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Dear,

The International Scientific Conference Ohrid 2014 through
scientific articles should contribute to the 100th anniversary from the World
War I, through a debate to offer answers to the questions that were current a
century ago and to make the intersection of what and how changes are made
in this part of Europe. Therefore the Faculty of Security-Skopje determined
to organize an International Scientific Conference from the 3rd of
June till 5th of June 2014 in Ohrid by the theme Macedonia and the Balkans
100 years from the World War 1 — Safety and Euro-Atlantic integrations.
Thuscontinuing the orientation with organizing international conferences in
the field of security so it can contribute to the development of scientific
thought and for the decision makers of the regional, national and local level
helps using the knowledge and research results for faster, simpler and timely
overcome the practical problems that they are facing.This scientific meeting
will be attended by over 100 scientific and educational workers from
Albania, Bulgaria, Slovenia, Croatia, Serbia, Republika Srpska and the
Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro and the Republic of
Macedonia.

The conference will present papers on the following topics:

1. The Balkans and Macedonia in the geostrategic concepts of the
European countries and interests:

e The Balkans through its historical perspective - is the “candlewick”
still existent?

e What are the consequences of the military and police conflicts after
the World War I and what are their contemporary consequences?

e What is different in the geostrategic position of Macedonia and the
Balkans after the World War 1?

o Is the resolving of the “Macedonian issue” achieved or is it an open
process?

e What are the reasons of the prolonged integrations of Macedonia into
the European Union and the Euro-Atlantic structures? What is the
position of the Balkan countries in relation to the Euro-Atlantic
countries?

o Is the Western Balkan the “appendix” of Europe?

e The Balkans - intersection of cultures and traditions — security
implications;

e The cultural and religious differences on the Balkans - security
challenges;

e The contemporary position of the Balkans - European or Western;



e Are there any concepts and strategies of the influential subjects in the
international relations of the position of the Balkans, i.e. towards
the Balkan countries — the Balkans as a strategic interest of the
influential countries and subjects?

e The Ohrid Framework Agreement - a model for resolving of ethnical
conflicts

e The Balkans and Republic of Macedonia in the Geostrategic concepts
of European countries and interests

2. The Balkans, the National Countries and European
Integrations:

e The concept of the national countries and hegemonic concepts and
ideologies on the Balkans;

e The reestablishment of the nationalism and nationalistic absoluteness
- accelerator of the Balkan conflicts;

o [s the era of Balkan collisions and conflicts terminated?

 Europeanization of the Balkans and Balkanization of Europe;

« Security issues related to the national borders;

» The consequences of the visa liberalization over the Balkan countries
and the member states of EU

3. The Police and the inter-police collaboration on the Balkans

e The legal position of the Police and the other law enforcement
organizations on the Balkans;

eForms of collaboration among the Police and the other law
enforcement organizations;

o Structure of the inter-police collaboration;

o Contents of the inter-police collaboration;

e Forms of ad hoc institutionalization of the inter-police collaboration;

e The educational systems and the profile of the police profession in
the Balkan countries;

e Forms of bilateral and multilateral collaboration on the Balkans in the
area of crime management, human traffic, narcotics and
psychotropic substances;

e Institutionalization of the regional collaboration in the management
of crises and other security issues.

o [s the formation of joined Balkan police forces possible?

e Is the formation of a Balkan net of criminalists as well as a net of
individuals in certain expert fields possible?

» Western Balkan outside the European Union?



e Police and crime - public opinion, public confidence
4. Economic and Commercial exchange on the Balkans:

e Contemporary forms of trade, law regulations and relations among
the countries;

e Collaboration among the economic subjects between the legal
reliability and the security threats and risks;

e Regional collaboration and regional economic policy

5. Democracy, legal state and human rights; their promotion and
forms of protection:

e International standards for protection of the human freedoms and
rights and the policy of the Balkan countries;

e Forms of protection of the freedoms and rights - experiences and
perspectives;

o Strengthening of the rule of law and the responsibleness of the
institutions;

eThe role of the international organizations in promotion and
implementation of the international benchmarks for protection of
the human rights of the people on the Balkans;

e Democracy, stabilization, integration;

« The interstate and inter-institutional collaboration in protection of the
human freedoms and rights;

6. Criminal Justice, Criminal Policy and Victimization

e Contemporary forms of computer crime (electronic: frauds,
procuring, threats, stealing of personal data and other forms of
electronic frauds and crime);

e Forms of crime related to the internet and cyber services and modes
for their detection;

e Criminal experiences, achievements, methods, means and modes of
suppression of the contemporary forms of criminality

o War and crime;

e War and victims of crime;

o War crimes;

e War v.v. reconciliation;

e International aspects of crime and punishment;

e Risk and criminal justice;

e Modernization of Criminal Justice;



e Contemporary challenges of criminology;
e Reform of the criminal and procedural law;

7. Geopolitics in the 21st century and the appearance of new
socio-criminological types of crime

« Extra-institutional approach to new forms and types of crime
e The foreign policy of great powers and factors that cause forms of
terrorism and organized crime in the 21st century
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SALUTATION LETTER OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE
REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA

To:
Faculty of Security — Skopje
University of “St. Kliment Ohridski” — Bitola

At the very beginning, allow me to greet you and wish you
efficacious work of the International Scientific Conference on the subject:
Macedonia and the Balkans, a hundred years after the First World War —
Security and Euro-Atlantic Integrations”.

