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The perennial Serb-Albanian feud and the respective historical and ethnic claims to Kosovo are at the root of the current, seemingly insoluble, conflict of violence in the region. The fact that this feud is on both sides a consolidated historical myth, propagated and reiterated for centuries, does not diminish its key role in any long-term perspectives of multi-ethnicity, medium-term stabilization of the region and for short-term conflict management. For the sake of brevity, this chapter focuses on Kosovo as a pivotal example for the much wider, colliding Serb and Albanian projects of nation building and state formation (including at least Macedonia, Presevo valley and Albania proper, on the one hand, and Republika Srpska, Serbia proper and Montenegro, on the other hand). 

This chapter first retraces the track record of this centuries-old feud between Serbs and Albanians with a focus on Kosovo as the main “apple of discord.” Next, it analyses the dilemmas of military, political and societal countermeasures, such as the long-term inscription of these myths in collective identity and their recurrent reconfirmation by violent conflicts such as the Kosovo War, on the one hand, and the urge to find short-term remedies to allow for a shared future and inter-ethnic communication, on the other hand. The next section of the chapter surveys the instruments of hard and soft power projection brought to bear by the international community at this decisive moment for the destiny of the region. The last section’s focus is on the structural (soft-power) toolbox for conflict prevention and inter-ethnic rapprochement as represented by the first working table of the Stability Pact and its media and youth activities in particular. New channels of communication (including Internet) are essential for a gradual reduction of ethnic mistrust and hatred. This is the case since any future in the Balkans is by default a common future.

600 Years of History and Yet Another War

One of the many paradoxes in modern post-conflict management relates to the contrast between the Balkans and Afghanistan. Typically, the Taliban never aspired to form a state or build a nation in the modern sense. Contenting themselves with military power projection and control over strategic locations and key issues (e.g. religion and trade, but not education or infrastructure) they proved rather elusive to their adversaries. The Taliban and Al Qaeda regimes disintegrated overnight, leaving behind a devastated land fragmented by ethnic and tribal loyalties as well as the fiefdoms of unruly warlords. The Karzai government constitutes the only vision for a functioning state for all Afghan nationals and is highly dependent on international political will and assistance. 

Conversely, the Balkans is overloaded with too many conflicting projects of state and nation building, making lasting peace, human security, and sustainable development similarly elusive.
 Each national elite aspires to found a state for its own constituency, although the priority is on the independence and homogeneity of this state rather than on its democratic and economic functions. National elites understand state sovereignty as an inalienable right to the detriment of the obligations it entails towards its citizens. 

Currently, two contending and incompatible projects of nation-state building dominate Balkan politics. The demise of the Milosevic regime has sent the Serb project back to the drawing board, but the future status of the Republika Srpska in Bosnia, the Serbs in Montenegro and Kosovo and relations between the defunct Yugoslav Federation and Serbia proper remain high on the agenda. The Albanian project is equally divided by state borders: Kosovo might become the second Albanian nation-state and the limits of the state-building aspirations of the Albanians in the Presevo Valley (southern Serbia) and around Tetovo (northern Macedonia) is still an open question. Kosovo, nevertheless, is at the core of this clash of civilizations and nation-building projects. Currently, the Serb claims to this mountainous territory of 10,887 square kilometer (about the size of Connecticut), wedged between Albania to the West, Macedonia to the South and Montenegro/Serbia to the North, is primarily historical. Since the end of the Kosovo War, the Serbs constitute an estimated 5 per cent of the population. Nevertheless, Kosovo is considered the cradle of the Serb nation as it is the location of the pivotal battle in Serb national history. In 1389, at Kosovo Polje (the field of the Blackbirds, near Pristina) a Serb army defended the Kingdom against the expanding Ottoman Empire … and failed. The legendary Prince Lazar was killed on the battlefield, but so was his opponent, Sultan Murad. 

Despite the fact that the tribal distinction between Ghegs in the North and Tosks in the South still plays a key role in Albanian society and politics, their common language (rather than religion), culture and descent has created an Albanian nation. This nation encompasses the Albanian state, the Yugoslav province of Kosovo as well as regional minorities in the neighboring countries (Greece, Serbia, Montenegro and Macedonia). Approximately 2 million Albanians (out of a total 7-8 million in the Balkan region) live in Kosovo. They consider Kosovo the cradle of the Albanian nation for ethno-historical reasons. Their ancestors, known as the Illyrians, settled in this area long before any other nation. Additionally, more recently, the 1878 League of Prizren (Prizren being the regional center in southern Kosovo) marked the beginning of the Albanian national movement.

