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I INTRODUCTION

We are glad to present a Polish—Macedonian volume about modern
phenomena, challenges and problems reviewed in social and educational
perspective. The publication was prepared within the cooperation between
Polish academic units and St. Clement of Ohrid University of Bitola
(Yuusepsurer CB. Knument Oxpunacku — butona). The aim of the mono-
graph is an attempt to outline the most important contemporary problems,
issues and also changes in the social and educational space. The authors
— in the wide interdisciplinary perspective — attempt to set and confront
the above-mentioned in the perspective of the two distant countries that seem
not to have much in common, yet, are extremely similar and close to each
other.

Macedonia is one of the youngest countries of the Balkan peninsula.
This country — proclaimed a state on 2 August 1944 — was part
of Democratic Federal Yugoslavia until 1991. The election carried
out in 1990, and a referendum carried out on 8 September 1991, set a new
direction for internal transformations and paved the way for national inde-
pendence, of which the crowning moment was the proclamation of the Inde-
pendent Republic of Macedonia on 17 November 1991. Currently,
Macedonia has been facing a number of challenges which resemble greatly
the problems Poland faced in the 1990’s, right after the system transfor-
mation, gaining independence from the “block™ and preparing for integration
with Western Europe and its structures. These problems are, among others,
connected with the young age of the democratic system, the dynanmics
of socio-economic changes including those resulting from country’s long
dependency from Belgrad. Macedonia, as a country on the edge of cultures,
is characterized by diversity, rich cultural traditions, which in the context
of modern geopolitics are both a capital and a load. Legacy of the ancient
times and Byzantium, 500 years of Turkish reign, diverse folklore, multi-
ethnic character, national identity problems — including nationalisms, prob-
lems with stabilization of the young country resulting from historical condi-
tions and difficult neighborhood in the context of modern geopolitics — these
are only some of the issues from a wide catalogue of such.



This publication is, however, not a book about Macedonia. The per-
spective of two distant, but experiencing similar moments of history
and undergoing similar changes, countries is a point of reference
for the attempts to answer the questions focused around the most pressing
problems and challenges of modern times. Such an arrangement, due
to the distance of 1.500 kilometers, may seem peculiar. However, as we gain
the knowledge about the matter, the numerous similarities between Macedo-
nians and Poles, which are visible in almost every sphere of life, especially
in the matter of mentality become more important than geographic and cul-
tural distance. Mecodonian discourse in Poland has been carried out success-
fully, especially in work of professor Maciej Kawka and professor Irena
Stawowy-Kawka. It is worth mentioning that in Macedonia, cultural
and historical issues of Poland are not considered distant. Moreover, Poles
are widely recognized and welcomed in the young country, partly because
of the relations established due to crisis situations which the state had to face
in the XX century. Poland was also one of the first countries that acknowl-
edged the independence of Macedonia.

The authors of the book present the selected contemporary key prob-
lems, phenomena and challenges in social and educational space. They dis-
cuss the future and directions of development as well as dangers and threats,
challenges, chances and problems in the area of modern social changes,
also in the context of accession to and entering the EU structures as well
as geopolitical, cultural and economic conditions both in Polish and Macedo-

nian perspective.

The publication presents reflections, comparisons, research results
and observations in interdisciplinary manner, especially in the educational,
sociological and cultural space. We hope that the book will find its place
in the successful and even more popular Polish-Macedonian discourse
and will contribute to it.

Michat Szyszka
£ukasz Tomczyk
Valentina Gulewska
Dobri Petrowski



GRZEGORZ BAZIUR
THE IMPACT OF MACEDONIA ON THE GEOPOLITICAL SITUATION
OF THE BALKAN STATES IN VIEW OF ITS ACCESSION TO THE EURO-ATLANTIC
STRUCTURES (1991-2013) — SELECTED PROBLEMS

*k*

The origin of the Macedonian issue and its main stages until 1945

The Republic of Macedonia is one of the countries which in the
21% century, despite their small areas, may play a decisive role in the Europe-
an geopolitics of powers, because of its multi-ethnic society at least. In the
early 20™ century, Macedonia was populated by Orthodox and Muslim Mac-
edonians who often considered themselves to be a regional variety of the
Bulgarians. Macedonia was also inhabited by Turks, Albanians, Greeks,
Gypsies (Turkish speaking and Muslims), Vlachs and Jews. The dialects
which they used are in the intermediate zone between Bulgarian and Serbian
languages. Also in schools which were financially supported by the authori-
ties of Serbia, Bulgaria, Greece and the Ottoman Empire teachers used one
out of the four languages as the language of instruction, and three countries
claimed the Macedonian territories which Turkey wanted to keep for itself
only (l. Stawowy-Kawka, 1993, p. 9-26). On the history of this country and
its role in regional geopolitics as the decisive factor, many Polish and foreign,
especially Macedonian, publications have been published. Due to the volume
restrictions of this paper, the reference literature has been listed in the bibli-
ography and references in the text.

The fight for Macedonian independence began with the creation of the
Internal Macedonian-Ordinian Revolutionary Organization (VMORO-
VMRO) on 23 October 1893, in Thessaloniki. The organization changed
its name to the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization (VMRO;
Olszewski, 2010, p. 47; cf. Gawrys, 2009, p. 52-60). However, its leaders'
Bulgarian and Serbian influences intersected, which led to a conflict of inter-
est. Unfortunately, neither the Ilinden Uprising of 1903 nor the participation
in the Young Turk Revolution of 1908 did not result in the liberation of Mac-
edonia from the Bulgaria, Greek and Serbian power (Olszewski, 2010, p. 51-
53; Gawrys, 2009, p. 80-95). The Balkan war between 1912 and 1913 were
the crowning moment of the emancipation and the struggle of the South
Slavonic peoples for independence. At the same moment, Macedonia began
to play the role of a “geopolitical destructor” of the region. Its area became
the scene of intense competition between Serbia, Bulgaria and Greece. Each



of these states was aware of the possibility to directly impact the rivals, re-
sulting from indirect or direct control over Vardar Macedonia. It was a dis-
pute over this area that led to the outbreak of the so-called Second Balkan
War when the recent allies (Serbia, Bulgaria, Greece) began a bloody fight
for the Macedonian land. A year after the Second Balkan War ended,
on 1 August 1914, the First World War broke out, which eventually divided
Macedonia into three parts: Bulgarian, Greek and Serbian (Stawowy-Kawka,
1993, p. 12; cf. Znamierowska-Rakk, 2011, p. 53-60).

The area of the Aegean Macedonia belonging to Greece had 34.6 km?
and included the following cities: Drama, Serres, Thessaloniki, Vode-
na/Edessa, Kostur. However, in 1918 and 1945, a number of migration pro-
cesses occurred there: Macedonians migrated to Bulgaria, Vlachs to
Romania, Turks to Turkey, and their place was taken by the Greek settlers
from Bulgaria and Turkey (Paszkiewicz, 2011, p. 191-201). In consequence,
this territory became a Greek region with only 150 thousand Macedonians,
gathered in Vodena (Edessa) district, in a population of 2 million. The Mace-
donians have not been recognised by the Greek authorities who consider
them “slavophone Greeks” and have refused them a permission for even the
slightest cultural autonomy. The Macedonian movement has also been sup-
pressed by police repression, which impedes collaboration by creating
a conflict that is unnecessary given the fact that a cultural autonomy for the
Macedonian minority of 150 thousand people could not threaten the integrity
of the Greek state. The uncompromising stand of the Greek government has
continuously been causing tensions, which has resulted in mass demonstra-
tions on the Greek border, especially since February 1990. In Macedonia, the
conflict with Greece puts people in pro-Serbian and pro-Bulgarian moods,
while the Greek government's policy towards the Albanian minority, which
is equally repressive, meets with full understanding in Skopje (Stawowy-
Kawka, 1993, p.17-20; cf. eadem, 2011, p. 203-212).