Undoubtedly, this conference will considerably contribute to the
affirmation of the Macedonian scientific thought and in addition to this, to
promotion of the Republic of Macedonia as a host country of this event, and
further as a country which is actively engaged in the field of security and
regional collaboration.

I am convinced that about the hundred of participants who are to
present their works will also have the opportunity for productive discussion,
collaboration and encouragement of future activities. I would like to take this
opportunity and compliment on the achievements of the Faculty of Security
— Skopje and the St. Kliment Ohridski University — Bitola, as promoters of
this significant international event. Further, I express my desire that the
Faculty will continue to develop its academic work as a part of significant
international activities.

Affirming my support, once again I wish to you a productive
conference.

With respect,

Gjorge Ivanov, Dr.Sc
President of the Republic of Macedonia






WELCOME SPEECH OF THE DEAN OF THE FACULTY
OF SECURITY

Distinguished guests,

As the Dean of the Faculty of Security, I am humbled by the honor
and pleasure to welcome you on the occasion of the opening of the fifth
International scientific conference with the title: MACEDONIA AND THE
BALKANS, A HUNDRED YEARS AFTER THE FIRST WORLD
WAR - SECURITY AND EURO-ATLANTIC INTEGRATIONS.

This is a relatively small but for our faculty - very significant jubilee
- five years of continued holding of this conference, which among other
things points out to our devotedness and implies to one of the priority
activities of our higher education institution. More significantly, it points out
to the fact of existence of interest for participation in this conference: it is
distinguishable, it offers ongoing and attractive topics and contents, but also
indicates that we dispose of personnel, organizational, and financial
potentials supported by corresponding logistics, which provide for proper
organization of this type of manifestations.

A contribution is the this year’s conference for which 86 works were
submitted; 23 of them come from foreign authors, and from those coming
from the Republic of Macedonia 32 come from colleagues from other higher
education institutions. The fact that almost a third of the works are of joint
authorship confirms the thesis of attractiveness and recognition of our
conference.

It is my pleasure to note that this years’s conference will be attended
by intellectual and scientific potential coming from scientific institutions
from the republics of Serbia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria,
Albania, Slovenia, and Macedonia.

In this occasion, I would like to underline the support given to us by
the allied institutions in the region. With many of them we have already



signed memorandums for cooperation and some participate in the
organization of the conference. We hope that our collaboration will proceed,
since the up-to-now collaboration has proven to be of common interest and
designed on long-term bases.

The scientific conference embraces the following thematic areas:

1. The Balkans and the Republic of Macedonia in the geo-strategic concepts
of the European countries and interests

2. The Balkans, national states and European integration
3. Police and inter-police collaboration on the Balkans

4. Democracy, legal state, human rights, promotion of human rights and
forms of protection

5. Criminal justice, criminal policy and victimization

6. Geopolitics in the 21st century and appearance of some new socio-
criminological types of crime.

The topic of the conference: MACEDONIA AND THE BALKANS, A
HUNDRED YEARS AFTER THE FIRST WORLD WAR - SECURITY
AND EURO-ATLANTIC INTEGRATIONS was not chosen randomly. It
contains three important components. First of all, it is the hundredth
anniversary of the First World War which is the milestone in the history and
the reminiscence™ of humanity, for many things. The topic is related to the
war known as the most large-scale manslaughter in the history. A war of
such extents happens for the first time in history embracing a large number
of countries, direct participants, an enormous number of victims (most of
them belonging to the civil population), huge physical losses and many other
detrimental consequences. Thus, in the First World War more than 70
million people were in the arms, more than 15 million were killed, 22 million
were wounded, and the immediate participants in the war suffered huge
deterioration and losses.

Termination of this war was established by the Paris / Versailles Peace
Conference; we can still cherish the consequences of this Versailles
Conference; by it, significant geopolitical changes were evoked but on the

XV



other part, some of the resolutions of the conference inflicted injustice
towards certain peoples.

The First World War was a resultant of the militarization of society, the
expansionistic and imperialistic policy.

Further on, when it comes to this war the most interesting and
provocative question which is imposed and problematized by contemporary
historiography is: whose fault was this war? Even thought it seemed like
there was a consensus on this question, in recent times it has become
actualized again and we expect it to be reviewed on some of the panel
discussions of our conference. At this point I would only mention that
according to some of the most eminent contemporary historians, the number
of countries which were so to speak culpable for the war is somewhere
between two and six countries.

Taking into consideration the field of scientific interest of our as well
as the allied institutions whose representatives are participants in the
conference, it was logical to put the question of the meaning, nature, and the
features of the First World War in the context of security and Euro-Atlantic
integrations. Here, such is also the question of whether we can observe these
contemporary processes significant for all the countries of the region in the
function of negation, overcoming or as an antithesis of the war, as a way of
solving the conflicts and the different interests among the countries and the
peoples. In other words, the more we move forward in these processes of
promotion of security and advancement in the integrations, the less are the
chances of the war. Hence, this question is the second important component
of the global topic of our Conference.