As it is truly impossible to write an account of Kosovo’s history acceptable to both Serbs and Albanians, the following outsider’s view is neither an attempt at objectivity nor a partisan view. Albanians would insist on referring to the region as “Kosova” (the Albanian spelling), whereas Serbs would advance their claim by writing “Kosovo” or – more likely “Kosovo and Metohia”, indicating that Kosovo is part of a larger Serbian whole. The “original” Illyrian population of the Kosovo region, presumably the ancestors of current-day Albanians, spoke a language that bears no resemblance to any other European tongue. A Slavic (i.e. Serb) colonization in the early Middle Ages followed. Much later (11th and 12th centuries) Kosovo became a key region in an expanding Serbian Empire, not in the least because of the legendary Mitrovica mines and the residence of the archbishop of the Serbian autocefalous church in Peć. In the battle of Kosovo Polje on June 28, 1389, an army of Serbs, Bosnians and some Albanians yielded to the superior numbers of the Ottoman invasion. Strictly speaking, the lost battle did not end the Serbian Kingdom, but by the end of the century, most of the Balkans had come under the reign of the sultan in Constantinople. In the next 500 years, Ottoman repression of the Orthodox Serbs, their flight across the Habsburg border and the Islamization of significant parts of the Albanian populations (thereafter considered more loyal to the Ottoman rulers) contributed to tipping the demographic scales in Kosovo to the advantage of the Albanians.

With the weakening of the “sick old man of Europe” (as the declining Ottoman Empire was called in the 19th century), other – Russian and Habsburg – empires pressed forward onto the Balkans. At the same time, movements for national liberation arose in the region, sometimes teaming up with the rulers in Vienna and/or Petersburg to “shed the Ottoman yoke,” sometimes losing out to great-power coalitions to preserve the Ottoman Empire in the interest of a European balance of power. Whereas the Serb national movement achieved autonomy in 1830 and fully recognized independence in 1878, the Albanian national movement faced qualitatively different obstacles. The Albanians lacked a political-cultural center, a common religion, a common written language and even a common alphabet. In 1844, the so-called “Načertanije“ defined the Serb national program, a unified nation-state encompassing all ethnically Serb territories, including Bosnia, Montenegro and Kosovo. In 1878, the League of Prizren as the first Albanian national movement was a reaction against the threat of a partitioning of Albanian territories among neighboring states. For the first time, the great powers became aware of the Albanian nation. It took another war, the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913, to put the idea of an Albanian state on the international agenda. The state from the drawing board of the 1911 London ambassadors’ conference was realized after the First World War. Whereas Austria-Hungary and Italy had supported the creation of an ethnic Albanian state, Russia preferred a territorial expansion of its Serbian ally in the region. The resulting Albanian state was a compromise and Kosovo devolved upon Serbia.

In the interior period, the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes (Yugoslavia since 1929) was dominated by the Serbs. In the province of Kosovo, nationalizing policies wavered between assimilation of the Albanians and their exclusion. Some nationalists argued that the Kosovars were actually Albanian occupants without historical rights, whereas others claimed that the Kosovars were “misguided” Serbs who had been forced to convert to the Islamic religion and Albanian language. The “misguided” Albanians generally failed to respond positively to any Serbian “correction strategies” and increasingly were identified with the Turks as archenemy of the Serb nation. After the assimilation attempts of the 1920s and the 1930s, mass deportations were again planned on the eve of the Second World War. By contrast, Tito’s communist regime granted the Albanians substantial minority rights. Eventually, the emancipation made Kosovo virtually equal in status to the six republics of the Yugoslav Federation in the 1974 constitution. The Serbs, however, detested the virtual partitioning of their republic (with the autonomy of the provinces of Kosovo and Vojvodina) and in reaction to the high birth rate of the Kosovars, exclusive ethno-historical claims to the Serbian “cradle” gained ground among intellectuals in Belgrade in the 1980s. Eventually, Slobodan Milosevic would to use these fears on the perfect occasion, the celebration of Kosovo polje’s 600th anniversary, to promise the local Serbs protection against the Albanians. The rest of the Serb-Albanian feud, unfortunately, is history... 