The Serbian part of the country, Vardar Macedonia, which covers
an area of 26.7 km?, had been named South Serbia by the Serbs and between
1913 and 1918 was subject to serbianisation, which resulted in a hostile atti-
tude of the local population who went against the Serbian domination.
VMRO, supported by the Bulgarian government and its intelligence service,
collaborated with the Croatian Ustase and the fascist Italians, waging a terror-
ist fight against Serbia. Outside the country, anti-Yugoslavian activity was
also undertaken by the Macedonian separatists led by Ivan Mihailov from the
Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization. Their plan was to unite
Macedonia after seizing Vardar Macedonia from Yugoslavia and uniting
it with Pirin Macedonia belonging to Bulgaria, and Aegean Macedonia be-
longing to Greece.



The Croatian separatism, with its leader, general Ante Paveli¢, was
generating propaganda whose aim was to break Yugoslavia apart and estab-
lish the Croatian state. In 1930, colonel Ante Paveli¢ created a terrorist or-
ganization “Ustasa”, whose members were Croatian nationalists. Both
separatist movements were united by the common enemy: Yugoslavia under
the dictatorial rule of king Aleksandar 1 Karadordevi¢. The country was
struck by terrorist attacks like the one in Zagreb on 1 December 1932, when
bombs were planted at various points in the city. The most important action
prepared by both organizations was the assassination of king Aleksandar
I Karadordevi¢, which took place on 9 October 1934, in Marseille (Ol-
szewski, 2010, p. 68). The victims were the King and the French Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Louis Barthou, who were shot with a machine gun by
a member of the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization (VMRO),
Vlado Makedonski a.k.a. Veli¢ko Georgiev Kerin. After the assassination, he
was caught and lynched by a crowd. The assassin’s accomplices: Mijo Kralj,
Zvonimir Pospisil and Milan Raji¢ were sentenced to life imprisonment by
the French court. The organizers of the assassination, including A. Pavelic,
were sentenced to death by the French court, but at that time, they were
in Italy and Benito Mussolini’s fascist government did not extradite them
to France. These events, as well as the interference of the intelligence ser-
vices of Bulgaria and Italy, led to the situation when — in the Kingdom
of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes — and — since 1929, in Yugoslavia — Macedo-
nia was one of the most trouble spots of that country. The role of Macedonia
shaped this way significantly weakened in the times of the Socialist Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia when all ethnic and historical conflicts were often
artificially suppressed (Stawowy-Kawka, 1993, p. 21-25).

The Bulgarian occupation, which began after the defeat of Yugoslavia
in 1941, did not consider Macedonian distinctiveness either, which led to the
Serbs’ turning their backs on Bulgaria. In the circumstances of military defeat
and the country’s occupation by the Axis powers’ armies, the leaders of the
Communist Party of Yugoslavia decided to end the Bulgarian-Serbian com-
petition in Macedonia by recognising the existence of the Macedonian nation
as separate to the Serbian and Bulgarian ones. This allowed for keeping Mac-
edonia within the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia after the war.
In 1943, the Communist Party of Yugoslavia formally proclaimed the Repub-
lic of Macedonia, recognising also the emerging literary Macedonian lan-
guage. The CPY activists also influenced the shaping post-war Macedonian
elite (Stawowy-Kawka, 1993, p. 86-112), which, however, could be achieved
only after the end of the German occupation.



Within the Yugoslav Federation (1945-1991)

In 1945, in the northern part of Macedonia, the authorities established
a federal republic Makedonija as a part of Yugoslavia, thus starting a process
of “social engineering” in the form of simplification of history and identity
change of the entire population. The leaders of the country intended to re-
verse the consequences of the Bulgarian occupation between 1941 and 1944,
and to reject the culture of ancient Greece which they found nationalist.
The Slavonic dialect of the Macedonian political elite was given the status
of a separate Old Church Slavonic language, recognised as “Old Macedoni-
an”. This policy of the Yugoslav Federation authorities allowed them to raise
a generation of Macedonians in the spirit of the “Big Idea” of the Slavonic
Macedonia having a centuries-old history (Davies, 2004, p. 165). However,
Serbo-Macedonian conflicts could not be avoided, such as those between
1946 and 1948, during the negotiations on the boundary line between Serbia
and Macedonia within the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.
The central authorities in Belgrade even feared the outbreak of the clashes
on ethnic grounds. The question was finally resolved by demarcation
of a boundary line favourable to the Serbs by a mixed Serbo-Macedonian
government commission. Only after the breakup of Yugoslavia in 1991, the
Macedonian government put a proposition to the government of new Yugo-
slavia (Federation of Serbia and Montenegro) of changing the boundary line
for the one which would be fairer for the Macedonian side (Dziewiattowski-
Gintowt, 2011, p. 241-249).

One of the first actions was to determine the Macedonian written lan-
guage. Initially, the dialect of northern Macedonia was chosen as its basis
by the authorities in Belgrade but, as the dialect was considered too similar
to the Serbian language, they chose the Bitola-Veles dialect as the standard.
The Bitola-Veles dialect was similar to the Bulgarian language, however, the
fact that Bulgarians based their language on the Eastern Bulgarian dialects
allowed for recognition of the linguistic distinctiveness of the Macedonians,
which has remained an issue of dispute in the Bulgaro-Macedonian relations.
Between 1945 and 1952, the alphabet and the spelling and grammar rules
were defined. The Macedonian language became the youngest Slavonic
language. A significant impact on the national literature was that of, among
others, the author of White Dawns, Koo Racin and his first collection
of poems published in 1939 in Macedonian (Siemieniuk, 2002, p. 57). Apart
from the language, the republic needed its own historical references, there-
fore new coursebooks were published. However, their content was ques-
tioned by Bulgarians who considered some of the Macedonian historical
figures, for example, medieval ruler Samuel or Gotse Delchev are their na-
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tional heroes. The 19"-century leaders of the Macedonian national movement
and the creators of culture were also included in the national history even
though their self-awareness was not explicitly Macedonian (Pietruszewski,
2002, p. 4).

Another important tool of the government of the Yugoslav Macedonia
on their way to the “creation” of the Macedonian nation was liberation of the
Orthodox Church from the Serbian control and the restoration of the Archdi-
ocese of Ohrid in 1958. It was an example of the joint actions of atheistic
authorities and religious centres. As a result of the implementation
of the “divide et impera” principle in the religious politics, the Serbian Or-
thodox Church has not accepted the autocephalicity of the Macedonian Or-
thodox Church proclaimed on 16™ July 1967 until the present moment. The
communist authorities responded with repression to all manifestations of pro-
Bulgarian sympathy — even in 1991, Nedka Doneva Ivanova was arrested and
fined for claiming that all Macedonians were Bulgarians. Until 1989, a provi-
sion of the Constitution of Yugoslavia defined Macedonia as “the state of the
Macedonians and the Albanian and Turkish minorities” (Poulton, 2000,
p. 54). In the period when Vardar Macedonia constituted a part of the Social-
ist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, the SFRY authorities created a sense
of ethnic and national distinctiveness of the Macedonians.

A multi-party system introduced in 1990 allowed for forming political
parties and holding free elections to all the authorities. On 11 and 25 Novem-
ber 1990, the parliamentary elections were held in Macedonia. However, out
of 1,320 thousand votes in the first round of voting, only 761 thousand votes
were valid and the remaining 560 thousand were invalid. In this situation,
a by-election was held on 9 December. As a result, the society elected 120
members of parliament from: the Party for Democratic Prosperity (an Alba-
nian minority party) who obtained 18 seats; the Internal Macedonian Revolu-
tionary Organization — VMRO-DPMNE (which together with MAAK, NPM
and DS-PZM formed a part of the national front) — 32 seats, the coalition
of the Union of Reform Forces of Macedonia (SRSM) and the Socialist Party
of Macedonia (SPM) got 4 seats, while the SRSM alone and with SPM — 16
seats and the League of Communists of Macedonia — Party for Democratic
Change (SKM-PDP) got 28 seats in the parliament. The post-communist
powers got 48 seats. On 27 January 1991, the parliament elected Kiro Gligo-
rov president. He used to be an employee of the central government apparatus
and spoke Serbian better than Macedonian. His protégé, Nikola Kljusev
formed a government with a coalition of the pro-communist parties
and VMRO. The latter received one Ministry and the office of the Vice Pres-
ident for the leader of the party, Ljubfo Georgievski, who thus neutralised his
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opponent, a former oppositionist and political prisoner, Dragan Bogdanovski
(Crna, 2012, p. 35).