The third component of the main topic is related to the Republic of
Macedonia and the Balkans.

As initiators and organizers of the Conference, our determination is
to put into review the question of security and Euro-Atlantic integrations of
the Republic of Macedonia and the Balkans. The discussions could be related
to the First World War which was a watershed for many processes and
countries, simultaneously being an event which brought about to some new
principles and values into the contemporary living related to human rights
and freedoms. We have been striving for these principles and freedoms ever
since.
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The last century was a century in which the peoples, especially on the
Balkans, sought and affirmed modes of building common values, regardless
of the tragical historic periods and twists. This road is today the tendency
towards the Euro-Atlantic integrations.

It is certain that some of the authors participating by their researches in
the Conference will review and seek for answers to the questions I have suggested.
Defining the approaches of the Conference, our orientation was directed towards a
regard into the past in order to identify the weaknesses which brought to
misunderstanding, misapprehension or conflicts with the aim of finding the
common values of all the peoples of the Balkans. History has proven that the
Balkan peoples are more or less in the centre of interests of the irredentist policies
as well as that in certain historical periods, these interests represented a
bargaining coin. As scientific workers, in front of us is the task to suggest
mechanisms which will create conditions for safe development as well as
uninterrupted pacing towards the Euro-Atlantic integrations.

In this context, I would also like to recall the eminent political
scientist Zarko Puhovski who observed one more significant and very
common dimension of the First World War and its implication on the
contemporary movements - precisely, its relation to globalization. “The First
World War undoubtedly represents the beginning of the process which will
later be named globalization. (Zarko Puhovski “Peshchanik”, 24.01. 2014)

Dear participants, the aim of the Conference among the other is to
search for answers to several questions, such as: is the Balkans still the
powder keg? Which are the consequences of the military and political
conflicts after the First World War?, and especially: Which are the
contemporary consequences? Were there any changes in the geo-strategic
position of the Republic of Macedonia and the Balkans after the First World
War? Is the solution of the Macedonian question accomplished or is it still an
incomplete process? What is the reason for the slow integration of the
Republic of Macedonia into the European Union and the Euro-Atlantic
structures? The next is the question of security implications of the thesis that
the Balkans is a crossroads of cultures and traditions and to which extent the
cultural and religious differences on the Balkans are also security
challenges? In this sense we expect that discussions on the Conference will
be about the contemporary state of the Balkans, which is a constituent of
modern Europe, but in political terminology it is referred to as Western.
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From this aspect it is important to define whether there are and what are the
conceptions and strategies of the influential subjects in the international
relations about the position of the Balkans i.e. towards the Balkan countries?
In other words, to which extent is the Balkans of the present a strategical
interest of the influential countries and subjects? Of course, here my purpose
is not to exhaust the numerous questions related to the thematic areas which I
enumerated at the beginning. I tried to emphasize the ones that should, in my
opinion, give a special feature to the conference, taking into consideration its
global theme.

I am certain that some of the authors who participate in the
conference will try to answer many of these questions. I assume that the
retrospection to these questions is important if it can give an answer to the
questions of nowadays, but also to the question of what is to be done in the
future in order to prevent from emergence of wars.

Distinguished participants,

At this point I would like to note that within the working materials
for the Conference there is the Book of abstracts, and as it was done in the
previous years, the integral texts of the works in English will be published in
a separate edition (usually of two volumes).

I would like to inform you of one more important aspect: the annual
Anthology of the Faculty of Security is published in the EBSCO database,
and the Editions of our Conference of 2013 as well as the newest of 2014,
will be published as a supplement of this Anthology.

I would here end my salutation wishing you all productive work,
successful presentation of your works, active and argumentative discussions
as well as conclusions and recommendations which will be encouraging for
overtaking certain activities.

Allow me now to declare the fifth International scientific conference
opened.

Thank you.

Dr. Sc. Oliver Bachanovic

Dean of the Faculty of Security
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100 YEARS AFTER THE FIRST WORLD WAR:
EUROPE, THE BALKANS, MACEDONIA AND MACEDONIANS
- BACK TO THE VICIOUS CIRCLE OR A STEP FORWARD

Tome Batkoski, Dr.Sc

Dear colleagues, distinguished guests,

This year the world is marking the centenary of the outbreak of the
First World War, the darkest event in the history of mankind of the time, in
terms of the number of casualties, the mutilated soldiers and civilians, the
damaged and destroyed material goods and devastated cultural goods*. of
course, the marking of its centenary should not be understood only as a
reminder of the disastrous years of this war, but it should also serve as
motivation and encouragement for drawing on experiences from more recent
history, which will contribute to finding constructive ways for the
development of the man and his communities at local, state, regional and
world level. In the spirit of the Latin proverbs “repetitio est mater studiorum”
and “historia est magistra vitae” it is desirable and necessary to have a
profound scientific and expert insight into all issues forming the basis of the
causes and factors which led and are still leading towards the encroachment
of peace and security as universal values, on the one hand, and the building
of a stable architecture of maintaining and enriching them, on the other one.
This international conference of the Faculty of Security Skopje, in the sense
of the above said, should provide modest contribution at scientific and expert
level, alongside with a multitude of similar conferences and round tables
which are held in our country and also in the world.