Since the end of the Kosovo War, Kosovar claims for international recognition of full independence have been blocked by an array of factors and considerations. The UN Resolution 1244, which ended the war, identified Kosovo as part of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and underlined the state sovereignty and territorial integrity of the FRY. This concession (made to avoid a Russian veto in the Security Council because of Chechnya’s claim to independence threatening Russian territorial integrity) and the general precedent of secession created a curious stalemate in Kosovo. De jure Kosovo is a province of the Serbian Republic, not directly a part of the FRY. Therefore, some have argued that the formal demise of the FRY would set Kosovo free. Resolution 1244 de facto made Kosovo a territory under quadruple rule. First, Kosovo is under the authority of the international protectorate based on 1244 and implemented militarily by KFOR and administratively by UNMIK. Second, the self-government by the Kosovar president, government and parliament elected on November 17, 2001, is severely restricted by the mandate of UNMIK and its Head in all relevant policy fields. Third, there is the issue of de jure sovereignty of the Yugoslav and/or Serbian government in Kosovo. The inviolability of these sovereign rights has severely hampered the reform process in Kosovo, e.g. in economic privatization. The former UNMIK chief, Hans Häkkerup, further complicated the situation by signing an agreement with the Serbian Deputy PM, Nebojsa Covic, on the eve of the elections to ensure support for the elections by Yugoslav President Kostunica. The agreement promised Belgrade influence in a whole series of policy fields in Kosovo without clarifying the relations between the mixed committee envisaged in the agreement and the other decision-making bodies in Kosovo. Fourth, the Mitrovica region in the north of Kosovo is de facto ruled by Serb leaders in direct contact with Belgrade and largely beyond the control of “Pristina” as the center of Kosovar self-government and UNMIK/KFOR international rule.

 This imbroglio invites unwarranted expectations and demands from all sides. The Serbs in Mitrovica and Belgrade are tempted to block any progress in Kosovo with Resolution 1244 in hand while pushing their sovereign rights by signing international treaties that pertain to Kosovo at the same time (i.e. the border agreement with Macedonia). The Kosovars and their democratically elected leaders are bound to reiterate the call for full independence as a ceterum censeo at every conceivable and inconceivable occasion, while time and again probing the limits of their competencies in relation to UNMIK. Former UNMIK chief Michael Steiner demonstrated a steeliness previously lacking by defining benchmarks for the quality of Kosovar self-rule (prominently including minority rights and human security for all inhabitants). Nevertheless, the infinite postponement of a final solution is not a basis for a rapprochement between Serbs and Albanians, nor is this a starting point for a joint future in Kosovo. 

The status question has become a dead-end street for all parties involved: Kosovar Albanians; Serbs in Kosovo and their Belgrade patrons; and the international community.  Each of the “exit strategies” has more disadvantages than advantages and more opponents than advocates.  Immediate, full independence would gain 95 per cent of the vote in any referendum in Kosovo now, probably without the conditions that the Independent International Commission on Kosovo would like to attach to it (i.e. binding agreements with domestic minorities and neighbouring countries concerning human and minority rights). Despite the democratic vote, however, such a solution would violate Resolution 1244 and fall victim to a Russian veto. The international community, moreover, is fully aware that these kinds of conditions might easily become a dead letter as it is hard to imagine how independence would be revoked in a case of non-compliance. The primary concerns in Washington, Brussels or Berlin are the implications and precedent of Kosovo independence for the region and beyond. The Helsinki principle of the inviolability of borders in Europe would be lost and the secession of the province might be used by the Republika Srpska to erode the Dayton agreements and the resulting Bosnian state. 

The same applies to the Albanians in Macedonia, who might be tempted to heed the call for a Greater Kosovo or Greater Albania. Ergo, regional destabilisation looms around the corner. The same applies in extremis to proposals to swap territories between Serbia and Kosovo – giving the Albanian-dominated Presevo Valley to Kosovo and the Serb region of Mitrovica in Northern Kosovo to Serbia. Similarly, some adventurous analysts have suggested compensating Serbia with the Republika Srpska for the loss of Kosovo. A third line of thought envisages a middle course between a continuation of Kosovo’s status quo as an international protectorate, independence and a return to the status quo ante (i.e., an autonomous Kosovo within Serbia or Yugoslavia) – a new or reformed Yugoslav Federation. 