The main problems of the foreign policy of the former Yugoslav Repub-
lic of Macedonia — FYROM after 1991: Albania, Bulgaria and Greece

Supported by the parties of the National Front, VMRO had always
demanded a breakup of the Yugoslav Federation and the independence
of Macedonia. The Social Democratic Union of Macedonia also proposed
a union of sovereign states with identical law. But on 25 January 1991,
the parliament voted in favour of a sovereignty declaration which stated the
right to self-determination and secession. From that moment on, the federal
law was no longer in force in the republic either if it was contrary to the
Macedonian law.

After the death of a soldier, SaSo Gesovski in Split, the Movement
for All-Macedonian Action (MAAK) started the action of signing petitions to
the authorities to reduce the territory of the Macedonian soldiers’ service
exclusively to the territory of Macedonia which, since 13 May 1991, consti-
tuted the third military district with the headquarters in Wrzesnik. On 12-13
May 1991, the Macedonian parliament demanded that the largest percentage
of the Macedonian recruits would serve in Macedonia, which could give rise
to the national army. The parliament stood also for a union of sovereign
states which would retain the same borders as during the existence of Yugo-
slavia (Darski, 1991).

According to the census of 1981, the Macedonian society was ethni-
cally divided. The total of 1.9 million inhabitants of the country included 1.3
million Macedonians, which accounted for 67%, 377 thousand Albanians —
that is 17%, 130 thousand Turks and Gypsies, and 44 thousand Serbs. To this
day, the Albanian minority accounts for the vast majority in the area located
between the Albanian border and the line of Kicevo (45% of Albanians),
Gostivar (63%), Tetovo (70%) and Kumanovo (31%). This region was incor-
porated into Albania during the war. The Albanian minority is growing rapid-
ly and today its number is estimated at 550 thousands, which accounts for
25% of the Macedonian citizens. In the long run, the high birth rate of Alba-
nians poses a threat that the Macedonians may become a minority in their
own country, hence the anti-Albanianism of Macedonians. The Albanian-
Turkish and Macedonian competition, whose subject are the Muslims Mace-
donians (Stawowy-Kawka, 1993, p. 25), has to be mentioned too.

After returning from Athens on 18 April 1991, the president of Yugo-
slavia Slobodan MiloSevi¢ talked in Ohrid about “traditional friendship”
between Serbia and Greece but did not mention a word about Macedonia,
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assuming that if Serbia and Greece were the “neighbour countries”, there was
no place for Macedonia. MiloSevi¢’s words, said on the Macedonian land,
sounded like a threat, especially given the fact that, at that time, Dragan
Atanasovski established in Kumanovo the Macedonian branch of the Com-
munist Party under the name of the Movement for Yugoslavia, which indi-
cated a strong relationship between the Macedonian communists and Serbs.

However, Milosevi¢ was considering two alternative solutions
in the policy towards Macedonia: to support the Greater Macedonia loyal to
Serbia or to divide the republic. Serbian nationalism also become an obstacle
on the Macedonian way to independence. For this reason, Macedonians pre-
ferred a confederation (a union of countries), which did not satisfy Serbs
as it would bring Macedonians closer to Croats who had entered into an anti-
Serbian alliance with Albanians (who were in conflict with Macedonia).
A confederation would protect Macedonia from its neighbours, including
Serbia which, in the case of a federation being established, and especially
extended with the Eastern republics, could take possession of Macedonia and
independence would soon leave the country as prey to its neighbours (Kor-
zeniewska-Wiszniewska, 2011, p. 227).

After the meeting in Split on 28 March 1991, the president of Mace-
donia Kiro Gligorov declared: “We are in favour of a union of sovereign
states, but the foundations of this union has to be specified. Macedonia
is interested in maintaining the community (union) based on the consent of
all the states. On the other hand, if such a union is not formed, therefore, if
Slovenia declares secession (and in this case, according to President
Tudman’s declaration, Croatia does not remain in the union), Macedonia will
decide to become independent because it will have a serious problem with
accepting the new situation and the existence in what would remain of the
federation, where the interests and the balance of power would be completely
different and new” (“Danas”, 1 April 1991).

Both the geographical location and mountainous terrain, have predis-
posed Macedonia to play an important geopolitical role in this region of
Europe for centuries. The Rhodope Massif, on whose territory some histori-
cal lands of the state are located, creates a system/network of particular cavi-
ties and gorges. One of them called the Morava-Vardar axis forms the mouth
of the Pannonian Basin towards the Aegean Sea and Asia Minor. It was one
of the most important routes linking Western Europe with the northern areas
of Asia Minor. This strategic axis bends at the so-called Kosovan Gate,
which constitutes a specific inlet into the territory of present-day Macedonia.
This natural descent, particularly in the area of the valley of the rivers Lep-
enac and Nerodimka, became the getaway through which these areas became
a destination of intensive Albanian settlement in the early 20" century. From
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a geopolitical point of view, Macedonia is a well fortified structural basin
protected by the Dinaric Alps, the Sar Mountains and the Rhodopes
(Moczulski, 1999, p. 168).

Today's Macedonia is only one third of its historic territory which,
apart from Vardar Macedonia, included also Pirin Macedonia, part of which
belongs now to Bulgaria, and Aegean Macedonia belonging to Greece.
This question is the foundation of the dispute between Greece and Macedonia
led by the governments in Skopje and Athens for a long time. The Greek
authorities refuse Macedonians the right to use the name of “Macedonia”,
which is justified from a geographical point of view. The problem of the
relationship between Macedonia and Greece focuses on Macedonia’s geopo-
litical position in the region virtually from the very creation of the Republic.

Although boycotted by the Albanians, Macedonia held a referendum
on 8 September 1991. The total of 95.26% of the voters were in favour of the
withdrawal from the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. On 17" Sep-
tember, the Assembly recognised the results of the referendum and pro-
claimed the independence of Macedonia. Two months later, on 17 November,
president Kiro Gligorov announced the creation of a sovereign state: the
Republic of Macedonia, and the parliament adopted a new constitution.
In Article 4, Chapter I, it guarantees the equality of all citizens of the Repub-
lic and defines Macedonian as the official language, and Cyrillic as the offi-
cial alphabet. After Macedonia breaking the ties with Yugoslavia, it was first
recognised as a new state by Bulgaria on 15 January 1992. This decision
represented a significant change in relation to the policies pursued between
1958 and 1990 and resulted from the intention to prevent the escalation of the
Bulgarian-Macedonian conflict. However, this decision was not synonymous
with the recognition the Macedonians’ distinctiveness, but rather a shift
of the discussion to the historical and cultural levels. Despite passing to
a cooperation policy, the complete settlement of mutual relations was imped-
ed by the Bulgarians’ rejection of the Macedonian language, which the gov-
ernment in Sofia only recognised in April 1990. Generally, it is believed
in Bulgaria that a separate Macedonian nation does not exist, and Macedoni-
ans are deemed Bulgarians (Skieterska, 2006c, p. 10). Despite these doubts,
on 15 January 1992, Bulgaria recognised en bloc the four states established
after the breakup of Yugoslavia, including Macedonia, which was confirmed
in the statements of the Bulgarian Prime Minister Philip Dimitrov and Presi-
dent Zhelyu Zhelev. However, Bulgaria clearly recognised only the state, not
the nation, whose language was regarded as one of the dialects of the Bulgar-
ian language. This thesis was confirmed by the Bulgarian Minister of Foreign
Affairs Stoyan Ganev in his statement of 10 February 1992, when he said
that: “Bulgaria does not recognise the existence of the Macedonian nation
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or the existence of the minority related to the Republic of Macedonia”
(Woznica, 2011, p. 234).