Dear colleagues, let us briefly remind ourselves:

The First World War represented a huge and bloody scene of the
fight for a new division of the world — fight for colonies, spheres of
influence, raw materials and markets, between the old imperialist powers and
the new group of powerful countries which required new redistribution of
territories on the grounds of the newly built power relations. On the one side
were the powers of the Entente, while on the other one the powers of the
“Triple Alliance”. The antagonisms and the fight for achieving the interests
between the blocks of the opposing powers were sharpened by the end of the

" "100 YEARS AFTER THE FIRST WORLD WAR: EUROPE, THE BALKANS,
MACEDONIA AND MACEDONIANS - BACK TO THE VICIOUS CIRCLE OR A STEP
FORWARD" by Tome Batkoski, Dr.Sc, was translated into English by Vesna Trajkovska



19™ century and the beginning of the 20" century, and turned into an open
military clash and a world war. The assassination of Franz Ferdinand — heir
to the throne of Austria-Hungary by Gavrilo Princip, on 28 June 1914 in
Sarajevo served as the immediate cause of the First World War. On 28 July
1914, after having imposed ultimate and humiliating demand on the
Kingdom of Serbia and having declared mobilization, Austria-Hungary
declared war and started its offensive military operations at a wide front.
This declaration of war only intensified the tensions in Europe, so that the
existing antagonisms grew into open military clashes. Thus, on 1 August
1914, Germany declared war on Russia, and then on France as well. On 4
August 1914 Great Britain declared war on Germany, i.e. on the Central
Powers, as a response to the German invasion of Belgium. This marked the
involvement of Great Britain in the war and the actions spread to wider
world regions. Then Turkey and Bulgaria joined the Central Powers (Turkey
on 29.10.1914 and Bulgaria on 14.10.2015), while Japan (on 23.08.1914),
Romania (on 27.08.1916), the USA (on 06.04.1917) and China (on
14.08.1917) joined the Entente. Italy also joined the Entente, withdrawing
from the circle of the Central Powers on 23.05.1915. The First World War
assumed a “positional” character, wide front lines were opened, with the
“Salonika front” or the “Macedonian front” being important for the Balkans.
The war exhausted all belligerents to a tremendous extent. The entry of the
USA into the First World War, on the side of the Entente in 1917 meant a
great contribution and overbalance on the part of the Entente forces.
Previously, Imperial Russia was faced with the February Revolution and the
beginning of the end of the Empire, which followed the October Revolution
in 1917. The beginning of the end of the First World War started with the
breakthrough of the Macedonian front in September 1918. Bulgaria was the
first to surrender (29.09.1918), followed by Austria-Hungary (03.11.1918)
and finally Germany (11.11.1918).The Versailles Peace Treaty of
28.06.1918 marked the end of the First World War.

At the beginning 8 countries with 732 million citizens participated in
the war, while at the end of the war their number rose to 36 countries with
1.5 billion people. There were around 73 million mobilized soldiers, out of
which only 48 million were on the part of the Entente and around 25 million
on the part of the Central Powers. The damages included around 10 million
killed and more than 20 million wounded. Only the immediate material costs
in this war amounted to 956 billion German golden marks, without counting
the overall war damage caused by the military actions.

On the one hand, the First World War had devastating effects, while
on the other one it built the grounds among part of the structures of the
defeated parties for the emergence of the most dangerous social power —
Nazism and Fascism. At the same time, several Empires ceased to exist —



Austria-Hungary, the Imperial Russia, the Ottoman Empire. The USSR was
created as the first country with socialist social order, which in the era of
Stalinism led to enormous encroachment of human rights and regression in
the processes of democracy.

For the Macedonian people, the First World War, together with the
Balkan Wars which preceded it, meant another great historical ordeal, mere
continuation of the tragic course, with no recognition of their national
sovereignty, being doomed to fight and die under foreign flags, coats of arms
and interests.

With the aim to keep the world peace and security, and to establish
international cooperation on universal basis, and taking into consideration
the harsh experiences from the war which had just finished, on 14.02.1919 a
proposal by the Pact for the establishment of the League of Nations was
accepted, as a basic act of this international organization, which was
submitted to the Conference for Peace in Paris by the US President
Woodrow Wilson. The Pact was considered an integral part of the Versailles
Treaty and other peace treaties and entered into force at the same time as the
peace treaty. The League of Nations was established in Genéve, in 1920. The
USA did not become member of the League of Nations, while the USSR was
admitted to membership in 1934, and excluded in 1939 (the reason for this
being the Soviet-Finnish war), which altogether, to a great degree decreased
the power and narrowed the framework of this organization, which has
increasingly become an arena for the behind-the-curtains fight for supremacy
between Great Britain and France. From 1920 to 1938 the League of Nations
considered 43 separate cases of encroachment of peace, but in the majority
of cases its actions were insufficiently efficient. Its inefficiency became
particularly evident in the cases of systematic violation of the Versailles
Treaty by Germany. Thus becoming all the more compromised, and facing
an increasing number of aggressive acts by Hitler Germany, the activity of
the League of Nations slowly phased out. The League of Nations was
officially dissolved in 1946 when the last session of its Assembly was held,
which brought the decision for its dissolution and the handing over of its
property to the United Nations Organisation (established in 1945). Thus, a
kind of continuity was ensured between the previous and the current world
organization - the United Nations.