On the one hand, the international community realises that recent atrocities and hatred make a return to a status quo ante unacceptable for the Kosovars. On the other, there is the general fear to open Pandora’s Box of border changes and national self-determination. A new (fourth) Yugoslavia would have to give Montenegro and Kosovo a fair share of political power. Any realistic plan in this direction confronts the fundamental deficit of previous Yugoslavia’s – the dominance of Serbia and the Serbs in the federation (not unlike the Russians and Russia in the USSR). This is partly an issue of imperial identities. Britain had an empire, Russia was an empire, and the same applies to Serbia. Demographic and territorial incompatibility, however, makes a functional arrangement hard to imagine. The population of Serbia proper is three times as large as Kosovo’s and almost 10 times as large as Montenegro’s. Even in the SFRY, Serbia proper accounted for a quarter of the population and as soon as republics began to leave the federation in the early 1990s, structural Serb dominance became more overwhelming, provoking more secession. 

In the 1992 FRY of Serbia and Montenegro the junior partner de jure had a 50-50 deal in political power (i.e. in Parliament), although Serbia, including Kosovo, was 17 times as large and populous! Under the Milosevic dictatorship, this disproportion hardly mattered. A so-called “three plus zero” model (i.e. three sovereign republics and a federal centre with minimal, representative competencies) making Montenegro, Serbia and Kosovo equal, sovereign partners would end up with a two-third majority for Serbia in terms of population. It is hard to imagine how Montenegro could have any political influence in the federation without giving Serbia every reason to complain about a ridiculous overrepresentation of this mini-republic and its 650,000 inhabitants. Despite the agreement between Djukanovic, Kostunica and Djindjic on a new “Serbia and Montenegro” this question remains to be answered.                           

Thus, several options for the future of Kosovo are imaginable. The stretch of imagination to find a middle ground, a compromise acceptable to both sides, however, seems to be limited to the international community. Serb and Albanian politicians have mobilized their constituencies on an agenda of territorial status quo and full independence respectively. By doing so, they seem to have minimized their own room to move in the inevitable negotiations. Serb leaders in Kosovo and Serbia have come to realize that any real Yugoslav sovereignty over Kosovo will require an arrangement with the Albanian majority, whereas the Albanian Kosovars seem to have accepted willy-nilly that independence cannot be achieved unilaterally. Nevertheless, the net result after several years in many respects resembles the ethnic segregation and homogeneity of the nationalist ideal. The motivation to sustain this homogeneity is to avoid the conflict that is likely to occur when a Serbian minority intermingles with an Albanian majority. In this case, we are far from the indifference highlighted in the Redding taxonomy. Although Kosovo is not formally split in ethnic territorial units like Bosnia, the international community and UNMIK seem to have resigned to the nationalist logic of mono-ethnic communities. The province may be multiethnic in a formal macro-sense, but the micro-reality of daily life consists of mono-ethnic villages and communities with hardly any crosscutting interests and interethnic communication. Thus, as in Bosnia, instead of stimulating a rapprochement across ethnic divides and confidence building, the societal dynamism is for a hardening of ethnic borders on the ground and in the minds of the people. In light of this reality, it is likely to take a generation or more to develop a group identity for humanity that eliminates the potential for open conflict.

The Harsh Realities of Mythology 

Woodrow Wilson once argued he could draw a map of Europe with only 4 per cent minorities living outside their proper nation-states. The above sketch of the “perennial Serb-Albanian feud”, however, demonstrates that such a map would exacerbate rather than lessen conflict potentials. Where national claims collide an objective ethnic-historical truth always proves elusive. Does the territory belong to those who arrived first in primordial times? Are all the ownership rights in the hands of those who created the first (feudal) state on this territory? Or are they in the hands of those who controlled it during most of modern history? Is the ethnicity of the majority population decisive? Or did forced assimilations, mass deportations, foreign oppression, and colonization “falsify” demography? Thus, there is a counter-argument to any claim, a refutation of every justification. The core of the concept of (every) nation is actually not objective and real, but highly selective and imaginary, a philosophic identity. As Ernest Renan argued in his famous 1882 Sorbonne lecture « Qu'est-ce qu'une nation? »:

More valuable by far than common customs posts and frontiers conforming to strategic ideas is the fact of sharing, in the past, a glorious heritage and regrets, and of having, in the future, [a shared] program to put into effect, or the fact of having suffered, enjoyed, and hoped together. These are the kinds of things that can be understood in spite of differences of race and language. I spoke just now of "having suffered together" and, indeed, suffering in common unifies more than joy does. Where national memories are concerned, griefs are of more value than triumphs, for they impose duties, and require a common effort.