Earlier, already on 3 May 1990, the Macedonian Scientific Institute
resumed its activity in Sofia. The Institute recognised the population of Pirin
Macedonia as Bulgarians and denied the distinctiveness of the Macedonian
language. The discussion in Bulgaria has not resulted in a common stand-
point. The programme of the United Macedonian Organization Ilinden-Pirin
(Obedineta Makedonska Organizacija llinden-Pirin, OMO Ilinden-Pirin),
a political party created in 1995, confirmed the existence of the Macedonian
nation and therefore aimed at enactment of minority rights for the Macedoni-
ans in Bulgaria. Since the early 1990s, the organisation issued a newspaper
Pirinska Kambana and a magazine Narodna Wolja of a historical and cultur-
al profile. However, the Bulgarian authorities feared a Macedonian separa-
tism and, in consequence, the first Macedonian organisation in Bulgaria
(VMRO-nezavisima, VMRO-independent) was only registered in 1998 (Pie-
truszewski 2002, p. 4; cf. Woznica, 2011, p. 239). The dispute over the Mac-
edonian language has continued, which causes a negative attitude of the
Bulgarian authorities towards the Euro-Atlantic aspirations of the Republic
of Macedonia (ibidem, p. 240).

After the dissolution of the Yugoslav Federation, the authorities
in Belgrade refused to recognise the newly formed Republic of Macedonia.
Some of the Serb leaders and nationalists spoke openly about the northern
Macedonia belonging to Serbia and effectively hindered the normalisation
of the mutual relations. In the summer of 1992, the Serbian President, Slo-
bodan Milosevi¢ proposed that together with Greece, they should dismember
Macedonia. The Serbian Orthodox Church refused to recognise the autoce-
phalicity of the Macedonian Orthodox Church. This resulted primarily in a
mutual loss of trust and constituted a sign of the still present Serbian aspira-
tions to the Macedonian national identity and lands. An improvement in their
relations took place no sooner than in 1995 and 1996 (Korzeniewska-
Wiszniewska, 2011, p. 227).

Since the creation of the Republic of Macedonia, the biggest internal
threat to its integrity has been the problem of the Albanian population. After
the beginning of the NATO bombings of Yugoslavia in 1999, there has been
a massive influx of Albanians from Kosovo, expelled by the Kosovo Serbs.
In February 2001, in the Macedonian city of Tetovo, fighting between the
government troops and the Albanians broke out and lasted for several
months. The Albanian population inhabits mostly the western and northern
part of Macedonia, adjacent to Albania and Kosovo. Their expansion to this
area began at the turn of the 18" century, when they occupied the territories
left by the Slavonic population, retreating along with the Austrian army after
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the popular uprising led by Karpo$ in 1689. The Austrian army seized the
area of Macedonia during the war of the Holy League against Turkey.
The Turks’ approval of the settlement of Albanians in these lands was con-
nected to their hope that placing the Muslim population among the disobedi-
ent Orthodox Slavs would allow for a better binding of these lands to the
Porte (Stawowy-Kawka, 2005, p. 85; eadem, 2009, p. 321).

After the end of the Second World War, the Albanian population in
Macedonia increased rapidly by occupying new areas for settlement, as well
as as a result of a rapid and significant rate of natural increase. This
population arrived in masses primarily from Kosovo. The policy of
population growth was a part of a deliberate Albanian policy in Macedonia,
which aimed to naturally change the ethnic structure (ibidem, p. 86). As
stated by Professor Zuzanna Topolinska of the Macedonian Academy of
Sciences, this situation had to result in a conflict over biological dominance
(Bilski, 2002, p. 22). The Albanians living in Macedonia sought to create
a third Albanian country in the Balkans, and in the future, to unite the three
territories into a single state; such a view was presented in the report of the
Albanian Academy of Sciences in 1998 (Stawowy-Kawka, 2005, p. 87).

Presently, Albanians account for approximately 25.17% of the
inhabitants of Macedonia and constitute the largest ethnic minority
(Parzymies 2005, p. 133). The majority of Albanians live in Skopje and
Gostivar, Debar, Tetovo and Kumanovo. The Albanian population
distribution close to the border with Kosovo and Albania makes the process
of integration of this national minority difficult. The group of Albanians
in Macedonia also strongly emphasises their national distinctiveness and do
not seek to integrate with Macedonians (Stawowy-Kawka, 2005, p. 87-88).
Albanians have been accused of aggressive behaviours towards national
minorities, especially the Muslim Turks, whom they have not been able
to assimilate with (Parzymies, 2005, p. 133). An unsuccessful attempt
to detach the western part of the country and join it to Albania, made in 1993
by the Albanian nationalists from Macedonia, supported by Albanian
politicians, also turned out to be threatening (Dymarski, 2011, p. 219; cf.
Jackowicz, 1994/1995, p. 159-160). After the passing the law on flags by the
Macedonian parliament on 8 July 1997, allowing the minorities to display
their own flags on national and religious holidays, there were massive
demonstrations and clashes with the police, in which three people were killed
and 220 were injured, and many people were arrested; they left prison after
the adoption of the amnesty law in 1999 (Dymarski, 2011, p. 219).

However, the biggest problem of the Albanian minority in Macedonia
is education. Already in August 1988, the League of Communists of Yugo-
slavia commenced the implementation of an anti-Albanian policy, among
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others, the authorities started to close Albanian schools and classes and re-
place the Albanian language with Macedonian. The Albanian students with
their parents organised numerous demonstrations and ethnic tensions have
been alive ever since. Meanwhile, in Albania’s territory, the Macedonian
minority dwells the region of Kor¢é and officially numbers 5 thousand peo-
ple, while according to the Macedonian estimates, it is 100 thousand and
according to the former Yugoslav ambassador in Tirana, 50 thousand.
It is also inhabited by 20 thousand Serbs and Montenegrins. The Macedonian
language is only used in the first two grades at school.

The anti-Albanian assimilation policy has been continued by the
Macedonian authorities, although they claim that the Albanian community
enjoys many cultural, educational and political privileges. There are Albanian
primary and secondary schools and the number of students is regularly
increasing. The need for Albanian studies in Macedonia was met by the
Macedonian authorities by creating in Skopje in 1997, at the Faculty
of Education, a specialisation for teachers with Macedonian, Albanian
and Turkish as the languages of instruction. However, the Albanians
demanded that an underground Albanian university in Tetovo, opened
in 1994 (cf. Jackowicz, 1997/1998, p. 136), is recognszed as a state
university. The illegally functioning university deepened separatism and
isolation of the Albanian minority and became a fundamental demand of the
Albanians in Macedonia. In order to prevent increasing tensions around
higher education, on the OSCE Commissioner for National Minorities, Max
van der Stoel’s initiative, on 29 November 2000, the University of Tetovo
was founded, financed by the South-East European Foundation, and started
to operate in November 2001 (Stawowy-Kawka, 2005, p. 89-92).
Nevertheless, the Macedonian government's decision did not satisfy the
Albanian demands regarding the development of higher education.
The Albanians demanded now a provision in the constitution informing that
they are a nation capable of forming an independent state, as well
as recognising the Albanian language as the second — after Macedonian —
official language in the entire country (Bilski, 2002, p. 30).

There has always been a close relationship between the Albanians
from Macedonia and those from Kosovo (Paulin, 2003, p. 378). According
to a general opinion, the Albanian issue in Macedonia was brought to light
only after the breakup of Yugoslavia, when they started to massively arrive
from Kosovo and Albania for fear of political persecution as well as to
improve their living conditions. In February 1992, a group of Albanian
nationalists demanded the creation of the Autonomous Republic of Illyria,
which resulted in clashes with the police. The situation aggravated again
in 1997, after the incidents in Gostivar and Tetovo related to displaying of the
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Albanian national flag. At the same time, in 1997, the troops of the Kosovo
Liberation Army (KLA — UCK) intensified their terrorist activities in Kosovo
and Macedonia, and after NATO had commenced the bombings
of Yugoslavia, hundreds of armed combatants crossed the Macedonian border
(Stawowy-Kawka, 2005, p. 96).

During the conflict of 1998, President Kiro Gligorov was trying to al-
leviate a very tense situation on the border between Kosovo and Macedonia.
An attempt to create a corridor to Albania for refugees failed and eventually
in 1999, Macedonia was forced to accept 360 thousand refugees from Koso-
vo. They included Albanians, Gypsies and Muslims seeking asylum from
Serbian repression. Since March 1999, KFOR troops also stationed in Mace-
donia. They replaced the “Blue Helmets” of peacekeeping UNPREDEP,
which were supposed to, among others, preserve peace on the border with
Albania and Kosovo (Jackowicz, 2000, p. 149-150). However, Macedonians
feared that the recognition of the ethnic independence of Kosovo could pose
a threat to their country, and the prospect of the creation of Greater Albania,
uniting all Albanians in areas far exceeding the then territory of Albania
seemed to be real (ibidem). Both an unresolved question of Kosovo and mass
migrations of Albanians with increasingly bold demands led to the conflict
in Tetovo in 2001.