Dear colleagues,

Many prominent historians, talking about the First World War,
emphasize the fact that the war did not end in 1918, but in 1945. In fact, the
Second World War (1939-1945) is considered as a continuation of the First
World War, after which many unresolved issues at a world level were left,



and the newly established League of Nations did not manage to successfully
implement the task of establishing and keeping world peace on universal
basis.

The Second World War, which finished with the victory of the anti-
Hitler coalition against the fascist axis, had a significantly anti-fascist
characteristic, was the most massive one and, based on its devastating
actions and number of casualties, the most terrible military clash in human
history of the time. The Second World War was fought in the territories of
40 countries, around 110 million soldiers were mobilized, and 55-60 million
people were killed. From both world wars, a conclusion can be drawn that
mankind has learned many lessons such as: realization of the importance of
democracy and freedom; the danger and the harmfulness of totalitarian
regimes and ideological and political exclusiveness; the need for rejecting
the methods of political, economic and other pressures and ways of coercion
(values incorporated in the Charter and other documents of the United
Nations).

Taking into consideration the Latin proverb ‘“historia est magistra
vitae”, we must emphasize the following facts, above all, from the security
aspect of Europe:

- the First and the Second World War erupted in the territory of

Europe;

- the First and the Second World War were initiated by European
countries, with Germany playing a particular role.

The period after the Second World War, unlike the military turbulent first
half of the 20 century, luckily for the mankind, is characterized by the
absence of a world military clash, i.e. there haven’t been a third world war in
spite of the great dangers with the development of the deadliest means for
killing in the history of mankind — the nuclear weapons. The establishment
and the functioning of the two military blocks, the NATO and the Warsaw
Treaty, until the end of the “Cold War”, due to the “balance of power” or
“balance of fear”, was marked by the constant race for armament and
constant underground security-intelligence games on the relation east-west
and vice versa. But, mankind has avoided new global military earthquake.

The dissolution of the eastern socialist block of countries with the USSR
and the end of the “Warsaw Pact”, the abandonment of the socialist social
order and the introduction of political pluralism and the establishment of
market-goods relations in the newly formed states, at the same time, marked
new processes in Europe — transformation of the EEC into the EU, new
strategy of NATO and fine-tuning of CSCE’s role, now OSCE. The creation
of new security architecture in Europe has started.



Talking about European security, we must emphasize the fact that this
syntagm refers to a system of international relations which takes into
consideration the rights and obligations of the countries and international
organizations, whose aim is to mutually keep and provide peace in the
European space. European security should encompass the whole of the
continent, as well as the regions which are important for the security of its
countries. The system of European security should include all European
countries, on the basis of the recognition of the same mutual rights and
obligations, full equality and mutual respect for their territorial integrity and
political independence, as well as their capacity to independently and freely
enter into international relations. In fact, despite being limited in
geographical sense, European security should draw on the principles and
aims of the universal collective security grounded in the UN Charter, i.e. it
should be taken as a starting basis for building a collective system of security
in Europe.

The idea of European security in the period after the Second World War
has gone through several stages. The first stage marks the period when the
problem of European, i.e. pan-European security was resolved within the
“German question”. This stage lasted from the end of the Second World War
until 1955 when in Europe a number of international treaties entered into
force which de facto and de jure confirmed the division of Europe into two
opposing blocks.

The second stage lasted up until the mid ‘70s, when a new idea of pan-
European security and cooperation emerged. This period coincides with the
broad processes of global relaxation of relations, which reflected on the
European political circumstances. Namely, it turned out that nothing could
be changed in the then status quo position in Europe with policy of power
and pressures, non-recognition and intolerance, so a course of improving the
mutual relations among the European countries was taken, which also
included the beginning of the peaceful resolution of the German question.

The third stage included specific measures for building international
legal, political and other elements of the new system of pan-European
collective security. These measures were expressed through the acceptance
of the idea for convening a Conference on European security, which was
prepared in Helsinki. The first preliminary Conference was held in 1972, and
CSCE (now OSCE) was established three years later. In relation to this issue,
we should also mention the fact that in 1973 in Wien international
negotiations were opened for mutual and balanced decrease of armed forces
in Europe.



Dear colleagues,

The end of the “Cold War” marked new processes in Europe as well,
inter alia, the transformation of EEC into EU and its enlargement which is
still an ongoing process; the new strategy of NATO (peace operations) - the
single military factor today and the first military factor in the world, and its
expansion towards the East with new members; the beginning of a new war
of the USA, the leader of NATO -"the war against terrorism” which
replaced the previous “war against communism”. The first decade after the
“Cold War” in the world, in a military and security sense, was marked by the
existence of unipolarity, with great domination of the USA as the leading
force. In the last decade, with the great strengthening of Russia and China,
above all, the world is entering into the era of multipolarity with the
possibility for weighing off the “military muscles” of the strongest countries
within “limited war clashes”. It is getting harder and harder for the United
Nations to play their role of protecting and keeping world peace and security.