A nation is therefore a large-scale solidarity, constituted by the feeling of the sacrifices that one has made in the past and of those that one is prepared to make in the future. It presupposes a past; it is summarized, however, in the present by a tangible fact, namely, consent, the clearly expressed desire to continue a common life. A nation's existence is, if you will pardon the metaphor, a daily plebiscite, just as an individual's existence is a perpetual affirmation of life. That, I know full well, is less metaphysical than divine right and less brutal than so called historical right. 

Similarly, two centuries later, the Albanian politician Arben Xhaferi from Macedonia put the dispute over the relative duration of Serb and Albanian rule over Kosovo in perspective by pointing to five centuries of Ottoman suzerainty.
 Thus, what distinguishes “the nation” from other historical myths is not its objectivity or reality, but its success. 

The roots of the “perennial Serb-Albanian feud”, therefore, do not lie in ancient history or the dark Middle Ages. The feud was not determined by the irreconcilable clash of these two nations. Instead the feud was a by-product of modern nation building on both sides. In other words, it is a self-fulfilling prophecy. Generations of Serb and Albanian parents and schoolteachers have perpetuated the mythology and centuries long suffering of their own nation at the hands of the other. Any textbook from this region is a litany of national heroism and victimization with the nation’s struggle for statehood as a perennial goal. For this reason, the next section analyzes the role of traditional education in the propagation of myth. 

The day of the battle of Kosovo polje – June 28, 1389, has acquired mythical proportions in Serb national consciousness. This day keeps recurring in Serb history – partly intentionally and partly unintentionally: 600 years after the battle, on June 28, 1989, Milosevic’s pompous popular gathering in Kosovo marked the rise of Serb nationalism and interethnic implacability. Ironically, Milosevic’s extradition to the Hague Tribunal in 2001 also occurred on … June 28! The fact that a military defeat became the pivotal point of national identity implied that a restoration of national independence was envisioned. Before the 19th century, the symbolism of the 1389 battle was primarily religious – Christians versus Muslims – and the Orthodox Church kept the “national” memory alive. In this evolving religious mythology, the Islamic Albanians became the key allies of the Ottoman sultan and later even the main enemies of the Serb nation – despite the fact that Albanians (and Serbs) probably had fought on both sides during the actual battle. 

19th-Century Great Powers, 20th-Century Nation Building and 21st-Century Conflict Management 

Typically, in 1878 the great powers of the European continent gathered in Berlin to draw up a new arrangement of states and borders in the Balkans. With the decline of the Ottoman Empire, “the sick old man of Europe” in the Darwinist terminology of the day, and the rise of national movements in the region, the status quo ante had been shattered by Russian and Habsburg attempts to increase their influence in the Balkans. The Russo-Turkish war of 1876-1878 had been accompanied by local uprisings against the oppressive and exploratory rule of the sultan in Constantinople. Largely ignoring the voices of the local elites and the complexities of ethnicity in the region, the great powers made their balance of power the sole criterion for the new arrangement. Serbia, Romania, and Bulgaria were recognized as independent states, but most of Kosovo remained under Ottoman rule. 

The Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 saw for the first time a regional conflagration without outside interference: A coalition of small emerging states first fought the Turks and deprived them of most of their Balkan territories. One year later, quite inevitably, the victors fought another war over the spoils of the previous one. The great powers readily accepted the outcome, although it corresponded to ethnic borders no more than the 1878 arrangement had done. Only in the Albanian case, the European statesmen insisted on their prerogatives: After tedious negotiations, a conference of ambassadors in London finally recognized Albania as an independent state, but Kosovo became part of Serbia. In the Serbian hysteria surrounding the liberation of Kosovo polje after five centuries, many Albanians were killed or driven out. 

Thus, each of the three Yugoslavia’s of the 20th century constitutes a different project of nation building and state formation aimed at resolving the Balkanic mismatch of state borders and ethnic territories. Today, in the wake of the 21st century, however, globalization, European integration, and regional cooperation are the key trends. With international assistance, the countries of the Balkans have to face the gargantuan task of transcending a catch-up process of 19th-century state and nation building into modern (some might say, “post-modern”) integration processes. Evidently, the main burden of this task will be shouldered by the younger generation, which is more interested in global culture and personal advancement, in other words, in the notion of philosophic identity building, as Redding identifies the concept, than in legacies of the past and national symbols. Conversely, the current brain drain from the region threatens any hope for progress and an escape from the past for the Balkans. Nationalism might again appeal to frustrated social groupings without perspective as an alternative mobilizing force to multiethnic dialogue and common advancement in regional cooperation.     