In the autumn of 1998, Macedonia held the parliamentary elections,
in which the coalition of VMRO-DPMNE and the Democratic Alternative
won. For the efficiency of governance, the coalition government was
expanded with the Democratic Party of Albanians. After the Albanian party
coming to power as a coalitionist, it pursued more moderate policies
and wanted to resolve the Macedonian-Albanian conflicts by agreement
and negotiation.

However, not all Albanians accepted such a policy. It was widely
believed that the party leader, Arben Xhaferi did not care about the interests
of the Albanian minority, just took care of his private affairs, while
discrimination against the Albanian community and hindering their access
to education and culture continued. The growing number of Albanians
in Macedonia were becoming increasingly radical in their demands (Bilski,
2002, p. 46, cf. Stawowy-Kawka 2005, p. 98).

Unfulfilled demands were the reason why Albanians began an armed
conflict at the beginning of 2001. A direct reason for the outbreak of the
conflict could be signing of an agreement on the state border between
Macedonia and Yugoslavia at the beginning of 2001, which meant that the
people of Kosovo could no longer stay in Macedonia only on the basis
of their identity cards, but also had to show a passport. On 2 January,
Albanians attacked the police station of the village Tearce near Tetovo.
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One police officer was killed, and three others were injured in the clashes.
On 12 February, the fights started between government forces and the troops
of the National Liberation Army (Bilski, 2002, p. 107). This army replaced
the Kosovo Liberation Army (UCK), which was meant to express the
continuation of the struggle waged by Albanians in Kosovo (Stawowy-
Kawka, 2005, p. 98). The main leader of the Albanian insurgency, Ali Ahmeti
pointed out that he had deliberately chosen the path of violence because he
believed that in this way one can quickly achieve more than living in peace
for many years.

The UCK troops, numbering about 5,000 members, began regular
military actions against Macedonian police stations, military units,
communication routes, water intakes. They disorganised the lives of the
inhabitants of the Republic of Macedonia, and in areas where they constituted
the majority, they forced Macedonians to emigrate (ibidem; cf. Stawowy-
Kawka, 2009, p. 324).

It seemed that the situation in Macedonia was becoming more
and more similar to the one in Kosovo, however, there were substantial
differences between them. The main political goal of Kosovo Albanians was
territorial independence, while in Macedonia, they fought for equal rights.
The Macedonian Albanians emphasised that their goal was not to create
“Greater Albania” and that the Macedonian conflict was not inspired by the
Kosovo Albanians or by the government in Tirana (ibidem). However, many
observers were concerned that the political goal of the Albanians living
outside the country was to create “Greater Kosovo”, another Muslim state
in the Balkans (Bilski, 2002, p. 47).

On 14 March, the UCK troops seized the villages situated around
Tetovo, and on 16 March, they destroyed the KISS radio and television
transmitter, located in Tetovo. In consequence, the government of Macedonia
responded with mobilisation on 17 March. Feeling threatened, the citizens
demanded imposition of martial law, but the Prime Minister, Ljub¢o
Georgievski reassured them that there was no such need. On 28 May, eight
Macedonian soldiers and policemen were killed in an ambush. On 3 May;,
a military operation against the UCK guerrilla troops was launched in the
region of Kumanovo, but it failed (Olszewski, 2010, p. 135-139).

Only after the consultations with NATO and the European Union,
Macedonian troops ceased the offensive, and on 13 May, the Provisional
Government of National Unity was formed, including the Albanian groups,
which in the conditions of an acute national conflict, constituted an attempt
to resolve the aggravating conflict (Koseski, 2002, p. 200). However, the
Albanian leaders were politically divided, which did not facilitate a quick
conclusion of agreements.
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Most of the Albanians in Macedonia supported the idea of armed
struggle, but not all agreed that equal rights should be the sole purpose
of fighting. The extreme nationalists advocated a creation of a federation
or a division into cantons based on the Swiss model. On the other hand, the
president of the Macedonian Academy of Sciences and Arts, Professor Georgi
Efremov suggested that the conflict could be resolved by giving a part of the
Albanian ethnic territory to Albania and exchanging the population
(Stawowy-Kawka, 2005, p. 99). These proposals were, however,
unacceptable to the EU and NATO members, which wanted to prevent further
disintegration of the Balkan states (ibidem, p. 98-99).

In order to prevent the menace of an Albanian-Macedonian war, the
EU and NATO members were trying to bring the conflict to a peaceful end.
On 15 June 2001, the negotiations between Albanian and Macedonian
politicians with the participation of the European Union, which sent
its negotiator, Francois Léotard, and the United States, represented by James
W. Pardew. The negotiations lasted until 20 June. The negotiations included
the Albanians’ demands for the recognition of Albanians as an equal nation in
the Republic of Macedonia and their language as an official language,
possibility of obtaining university education in their own language,
representation in offices, courts, police, army and equality of religions.
The negotiations also regarded the establishment of autonomy in the areas
where the Albanian minority dominated.

Unfortunately, the sides did not reach an agreement within five days.
On 24 June, Javier Solana managed to negotiate a cease-fire, and the NATO
soldiers evacuated rebels from the village of Aracinovo near Skopje.
On 5 July, another truce, interrupted with fighting, was established.
On 28 July, in Ohrid, peace talks began between the representatives
of Albanians and Macedonians. They led to the ratification of a temporary
peace agreement on 8 August, although fighting stopped only after
the official signing of the peace treaty on 13 August 2001. The ceremony
of signing the document was attended not only by the sides of the conflict but
also the head of the European diplomacy, Javier Solana, and the NATO
Secretary General, George Robertson. Although the UCK delegates did not
officially participate in the negotiations, they agreed to observe its terms
(Bilski, 2002, p. 106-107). The agreement covered the following issues:

e The Albanian language acquired the status of an official language
in the parliament and public administration as well as in the mu-
nicipalities where Albanians account for more than 20% of the
population.
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o Albanians were recognised to be a nation equal to Macedonians
in the Republic of Macedonia, which was to be reflected in the
preamble of the constitution.

e Higher education in the Albanian language was to be funded from
the state budget in the areas where Albanians account for more
than 20% of the population.

e The demographic composition of the police, offices, army
and government administration was to reflect the ethnic composi-
tion of the Macedonian society.

e Orthodoxy, Islam and Catholicism were to receive equal status.

e The prerogatives of local authorities were to be extended, which
would increase the self-governance of the areas where the Albani-
an population was dominant (ibidem; cf. Olszewki, 2010, p. 139).

The agreement negotiated in Ohrid was ratified by the parliament
in Skopje on 13 August 2001. Its content stipulated the introduction
of amendments to the constitution, which satisfied almost completely the
Albanian claims. However, the Macedonian society treated the compromise
as a high treason, although these attitudes subsided with time.

According to the peace agreement concluded in Ohrid
on 16 November 2001, the Macedonian parliament amended the Constitution
of the Republic of Macedonia, for example, by replacing the term “national
minority” with terms “nations” or “ethnic communities”. The authorities also
introduced the second official language in the municipalities where Albanians
accounted for more than 20% of the population. Moreover, Albanians became
allowed to work in offices, companies, courts, and they were also admitted
to the police and army;, in order to guarantee their proportional representation
(Stawowy-Kawka, 2005, p. 99). The constitutional changes constituted the
basis for the establishment of a democratic state (Olszewski, 2010, p. 144-
145; cf. Dymarski, 2011, p. 220). During the transformation of the country,
in 2004, the Albanian university in Tetovo started its activity. Also,
on 8 November 2004, Macedonia held a referendum on the project of the new
administrative division of the country, assuming a division into 81
municipalities, out of which 25 were to have Albanian as the official
language (Stawowy-Kawka, 2005, p. 8). As far as the Macedonian-Albanian
conflict is concerned, it might be assumed that this conflict has been at least
alleviated, but a slightest change in the international situation of any of the
Balkan states may suffice to aggravate it rapidly. The Ohrid agreement ended
the conflict, but the geopolitical competition in Macedonia, which manifested
itself, among others, with the conflict of 2001, has also become a barrier
for the influence of the Western countries and the Russian Federation.
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Creating “Greater Albania”, “Greater Serbia” or “Greater Bulgaria”
is unlikely today, but uniting all Albanians living outside Albania and
creating “Greater Kosovo” remains attainable. Such a situation would
be supported by the government of Albania, which considers the support
for compatriots living outside of the country as a priority of the international
policy.