In the territory of Europe, from security and military aspect, the
following clashes were and are still topical:

-The bloody war epilogue of the disintegration of former SFRJ, 1991-
1995 with a great number of deaths, wounded, missing or displaced persons;

-The Kosovo war, the NATO attack on the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia and the beginning of the process of separation of the then
province and the formation of the independent state Republic of Kosovo.

-The armed conflict in the Republic of Macedonia in 2001 between the
legal armed forces of the Republic of Macedonia and the Albanian national-
separatist armed units, whose goal was later changed into a “fight for greater
rights of the Albanian ethnic community in the Republic of Macedonia”,
which ended with the signing of the “Framework Agreement”.

-The detachment of Crimea (former autonomous republic) from Ukraine
and its attachment to Russia (without war clashes — after an independence
referendum)

-The armed conflicts in eastern Ukraine which are still going on, between
Ukrainian armed forces and the federalist (Pro-Russian) armed units, which,
slowly but surely, are growing into a civil war.

In all these military clashes, beside domicile factors, the USA, NATO
and the EU also had very active participation, as well as Russia in the
conflict in Ukraine. It means that these armed conflicts have an international
character, in spite of the fact that they occurred within a “limited
framework”. Apart from searching for answers to questions regarding the
reasons and the factors for violation of security, in this case, in Europe, the
following are some of the key questions for the security science: Until when
and how efficiently can the creators of “limited military clashes” or “limited



wars” control the situation? and: In what directions and with what intensity
can a given “limited armed conflict” spread if the steering wheel is lost? At
the same time, are there mechanisms for recovery from such consequences,
and methods and means for coordinated action, or everything would be left
on its own will? It is my opinion that security science should seriously
address this issue and should timely warn and, possibly inhibit the aggressive
political and military strategic decision-makers. Namely, we have learned
from history that vicious circles can reappear with greater terror and
devastating effects.

At the same time, security as a science should provide insight into all
the increasing antagonisms which are present within the EU and the
countries aspiring for its membership, and which, in given favorable
historical circumstances can grow into serious reasons for greater security
violation and military clashes. In that sense, the following questions, in my
opinion, deserve particular security attention:

-The great difference in terms of economic development between the
“European North” and the “European South”;

-The great difference between the GDP per capita of the citizens of
the “European North” and the “European South”;

-The great difference between the “creditor countries” and the
“debtor countries™;

-The great difference between the countries from the Eurozone and
the countries outside the Eurozone;

- The great difference among the EU countries from the aspect of
military power, irrespective of their membership and “collectiveness” within
NATO;

-The increasing separatist tendencies in not a small number of
countries;

-The increasing extreme political groupings, movements and parties
within EU countries.

In recent times, it seems that another threat for Europe is coming out
on the surface, not in the form of an external danger for Europe, i.e. the EU,
but danger from internal explosion, which is indicated by the results of the
recent elections for members of the European Parliament. Namely, these
results which were characterized by a great number of votes and
parliamentary seats for members of extreme political parties, by the high
official representatives of the EU were marked as a “political earthquake”.
But, is it really a “political earthquake™? According to experts in the field of
seismology, an earthquake cannot be predicted, while in this case, these were
social processes which had been present for a long time in the EU countries,
and, according to me, they resulted from a great number of social
antagonisms which had been present from before (I have already elaborated



on some of them) and had been completely predictable. In security,
sociological, economic and political sciences there are no doubts regarding
this. For EU politicians, particularly for those from the higher echelon, who
have a special diopter, guided by their narrower interests, the “earthquake
surprise” is completely understandable.

From the aspect of security science it is completely clear that the
strengthening of the extreme right political parties inevitably leads to
clashes, first inside the countries where they had occurred in order to take
over the power, and then at international level. This is a historical and
societal rule and should seriously be taken into consideration by all creators
of security policy and security strategy in the EU and NATO.

As far as NATO is concerned, what has been of particular interest for
security science is the issue of its expansion towards the east and its possible
implications, both at European and world level. The transformation of
Eastern Europe from a “buffer zone” into a “bridgehead” of NATO and the
USA towards the strategic targets in Asia, in conditions of multipolarity in
the world, may have effects of a “global military earthquake”. I hope that at
our international conference, in the presented papers and the discussion, the
aspects of this issue will be raised. To illustrate this, we will take the
example of the current armed clash in Ukraine, which, in spite of its
geographic distance and participation of Ukrainian citizens (mainly), is a
clash between NATO (read: the USA) and Russia. For the time being, we
can say that there is worsening and tension on the relation NATO — Russia,
but until when, how and to what extent can this “limited clash” be held under
control by these great powers? Is the aim of the USA with this greater
military game to exhaust Russia (both military and economically), in order to
deliver a serious strike against Russia at another strategic line related to the
American sphere of interest in Asia? What will the realization of the
American anti-missile shield mean for the security of the “background”
European countries — do they have a security alternative? This is particularly
true if we take into consideration the strengthening of the power of right-
wing extremist political parties in many EU countries.