The Toolbox of Soft-Power Projection 

Although a resurgence of violent nationalism had been predicted for the aftermath of communism (albeit often for the wrong reasons), the bloody wars of succession in Yugoslavia took the international community by surprise. Its resilience does not testify to “spontaneity” or “inevitability,” but only demonstrates the plurality of its structural causes and a certain paucity of remedies. Analyzing the apparent “failure” of the international community in coping with the historical phenomenon of nationalism, three types of potential remedies may be distinguished:

1. Imposing a solution to the ethnic conflict from outside the region

2. Creating crosscutting interests and common objectives

3. Promoting communication and dialogue

(1) The imposition of an externally enforced arrangement in a region of escalating ethnic conflict. The Kosovo War and UN Resolution 1244 resulting in the UNMIK/KFOR quasi-protectorate is a classic example. Despite fundamental objections to the use of force, even Western pacifists struggled to formulate an alternative to massive diplomatic and military intervention to stop further human suffering and ethnic cleansing. 

Whereas in some European countries strange liaisons between pacifism and Serb nationalism supporting Milosevic emerged during the war (partly due to historic ties and large exile communities), the country with the strongest pacifist movement witnessed a radically different political development. Paradoxically, whereas the decision to intervene had been taken by the outgoing Kohl cabinet, the Schröder cabinet, a coalition of SPD and Greens, shouldered the actual political responsibility for the war and post-war reconstruction. The Green foreign minister Joschka Fischer made the most of Germany’s triple chairmanship in 1999 (WEU Chair, EU Presidency and G8 Presidency) to set the agenda if not for the war, then at least for the post-war phase. In Europe, the conviction gained ground that a long-term, comprehensive strategy for the Balkan region was needed to prevent ethnic conflicts and provide human security as a condition sine qua non for prosperity and democracy. The result, the Stability Pact for Southeastern Europe was accepted by the world leaders one day after Milosevic surrendered to NATO might and the combined diplomatic pressure of his former Russian ally and the Western powers.


Although to some extent reminiscent of the 1975 Helsinki Agreement between East and West, the 1999 Stability Pact exemplified the dilemma of 21st century conflict management to combine enforced arrangements with regional ownership and endogenous political and economic development. Unwilling to repeat the heavy-handedness of 19th-century great-power politics, the USA and certainly its European allies felt inclined to respect the nation and state building in the region under the slogan of (belated) national self-determination. Human and minority rights, however, were among the first victims of this historical catch-up maneuver. 

The Stability Pact, initiated by dozens of international organizations and states, made regional co-operation a key principle and a condition for Western assistance. The assistance in terms of financial and human resources was explicitly defined as “help for self-help”. Institutionally, the Pact consisted of a Regional Table and three Working Tables. Whereas the second Working Table chaired by EU and World Bank is responsible for reconstruction, economic reform, and infrastructure, the third Working Table is concerned with security in the classical military sense as well as with the typical European Union issue of Justice and Home Affairs or so-called “soft security.” Economic development and regional co-operation both implicitly aim at countering nationalist isolationism and ethnic exclusivity.

(2) The creation of crosscutting interests and common objectives is a far cry from any idealism concerning truly multiethnic societies. The assumption is, however, that, as soon as Serbs and Croats in the Balkans or Albanians and Serbs begin to debate political issues and economic decisions that are not directly related to ethnicity, much has been gained. The illusion of any nationalism is that ethnicity is the primary loyalty and identification of any human being, predetermining all his choices. As soon as crosscutting coalitions and interests appear, the legitimacy of nationalism is in jeopardy. One could argue that this result has the potential to move the actors involved more toward a philosophic identity and ultimately indifference.
Although all three tables went beyond traditional post-war arrangements conceptually, the first Working Table dealing with democratization and human rights was the most a-typical. Modern concepts of “civil society” took into account the experiences of the first ten years of post-communist transition. Parallel to external stabilization, economic reconstruction (actually, the construction of a modern market economy that never existed before), the genesis of a multiethnic civil society was seen as the guarantor for a brighter future:
 

Without democratic institutions that work effectively and the democratic development of a state under the rule of law there can be no long-term economic development and prosperity. Equally, democratisation and non-discrimination are also fundamental preconditions to guaranteeing internal and external security. Since the June 2001 Regional Table, Working Table I focuses on four priority areas: inter-ethnic dialogue and cross-border co-operation, refugee matters, media, and education and youth.