Since 2008, the Macedonian authorities have had another problem
in the context of the Albanian issue after the declaration of independence
by Kosovo. Thus, Macedonia gained another geopolitical rival, who
(although, compared to other countries in the region, is and will definitely
remain the weakest one) has a powerful tool that was mentioned above.
This is an important issue, especially in the context of the recent events
related to the re-aggravation of the internal situation in Macedonia, regarding
the outbreak of violence on the ethnic grounds between Albanians
and Macedonians. This situation was connected to a murder of two Albanians
by the Macedonian police. The escalation of the tensions after this incident
led to the biggest riots and clashes between Albanians and Macedonians
in the last ten years. In Macedonia, this led to a crisis of the multinational
state, which given the new geopolitical situation in the region
(cf. independent Kosovo), an economic crisis particularly noticeable in the
region and the rising Turkish influencethat strengthens the Albanian
community may all cause a much more serious crisis than the one of 2001.
Fearing such development of the situation, the governments of the countries
with Albanian minorities try to limit the autonomy of these minorities. The
Western countries have the same goal but ignoring the rights of the Albanian
population may lead to conflicts, such as the one in Tetovo in 2001. This
shows that the ultimate solution to the Macedonian-Albanian conflict
requires a lot of good will, mutual understanding and time (Stawowy-Kawka,
2009, p. 321-332).

The most far-reaching claims were those presented by Greece. It ac-
cused Macedonia of misappropriation of the Greek name of Macedonia,
as well as the Vergina Sun as the national emblem and flag emblem (Greckie
“Nie” 1993: 7). It did not recognise the existence of the Macedonian state
or nation by putting formward a thesis saying about the historical justification
of the use of these terms only in relation to the northern Greek province (cf.
Macedonia..., 1993; cf. Wbrew woli Grecji, “Rzeczpospolita”, 17.12.1993,
p. 15). The government in Athens demanded that Macedonians renounce the
use of these terms and symbols and requested an official condemnation of the
postulates for the unification of the whole Macedonia — the part of the geo-
graphical Macedonia populated by Slavs is located within Greek and Bulgar-
ian borders. Macedonian authorities' actions were recognised by Greeks
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as a provocation aimed against thems (Macedornska prowokacja, “GW?”, No.
135, 12.06.1991, p. 7). In 1993, Macedonia was admitted to the United Na-
tions but under the name of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(FYROM) and it has been operating this way within this organisation to this
day. The Greek government did not deny the existence of the Macedonian
nation in Macedonia but denied the existence of the Macedonian minority
in Greece, fearing secession of Aegean Macedonia. There is also a likelihood
that the relaxation of the policy towards the Macedonian minority will acti-
vate the Turkish minority in Greece.

The dispute over the name of the former federal Yugoslav republic
is one of the remnants of the breakup of the Socialist Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia, although it did not result directly from this fact. After the
announcement of independence by the government of Macedonia in 1991
(soon after Croatia, Slovenia and Bosnia and Herzegovina), the government
of Greece commenced a buffer policy on the northern border. However,
it was soon completely destroyed. The then Yugoslavia was a natural barrier
against the expansion of the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact states, especially
after the Yugoslav-Soviet dispute between 1948 and 1953, as well as due to
the membership of the SFRY in the Non-Aligned Movement, which was
feared by Greece, the pro-Western member of NATO. An important ad-
vantage of the existence of Yugoslavia was the suppression of the Macedoni-
an territorial claims to the Greek government. In the constitution of the SFRY
of 22 February 1974, the parliament of the SFRY gave the federal republics
an extensive autonomy with their own flags, emblems and internal law,
which was to be consistent with the law of the Yugoslav Federation (Ol-
szewski, 2010, p. 86-88; cf. Mizerski, 1999, p. 80).

The cause was revived after the proclamation of a creation of the in-
dependent Republic of Macedonia by the parliament in Skopje. The Greek
authorities took this proclamation as the appropriation of the name, which
they believed to be related to the territories of northern Greece, that is Greek
Macedonia, a part of the ancient Hellas. Apart from the name, the problem
concerned the flag, the emblem and the constitution of the new state. The first
two made reference to Alexander the Great, who in fact had little to do with
the Slavonic culture. According to the new constitution, the Macedonian state
was supposed to spread care to all its citizens, including those outside the
country, which, from the Greeks’ point of view, meant a threat to the territo-
rial sovereignty of their country. Following a decision of the authorities
in Skopje, Greece closed the consulate in the capital of Macedonia and im-
plemented economic sanctions. Greece also requested the removal of the
name ‘“Macedonia” from the name of state, the 16-ray star from the flag
referring to the tomb of King Philip Il and, finally, the article 49 from the
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constitution, binding the Macedonian government to take care of Macedonian
minorities living outside the country (Olszewski, 2010, p. 123).

The historical and geopolitical dispute between Skopje and Athens
was conducted with the bloody war in neighbouring Bosnia and Herzegovina
in the background. The fear of spreading of the conflict effectively deter-
mined the involvement of the United States and European Union, which led
to the elaboration of a name to which both countries gave their consent
as a compromise: the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM).
Although the adoption of this name was not synonymous with an improve-
ment of the relations between Greece and Macedonia, it allowed the admis-
sion of this country to the United Nations (Stawowy-Kawka, 2011, p. 207).
However, after taking up the reins in Greece by the Panhellenic Socialist
Movement (PASOK), the Greek government tightened its stand on the for-
eign policy of Macedonia, assuming that exerting strong political pressure
would be the best solution which would force the Macedonians to obey
and, in consequence, to change the name of the state for the one acceptable
by Greece. The Greek government has blocked the process of integration
of Macedonia with the United Nations, NATO and the European Union.
On 16 February 1994, it announced an economic blockade of Macedonia
and broke diplomatic relations with it, which met with a strong reaction
of the European Commission (eadem, 2000, p. 311-314; cf. Olszewski,
p. 123-124; cf. Stawowy-Kawka, 2011, p. 204). Considering the ongoing war
in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the European countries and the United States
began to perceive Greece as the next country, after Serbia, which destabilised
the political situation in the Western Balkans.

The pressure of the Western countries led to signing a Greco-
Macedonian Interim Accord in New York on 13 September 1995 and both
sides were bound by the agreement for seven years. The document was
signed by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Greece, Karolos Papoulias
and the Prime Minister of Macedonia, Stevo Crvenkovski in the presence
of a UN negotiator Cyrus Vance. In accordance with the New York agree-
ment, Greece recognised Macedonia and the government in Skopje changed
the controversial to Athens wording of article 49 of the consitution. Further-
more, on 5 October 1995, the Macedonian parliament passed a bill to change
the flag and the emblem, removing the Vergina Sun as the national emblem,
and in response, the Greek authorities lifted the economic blockade of Mace-
donia. In January 1996, both countries resumed their diplomatic relations
at the level of consulates, and on 27 February 2014, the embassies in Skopje
and Athens have been re-opened (ibidem, p. 208). Both sides also renounced
their territorial claims and recognised the existing borders as permanent,
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although instead of the official names of the countries, the document used the
terms: “one side”, “other side” (Pietruszewski, 2002, p. 4).

