will, or when the key political figures actually want to wreck rather than implement the settlement, things get very difficult. I am going to step back 120 years and step eastwards 100 or so kilometres to the interesting case of Eastern Rumelia. This was an autonomous province carved out of the Ottoman Empire in 1878 and set up by the international community as a mini-state just to the south of Bulgaria. The international community, the Great Powers of the time, set up a beautifully designed power-sharing administration, governed by an interesting mathematical formula, to ensure that there would not just be Bulgarians but also ethnic Turks and ethnic Greeks in the Government of Eastern Rumelia. The Bulgarians however had better mathematicians, and worked out how they could operate the voting system to ensure that the entire government was composed of ethnic Bulgarians and there were no Greeks or Turks. They were successful, and a few years later they voted to unify with the rest of Bulgaria; and no-one has heard of Eastern Rumelia since.
My third point is that this does raise also the level of involvement from kin states, and from the neighbours who have an interest in what is going on. Belgium and Switzerland are self-contained entities. They are free of political meddling from France, the Netherlands, Germany and Italy. So, basically, is Macedonia. The Albanian government has very little to do with the 2001 crisis. Kosovo is not going to be so easy. The Serbs of Kosovo look to Belgrade; they want to remain in Serbia; they see their future as being part of Serbia. The Bosnian situation I think is also complicated by this factor. It’s tricky, but it’s a fact of life; it’s unavoidable that in some situations you do have strong involvement form the neighbours, from the family. We shouldn’t let the fact that parts of the community are looking for help from their friends and relatives count against the strong obligations of the state as a whole to look after the rights of all of its community. Lord Macaulay, the famous British statesman and scholar - who actually I don’t agree with on Ireland but who I agree with on this point – said in 1829: 
“It has always been the trick of bigots to make their subjects miserable at home, and then complain that they look for relief abroad; to divide society, and then to wonder that it is not united; to govern as if a section of the State were the whole, and to censure the other sections of the state for their want of patriotic spirit..”
My fourth and final point builds on what Thomas Grant was just saying about the question of international supervision and international involvement in implementing a settlement. The Kosovars have had a succession of UN special representatives, who have had executive powers, and who had the power of representing Kosovars as the senior international authority. They had far more sweeping powers than any UN special representative has ever had here. And in succession to the UN administration it seems likely that an independent Kosovo is going to have to accept a strong level of international oversight. To a certain extent this has been cut and pasted from the Bosnian example. In fact it has been cut and pasted not so much from the Dayton agreement but from the way in which the doctrine of High Representative in Bosnia has subsequently evolves, as Thomas Grant explained earlier. The resident international community representative in Kosovo will have the right to repeal laws and decisions. He will have the right to remove officials. He won’t at the start have the right, as the Bosnian High Representative did, to actually write and impose laws, although there is a clause in the proposed Kosovo agreement that would give him that potential. 

What I think is interesting in all of this is not just the question of accountability that Thomas mentioned, but also the question of longevity. It’s fascinating that the High Representative earlier this year in Bosnia has been reasserting and enforcing vigorously the authority of his office in international law. And we must bear in mind that this high representative – Mr. Schwarz-Schilling. from Germany – actually took up that office promising to abolish it. He discovered after having done it for a few months that he preferred rather to keep the office as it is, with its powers. However the international community has decided that it preferred that somebody else did it rather than him, so he will be leaving next month to be replaced probably by a Slovak. 

That’s not the only way of doing it. Macedonia has had a succession of very good international senior figures, Alain Leroy, Alexis Brouhns, Soren Jessen-Petersen who then went to Kosovo, Michael Sahlin, and at present an Irishman, Erwan Fouere. They have never had executive authority. They have instead just had the authority of being the senior representatives in the field of the European Union, with a certain moral and political persuasive power, but nothing in fact on paper except over the EU’s various organs of operation (and not even necessarily very much of that). I think that this has been very successful. It has certainly helped Macedonia take the responsibility for running its own affairs, with all the reservations I expressed earlier about the necessary political will on the ground. I must say I hope that the Kosovo process ends up with the international representative behaving in the end much more like the EU representatives have in Macedonia rather than the high representatives have in Bosnia. 

And I must say I share Thomas’ speculations about how this might affect this country. I do wonder how history might have been different if the international community had taken the same efforts as it has taken in Bosnia since 1995, in Kosovo since 1999, in Macedonia since 2001, in enforcing the 1959 agreements, and in making sure that the political investments made then could be capitalized upon. History might have been different had the international community taken the same effort here during and since the early 1960s.
Thank you very much.