Long-term initiatives were started to erode the deeply ingrained ethnic hatreds and nationalist concepts of nation and state building. Typically, the preamble of the Stability Pact still identified nationalism as an evil perpetrated by political entrepreneurs of the Milosevic type, underrating its roots in economic disparities and engraving in mentalities by more than a century of socialization and “historical experience.” Nevertheless, the projects of the first Working Table were designed to increase interethnic communication.

(3) Another strategy to counter nationalism and interethnic conflict is promoting communication and dialogue, in particular between younger generations. As recent experience and academic literature on the generation of ethnic conflict has amply demonstrated, hostility towards specific other nationalities is generally based, not on personal experience, but on prejudices and hearsay.

In a region with a population like Kosovo’s, the youngest in Europe, the 1999 War will soon be a “historical experience” for a majority of the community. Globalization and e-technology are to become key elements in the future of the younger generation, but this is neither a fait accompli nor a “natural process.” In current circumstances, nationalism is definitely a competing mobilization. Therefore, a plurality of projects stimulating communication across state borders and across ethnic boundaries with the help of Internet tools are as crucial as building actual bridges across rivers and roads across mountains.

The First Table of the Stability Pact: Media and Youth

Having these lessons from past experience in post-conflict situations in the Balkans in mind, the international community decided to prepare more thoroughly for the aftermath of NATO bombing in the Kosovo War. The day after Yugoslav capitulation, international leaders proclaimed the Stability Pact for Southeastern Europe. With its regional working table and its three working tables for civil society, economics and security, the pact was modeled along the lines of the 1975 Helsinki Process as a comprehensive stabilization strategy for the entire region of the Western Balkans. For the purposes of this book, the spotlight is on the first working table for “democratization and human rights” and its task forces for media as well as education and youth. While the security and economics working tables are evidently dominated by states and relevant international organizations such as NATO, the World Bank, EBRD and EU, the first table exemplifies the credo of regional ownership of the Stability Pact and the predominance of civil society and NGOs:

Working Table I covers perhaps the most complex area in the Stability Pact in which results can be achieved only through long-term processes and a strong involvement of the civil society. In the activities of this Working Table a substantial NGO input can make a difference on the ground. Progress in the reforms to be undertaken in the framework of this Working Table is also paramount in achieving overall Stability Pact objectives. The media sector is among the priority areas that require an increased effort. 

Indeed, the work of this table poses a number of specific challenges. Being concerned with the reconstruction and development of a civil society, most of the work has to be done by NGOs as germ cells of a Western-style society. The role of states and international organizations is limited by both the approach and the objectives of this table. Thus, the co-ordination between the numerous Western NGOs as donors or project partners, on the one hand, and the nascent civil-society initiatives on the ground in the Balkans, on the other hand, requires specific management efforts. This is particularly important because the objectives are less concrete, the results seldom quantifiable, and time frames open-ended. Building a bridge as an infrastructure project under the second table or de-mining a specific area under the third table are projects with a concrete goals and fixed time schedules. Improving the diversity, professional quality and political independence of media outlets in the region under the first table is no less laudable and may even be at the root of future stability, but is far more difficult to quantify. The necessary diversity also jeopardizes the much-needed strategic goal-orientation, a classical dilemma of external interference in processes of transformation and reform.

The importance of education and youth in a region dominated by legacies of the past and nationalist prejudices is self-evident. In this case, the Stability Pact could build upon the Austrian initiative of the Graz Process, supporting and initiating educational projects with a regional dimension.
 Modern technology plays a key role in integrating educational efforts in a region with underdeveloped transport infrastructure. Thus, what is now called the Enhanced Graz Process is expanded through the Southeast European Educational Co-operation Network in co-operation with the University of Ljubljana, which facilitates access to information on education from the region in regional languages:
  

 
The Working Group promotes a concept of diversity which goes beyond ethnicity. It focuses on the diversity of the identities of every human being (nationality, religion, gender, age, …). Every person is different and has the right to be different. A democratic school climate and multicultural perspectives instead of nationalistic myths and prejudices are as important as education for democracy at all levels (politics, schools, society) – a process in which regional and local actors including NGOs should take an active part together with international organizations like the Council of Europe or UNESCO. Young People (coordinating institution: Council of Europe) Due to the importance of youth issues a special Working Group has been set up, which defined its task as ”connecting young people in South Eastern Europe”. Top priority is given to the development of new policies for children and young people, confidence-building measures and networking.