Despite the signed agreement, Greece has still not officially recog-
nised the name of the republic nor the existence of the Macedonian nation,
which, at the beginning of the 21% century, did not result in solving the con-
flict. After the formal recognition of the Macedonian state under the name
Macedonia by the United States in 2004, the Greek Foreign Minister, Petros
Molyviatis noticed “the negative effects that this unilateral decision of the
United States may have” (Nie FYROM a Macedonia, “Wprost”, 04.11.2004,
p. 14.). Greece still believes that the use of this name by the Macedonian
government is a sign of its territorial claims to the northern province
of Greece, the motherland of Alexander the Great. Macedonian President
Branko Crvenkovski commented on the decision of the United States
by saying that it was “a great day, a great victory for Macedonians” (ibidem).
The conflict was also revived in 2007, when the Macedonian authorities gave
the name of Alexander the Great to Petrovec airport in Skopje. Greece,
whose government recognises Alexander the Great as an outstanding Greek,
strongly protested against the “appropriation” of his person by Macedonia
(Aleksander Wielki, ale nie Macedonski, “GW”, 03.01.2007, p. 9). What
is worse, in the late 1990s, there was a revival of nationalist ideas in Mace-
donia and its foundation is, to a large extent, the language. This “national
revival” translated into the results of the parliamentary elections held in 1998
and won by nationalist politicians. A government was formed by Ljubco
Georgievski who supported the integration with the Western countries.

Meanwhile, in the slavophone Greece (as Aegean Macedonia is re-
ferred to in Greece), only the Greek language could be used in public life.
The Serbian authorities brutally serbianised Macedonians, too. Bulgaria
did not officially deny the existance of the Macedonian language but on
condition that it would be recognised as a dialect of Bulgarian by the Mace-
donian elites. Under international pressure, Macedonia has changed its flag,
name of the state and the preamble to the Constitution. Relatively recently,
Bulgaria agreed to treat Macedonia as equal in mutual relations. The claims
regarding the language are still made by Albanians, so Macedonia has still
a long way to go to achieve a full stability (Warszawski, “GW?”, 31.07.2001,
p. 4). In 2000, Macedonian President Boris Trajkovski was optimistic and
claimed, “Controversies are a part of our history. Some countries use the
name «Republic of Macedonia». During the Kosovo crisis, CNN referred to
us as «Republic of Macedonia Skopje». I think the fever around us is falling.
Our relations have been improving, we continue political dia-
logue”(“Wprost”, No. 11/2000).
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The state of relatively good relations between the two countries lasted
from 1995 to 2008, which resulted mainly from the Greeks' desire to improve
their image in the European forum, as they were simultaneously involved
in the historical conflict over Cyprus with Turkey (Horoszczak, 2006, p. 1-3).
However, the attitude of Athens towards the name of Macedonia remained
unchanged, which also influenced the accession of Macedonia to the struc-
tures of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Having obtained the status
of a candidate for NATO in 1999, Macedonia was hoping for a quick integra-
tion with the Atlantic Alliance. However, given the uncompromising attitude
of Greece, demonstrated by the delegation from Athens at the Bucharest
NATO summit in April 2008, Macedonia became the holder of the record
of duration of waiting for a full NATO membership. Using the power of veto,
the Greek government blocked then the possibility of accession of Macedonia
to NATO, at the same time threatening to do the same if Macedonia opens
accession negotiations with the European Union. The actions of the Greek
authorities provoked a sharp Macedonia’s reaction and sued that country
in the International Court of Justice in The Hague. On the other hand,
in years 2008-2012, the government in Skopje took no strong measures
to resolve the dispute and to lead to Macedonia’s membership in NATO
or the European Union (cf. Reszczynski, 2010).

Fearing to lose the right wing electorate, Prime Minister Gruevski
did not agree to change the name of the country since the government be-
lieved that as a result of the change, Macedonians would lose their national
identity. But it was a false belief, because it was the lack of agreement with
Greece what could threaten their identity. The Macedonian identity is not
threatened in the case of a change of the state name, for example, to Northern
Macedonia, which is consistent with the historical and geographical realities
of this territory. It is proved by, for instance, the reviving tensions in this
multinational state. Although the attitude of Europe, including Greece itself,
seems to be unfair, the moderate Macedonian politicians start to realise the
need to resolve the dispute with Greece as soon as possible, for the sake
of the integrity of state borders and the national security. After 2008, the
Macedonian political elites came out with an initiative for agreement both
in the Macedonian relations with the Greek government and the Albanian
minority, accounting for 25% of the Macedonian society, where 5.5 million
Macedonians live in the neighbouring countries. However, the key question
was whether these actions resulted from efforts to make real changes in the
mutual relations or only to address the issue of membership at the Chicago
NATO summit on 21 and 22 May 2012.

Undoubtedly, in the context of the Chicago NATO Summit, the so far
cold Greco- Macedonian relations have begun to gradually warm since the
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beginning of 2012. The first conciliatory gestures from Macedonians reached
Athens during the visit of Teuta Arifi, the Vice Prime Minister responsible
for European Integration, who on 25 January 2012 initiated a meeting in the
capital of Greece with the Vice Prime Minister of Greece, Theodoros Pan-
galos, known for his more liberal attitude towards the northern neighbour
than that represented by most Greeks. During her visit, Teuta Arifi presented
the progress in the implementation of the reforms by the Macedonian gov-
ernment, which were to bring Macedonia closer to meeting the EU criteria
for membership. She also handed him a letter from the Prime Minister
Gruevski addressed to the Prime Minister of Greece, Lucas Papademos,
in which the head of the Macedonian government proposed a meeting of the
two Prime Ministers. Papademos positively responded to the proposal.
In result, they met on 1 March 2012, on the occasion of the meeting of the
European Council in Brussels (4naliza..., 30.03.2012).

Although during the meeting of the Prime Ministers of Macedonia and
Greece there was no official change in the stands of either side and no pro-
posal of a new round of negotiations was made, it does not mean that they did
not talk about the previously presented proposals. However, in the diplomatic
backstage, it was said that during the Gruevski-Papademos meeting, the
Macedonian Prime Minister suggested the adoption of the name of Northern
Republic of Macedonia which could be presented at the Chicago summit.
It was said that Papadimos had not directly refer to this proposal, as the pre-
vious signals coming from Athens commented on it negatively. On the other
hand, according to Greeks, the name Republic of Northern Macedonia pre-
cisely defines Macedonia’s geographic location, without arousing territorial
controversies in Athens (ibidem).

Further Macedonian-Greek contacts occurred on 25 March 2012, dur-
ing the celebration of Greek Independence Day. The President of Macedonia,
Gjorge Ivanov positively replied to the invitation of the Greek ambassador
in Skopje, Alexandra Papadopoulu and took part in an official meeting.
It should be noted that this was the first visit of the Macedonian head of state
in a Greek diplomatic post in Skopje. Three days later, on 28 March, the
Macedonian Defence Minister, Fatmir Besimi informally met with the Greek
Minister of Defense, Dimitris Avramopoulos in Larissa. The meeting oc-
curred during the visit of the two ministers in the headquarters of the South-
Eastern Europe Brigade (SEEBRIG), whose troops operate within the
Agreement on Multinational Peace Force South-Eastern Europe (MPFSEE).
The troops, based in Larissa, include those from Albania, Bulgaria, Greece,
Italy, Macedonia, Romania and Turkey (ibidem).

However, the most important for Macedonia was the mentioned
NATO summit, which took place on 20-21 May 2012 in Chicago, when the
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Macedonian government expected the official invitation to the structures
of the Alliance. The official communications of the U.S. Ambassador
to Macedonia, Paul D. Wohlers, and the NATO Secretary General, Anders
Fogh Rasmussen indicated that at the summit, there was no chance of dis-
cussing the accession of Macedonia, because they focused on the problems
related to Afghanistan and NATO missile defense. In addition, the passive
policy of the government in Skopje implemented since 2008 discouraged the
Member States to support the Macedonian diplomats in seeking the NATO
membership to the extent that none of the leading NATO states, including the
most Macedonia-friendly and Greece-reluctant Turkey, raised the subject.

In the adopted general declaration, the leaders of the Alliance repeated
that “NATO’s door will remain open to all European democracies which
share the values of our Alliance, which are willing and able to assume the
responsibilities and obligations of membership, and whose inclusion can
contribute to common security and stability” and which are able to promote
the principles of the Treaty (the Washington Treaty of 1949). They also ex-
pressed their general support for the aspirations of the candidate states such
as: Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Macedonia and Georgia. In the
case of Georgia, they uphold the decisions of the 2008 summit in Bucharest
that Georgia is going to become a NATO member. They also reacted posi-
tively to the Euro-Atlantic integration of Serbia and expansion of the partner-
ship with Ukraine. Although there were no breakthrough decisions in this
regard, at the meeting of the North Atlantic Council on 21 May, the U.S.
Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton said, “This summit should be the last
summit that is not an enlargement summit” and in the process of expansion,
they should “remember our ultimate goal: a stronger, more durable, more
effective NATO” (Decyzje..., 22.05.2012).