Dear colleagues,

In the contemporary world, and, in contemporary Europe as part of it,
the following has become a topical issue: Should policy of power be
implemented or power of policy, which is characterized by righteousness,
morality and solidarity? The greatest military and economic powers possess
sufficiently devastating weapons which could destroy the world many times
over, but the task of the security science, the progressive and democratically
oriented individuals and organizations is to get insight into and solve the



antagonisms, to point out to ways leading to stability, thus contributing to
maintaining and developing peace and security all over the world, including
Europe, as the basis for improving all aspects of human existence and human
culture, in the real sense of the word. I believe that this international
conference of the Faculty of Security Skopje, with our scientific and
professional papers and the exhaustive discussions will give modest but
important contribution to this goal.

I would like to extend my gratitude to all participants at this
international conference and wish them successful work.



THE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF COOPERATION IN
SECURITY IN THE BALKANS IN CRISIS MANAGEMENT AND
OTHER SECURITY PROBLEMS

Mladen Bajagic, Dr.Sc
The Academy of Criminalistic and Police Studies, Belgrade

The nature and characteristics of modern challenges and threats to
security in the twenty-first century, for the second decade already, daily and
painfully prove that the modern world is facing the almost unforeseeable and
severe consequences that threaten its survival. Within the contemporary
security studies, security threats such as terrorism of global reach are mostly
discussed (global terrorism), transnational organized crime and conflicts of
the third and fourth generation.'! However, the experience of the previous
century and current security reality assure us that the weapons of mass
destruction, particularly nuclear weapons, are still the most devastating and
the most difficult security threat, which still threatens the complete physical
destruction of the entire civilization. With this, of course, the list of
contemporary and ongoing security problems is not completed, because
many security challenges in recent years can rightfully be defined as
extremely powerful and, by its consequences, devastating security threats.
That primarily refers to problems related to the global population and the
environment (environmental problems), and especially to natural hazards and
disasters - floods, fires, earthquakes, etc.

One thing that "characterizes" the entire world in the area of securiy
is also the basic characteristic of the Balkans, one of the European regions
which was often the scene of networked activities of almost all the
aforementioned security threats. Namely, at the end of the twentieth century,
the Balkans, particularly the area of former Yugoslavia, was the training
ground of the bloody intrastate/interior violent ethnic and religious conflicts
that have led to enormous material destruction and the loss of tens of
thousands of lives in the countries that participated in these conflicts. In
many ways, other Balkan countries that were not actively participating in
them, felt the negative consequences of these conflicts.

In addition to violent conflicts, the Balkans became an unstable area
due to strengthening of terrorism as well, not only because of its

'Conflicts of the "third generation" imply the intrastate, namely internal ethnic and violent
religious conflicts, and the conflicts of the "fourth generation" imply conflicts between
sovereign states and federations of sovereign states and transnational actors, such as
global terrorist networks (so-called asymmetric conflicts).



geographical and geopolitical position, but also because of the emergence of
various local extremist forces, which quickly connected to new generations
of terrorists around the world when it comes to ideology and activity. That is
why today terrorism is rightfully considered an extremely dangerous security
threat in this region. The same situation is found in transnational organized
crime, which finds new ways for its strengthening, despite the efforts of all
countries in the region in preventing and fighting all forms of this security
threat, endangering not only the security of the region and countries in it, but
also their overall future development.

In recent years, special attention was given to new security problems
which hit the Balkan region with surprising force. Those are very serious
natural disasters, particularly fires and floods. That is how global climate
changes, as a result of changing the nature and mutual relationship between
nature and man, proved that "threats without enemies" have become constant
and characteristic for the Balkan region. Latest examples of activities of
these threats are devastating floods in the Republic of Serbia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Republic of Croatia, and other countries of South-Eastern
and Eastern Europe and the Balkans (Republic of Bulgaria, Romania,
Macedonia) in the spring of 2014." Despite the efforts made in the field of
independent and joint actions of states in eliminating the consequences the
floods have caused, primarily those relating to material damage and loss of
human life, the experiences of these countries and the entire region are
devastating. Although human lives are the final and the most difficult loss,
tremendous damage was also sufferred in expanses of arable agricultural
land, road infrastructure, mining and hydropower resources, industrial areas,
the infrastructure of the affected cities and villages, many industries,
particularly food processing industry etc. Certainly not neglecting individual
human disaster, it must be noted that for almost a couple of days some states
were economically degraded to the limits of survival.

By national efforts and high degree of solidarity in providing
assistance between countries affected by the floods, an even greater effect of
the crisis and destruction of other economic resources, which would
immeasurably set back the further development of the region and countries
in it, was prevented. The one thing that was evident was the fast, versatile
and effective assistance of all countries of the European Union, the Russian
Federation, the United States, the Republic of China and many other
countries around the world, without which the consequences of the crisis
would have been more severe. The help in the early days of the crisis
reflected in the rapid sending of highly equipped rescue teams and necessary

'Although Macedonia has not experienced serious consequences from flooding, this year
they did face with the new earthquake.
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material and technical resources, sanitary material and medicine, food,
clothing and other necessary supplies, and in the first emergency financial
assistance. Without this help the subjects of the security system in the
broadest sense of endangered and affected countries in the region and their
economy would not successfully overcome the crisis and the first post-crisis
period. This again proved that large-scale security problems can not be
successfully controlled without the comprehensive cooperation between the
countries, especially in the area of security.