Apart from this general civil-society and anti-nationalism objectives, activities in the field of education and youth have substantial added value in the inclusion of under-represented and marginalized groups in society as well as in the reduction of brain drain. To the extent to which they use multimedia technology (i.e. radio or TV), relevant international organizations provide protection against political interference or restrictions.   To the extent to which they use Internet technology (i.e. in tandem with radio and TV), these organizations provide channels and networks of communication virtually beyond the control of national government and censorship agencies. This is a crucial asset for freedom of information, a point Loisel as well as Terzis and Smeets develop in the second and third parts of this volume.  

The diversity of initiatives is illustrated by the following examples of Quick Start Package projects for the Task Force on Media and the Task Force on Youth and Education.

· Bridges for the New Balkans – European Center for Common Ground, 

· South East News Service Europe (SENSE), 

· Conference on the Contribution of Media to Conflict Prevention, 

· Education for Democratic Citizenship,

· History and History Teaching,

· Network for Post-Graduate Education in South East Europe.

One of the most innovative initiatives in this area is “e-SEEurope.”
 The purpose of the Stability Pact e-SEEurope-initiative is to bridge the digital divide currently existing between South Eastern Europe and the European Union. A Working Group open to representatives from all Participants in the Stability Pact has been tasked with devising a regional strategy for this purpose - e-SEEurope Action Plan. This initiative is based on the philosophy that modern IT technology may allow the region to overcome some of its structural deficits in terms of public transport, infrastructure, and regional communication much quicker nowadays. The Stability Pact is thus exploring ways to support development of IT infrastructure and intellectual capital in South Eastern Europe. The initiative has a forward looking agenda, seeking to ensure that the countries of the region benefit from the economic growth and opportunities brought about by the new "E-economy." The meeting of the second working table held in Istanbul from 16-17 October 2000, endorsed the initial concept of such an initiative. At the meeting of the second working table held in Tirana from 22-23 May 2001, the countries of South Eastern Europe and several important donor governments signed an Action Plan for the Initiative. The full e-SEEurope Working Group met again for its third meeting in Bucharest on 18 September 2001. Although mainly focused on e-commerce and e-business as well as e-governance, e-SEEurope also considers the potentials of e-education.
 Rather than practicing “catch-up modernization,” the region might actually be able to turn its backwardness in some areas into an advantage by skipping some stages of technical modernization and by introducing cutting-edge models of education via the Internet right away. Thus, the optimistic message might be that being late need not always be a disadvantage…

� 	See: Wim van Meurs, September 11th and European Balkan Policies, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cap.uni-muenchen.de" ��www.cap.uni-muenchen.de�. 


� 	Ernest Renan, Qu'est-ce qu'une nation? Conférence faite en Sorbonne, le 11 mars 1882 - quoted from: The Nationalsm Project, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.nationalismproject.org/what/renan.htm" ��http://www.nationalismproject.org/what/renan.htm�. 


� Conference „Negotiating the Balkans“, organized by the Bertelsmann Foundation in Berlin 23.08.2001.


� See: Special Co-ordinator of the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe. � HYPERLINK "http://www.stabilitypact.org" ��www.stabilitypact.org�. 


� See: Special Co-ordinator of the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe. Working Table I, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.stabilitypact.org" ��www.stabilitypact.org�. 


� See: KulturKontakt Austria at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cso.net/kk/indexe.htm" ��http://www.cso.net/kk/indexe.htm�.  	


� See: Special Co-ordinator of the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe. Education and Youth, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.stabilitypact.org" ��www.stabilitypact.org�.


� See: Special Co-ordinator of the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe. Working Table I. List of Projects, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.stabilitypact.org" ��www.stabilitypact.org�.


� See: Special Co-ordinator of the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe. e-South East Europe, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.stabilitypact.org" ��www.stabilitypact.org�.


� See: e-Southeastern Europe, at � HYPERLINK "http://cgi.eseeurope.org" ��http://cgi.eseeurope.org�. 
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