On 22 March 2001, the Macedonian government applied in Brussels
for admission to the EU and on 16 December 2005, the decision on granting
the status of candidate country was made by the European Council.
On 9 April 2001, Macedonia as the first country signed a Stabilisation and
Association Agreement with the European Union, which entered into force
on 1 April 2004 (Olszewski, 2010: 164). Although on 9 November 2005,
Macedonia received the status of candidate country to the EU, and therefore
the EU positively assessed the changes in this country, the EU requested that
Macedonia meet a number of preconditions, such as: the reform of the judici-
ary and the civil administration, start of the fight against corruption, ob-
servance and protection of human rights (including the rights of ethnic
minorities), cooperation with the International Criminal Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia, development of contacts with the countries of the region,
elimination of the shadow economy, improvement of levy and legal regula-

28



tions in the field of economic activity (cf. Stojewska, “Rzeczpospolita”
2005).

The European Commission recognised the activities of the Macedoni-
an authorities. On 13 June 2007, the governments of Macedonia, Croatia and
Serbia signed an agreement with the EC, and on 14 October 2009, the Com-
mission informed the government in Skopje about the possibility of opening
accession negotiations in the opinion contained in the document: “Communi-
cation from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council.
Enlargement Strategy and Main Challenges 2009-2010. CEC, COM(2009)
533, 14.10.2009”, thus confirming the readiness of Macedonia to enter into
them (Olszewski, 2010, p. 166). Eventually, the accession negotiations began
on 11 March 2008 and their completion was projected for 2013, which was
called on in May 2013 by the European Parliament in Strasbourg, but even
with the good will of the EU, the process has still been blocked by the gov-
ernments of Greece and Bulgaria (Donev “Dnevnik” 2012).

Greek political elites, confident about their European position in both
NATO and the European Union, have attempted to politically “humiliate”
Macedonia as an economically weaker country, apparently forgetting that
at the time of the accession of Greece to the then European Economic Com-
munity in 1986, Greece was in a similar economic situation. Greece partici-
pated in regional conflicts, too, but the government in Athens has succeeded
in improving the country's image in the European forum. However, the pro-
tracted dispute, especially the economic disaster of the country combined
with rather unclear financial operations, may affect the relations between the
two countries.

Conclusions

Macedonia, under the name of the Republic of Macedonia, is currently
recognised by 125 countries around the world, including the United States,
Russia and China. The uncompromising attitude on foreign policy of the
government in Athens continues to impede the full integration of Macedonia
with NATO and the European Union. Integration process of the Balkan coun-
tries into the EU and NATO structures is compliant with the key criteria
of the Greek foreign policy, whose aim is to guarantee the security of the
country from the north. By 2007, the Greek authorities had supported the
governments of Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey on their way to Euro-Atlantic
integration, therefore, the attitude of Greece towards Macedonia is surprising,
especially in the situation when the internal stability and security of Macedo-
nia directly influence the security of Greece. On the one hand, the stand
of Greece is historically determined, but on the other hand, it is a manifesta-
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tion of the desire to play a decisive role in the region. The perception
of Macedonians by Greeks is also significant. Greeks often see them (espe-
cially the population living in so-called Aegean Macedonia) as the Greeks
speaking a Slavonic language. A similar attitude to Macedonians is displayed
by the Bulgarian authorities by considering the Macedonian language as one
of the dialects of Bulgarian. Taking these issues into account, one can easily
understand the sense of “encirclement” emphasised by the politicians in
Skopje.

The foreign policy of Greece towards Macedonia is short-sighted, be-
cause it is unable to separate politically attainablebenefits from historical
events. The stabilised relations with Macedonia bring many profits of a polit-
ical and economic nature, not to mention that in the mid-1990s, Greece was
Macedonia’s most important trade partner. There is also a need to change the
perception of this problem by the Greek politicians who find it quite margin-
al, having no impact on the international position of their country. Finally,
as mentioned before, Greece was seen as a country that would get involved
in conflicts with its neighbours, which could result in engaging other member
states of the EU and NATO.

The events related to the global financial crisis of 2008-2010, which
almost led to the total bankruptcy of the Greek economy, also affected the
dispute with the government in Skopje. Unclear financial operations carried
out by the government in Athens certainly undermined its authority among
the EU partners, which further weakens the position of the country. In this
context, the conflict with Macedonia can be seen in two ways. On the one
hand, solving it may improve the tarnished image of Greece. On the other
hand, taking into account the critical internal situation in the country caused
by the crisis, the problem of Macedonia may be pushed to the margins of the
government's priorities. Resolving the Greek-Macedonian dispute would
bring end to one of the last relics of former Yugoslavia. After reaching the
agreement between Croatia and Slovenia in regard to their border dispute,
it would be another example of a stabilising role of the EU that it plays in the
Balkans.

The issue of granting Macedonia the NATO membership was dis-
cussed at the Chicago summit on 20 May 2012. Under pressure from Greece
— despite a positive opinion given for Macedonia in this matter by the Inter-
national Court of Justice — Macedonia's candidacy was still blocked. In addi-
tion, it should be pointed out that the existence of independent Kosovo and
a U.S. military base Camp Bondsteel operating in its territory fully protects
the geopolitical interests of the United States in the region, such as the acces-
sion of new members to NATO, as evidenced by the case of Albania. Fur-
thermore, NATO includes the countries which are in conflict with
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Macedonia: Albania, Greece and Bulgaria, and therefore, the only argument
of Macedonia in this respect remains that of stability, which would potential-
ly be provided by Macedonia's accession to the North Atlantic Treaty Organ-
ization. However, this seems unlikely in the current geopolitical situation
of the country.

As a consequence of this geopolitical system, Macedonia — along with
neighbouring Bosnia and Herzegovina — remains the second biggest trouble
spot in the Balkan region. These factors contribute to Macedonia being con-
sidered a country whose fate is completely dependent on the current geopolit-
ical situation in the region. It is also an excellent arena for geopolitical
sabotage, which has been widely attempted in the Balkans for decades
by various players with their interests in the region and aims to preserve the
proportional division of spheres of influence by powers. This division
of spheres of influence determines the geopolitical specificity of the Balkans,
which for centuries have been proved to be incapable of a broad stabilisation
in terms of Western European standards.

The examples of Macedonia and Bosnia and Herzegovina show that
the process of geopolitical stabilisation of the Balkan region, which started
in the early 1990s, is slowly coming to an end. Again, there are stronger
entities dominant in the region (Serbia, Croatia, Albania) and the weaker ones
(Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Montenegro), playing the role of
peculiar platforms of geopolitical rivalry in the region. The dominance of the
European Union in the foreign policy of neighbouring Serbia, having great
potential to interfere in its internal affairs, strongly speaks in favour of Mace-
donia. Progress in the accession process of Serbia can be beneficial to their
relationship, bringing them to the level of the recent Macedonian-Bulgarian
relations, especially in the period immediately after the accession of Bulgaria
to the EU in 2007.

However, the increase in tensions on the ethnic ground between Mac-
edonians and Albanians shows how fragile the basis of the modern Macedo-
nian state is. The internal situation in the country is moving in the direction
of the increasingly marked distinctiveness of the two mentioned national
groups, which may result in conflicts or political crises in the future. It is also
worth noting that the consequences of the protracted Macedonian-Greek
dispute over the name of this former Yugoslav republic, even though they
seem to be unfavourable mostly for Macedonia, in fact, they affect the entire
region of the Western Balkans. Due to the policy of Greece, Macedonia again
begins to be perceived by the Member States of the European Union
as a troublesome country which destabilises the Western Balkans.
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THE MAPS OF MACEDONIA

granica

Graph. 1. Historical and geographical boarders of Macedonia (l. Stawowy-
Kawka, 2000, p. 10)
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