The value and importance of cooperation in security, especially
cooperation in dealing with crises and cooperation in civil protection, which
is the basis of timely and effective opposition to natural disasters and other
natural catastrophes, have shown inevitable in the case of the crisis in the
Balkans during the spring of 2014. This especially applies to the states of the
region that are in the process of joining the European Union as full members
or aim for this goal (Serbia and BiH), which were the most affected by the
spring floods.

The experiences of the Balkan states that were affected by the floods
and other natural disasters in 2014 and before, indicate that their ideal in
preventing contemporary security threats, especially natural disasters, must
be a strategy and concept of the European Union in the field of international
cooperation, humanitarian aid and crisis response. Of course, this does not
exclude the recognition of the positive experiences of the Russian
Federation, the United States and other countries in crisis response. Namely,
within the European Union, for many years now, the Coordination Centre of
the European Commission acts in response to crisis situations (The European
Commission's Emergency Response Centre - ERCC), which has, in addition
to emergency assistance through the Mechanism for Civil Protection, sent a
financial assistance in the amount of 65 million euros to the Republic of
Serbia and BiH, as well as the assistance for reconstruction and prevention
through the activity of the EU solidarity Fund and the Instrument for Pre-
Accession Assistance (IPA). By doing this, along with joint and Emergency
help from the Russian Federation in the operative elimination of the flood
consequences and other forms of assistance (material and financial),
assistance from the United States and other countries, EU member states
have particularly shown which form and level of solidarity and cooperation
is needed to successfully respond to modern challenges and threats,
particularly those pertaining to natural disasters (earthquakes, floods, fires).

Painful experiences from the spring of 2014. related to floods and
other disasters that have hit the Balkans, assure all countries of the region
that the necessity of cooperation in security in the region is the key
imperative for the future defining of national security strategy, as well as
joint participation in defining strategies for regional security as an integral
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part of the european security strategy and crisis responses. Although certain
forms of regional cooperation in preventing security threats such as
organized crime and terrorism are already established, the disastrous
consequences of the spring floods emphasize the need to develop new
models of prevention, response and elimination of the consequences of
different crisis situations in the region on the bilateral and multilateral plan.

Geographical closeness and familiarity of one another in the region
are at least the starting point to define and develop a permanent regional
mechanisms for preventing and responding to crisis situations as soon as
possible, which would largely prevent severe consequences of not only
natural disasters, but also other security threats. The development of these
mechanisms could include the establishment of a regional center for early
warning and alerting, center of specialized rescue and other teams for quick
response, a regional fund for providing financial, material and technical
assistance to the affected areas, and finally the regional agency for
emergency situations, etc. These forms of cooperation in the region would
follow EU mechanisms in the given area and would represent their integral
part. With these efforts, states in the process of joining the EU would
acquire, along with the EU Member States they border within the region,
previous experiences required for the processes that surely await them -
active involvement in all dimensions of European security, Common Foreign
and Security Policy — CFSP, Common European Security and Defence
Policy — CESDP and developed cooperation mechanisms in security at the
EU level and beyond.
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INTRODUCTION

The Republic of Macedonia and Greece normalized their bilateral
relations with the conclusion of the Interim Accord, on September 13, 1995,
under the mediation of Cyrus Vance, Special Envoy of the Secretary General
of the UN, and Richard Holbrooke, US Assistant Secretary of State. Greece
accepted to recognize the statehood and sovereignty of Macedonia, under the
provisional name. Both parties declared the existing borders to be permanent
and inviolable and established diplomatic relations (Article 1 and 2). They
agreed that Macedonia would change its national flag featuring the ancient
Macedonian “Star of Vergina” (Article 7, paragraph 2); and that Greece
would not object to the admission of Macedonia to international
organizations where Greece was a member if it was referred under the
provisional name (Article 11). The two countries agreed to continue their
negotiations concerning the name issue in accordance with the UN Security
Council resolutions (Article 5).

The Republic of Macedonia was admitted to membership in the United
Nations on April 8, 1993, under the provisional name “the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia”, thus creating precedent in the United Nations’
history. According to UN Security Council Resolution 817 (1993), two
additional conditions (provisionally referred to as ‘former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia’ within the UN; negotiating with another state over
its name) were imposed on Macedonia for its admission to UN and they are
contrary to UN Charter, to the general rules of international law, and to the
principles of representation in international organizations.

The Interim Accord opened the door for the Republic of Macedonia to
join international organizations and initiatives, including the Council of
Europe, OSCE and Partnership for Peace. The name issue was left open.
Negotiations regarding the name issue continued under the mediation of
Matthey Nimitz as a Special Envoy of the UN Secretary General. There is no
deadline for negotiations neither in UN Resolutions nor in the Interim
Accord. In the meantime, a number of states (135 countries, by March 2013)
have officially recognized the Republic of Macedonia under its constitutional
name. However, since April 2008, the unsettled name issue has become an



obstacle for Macedonia’s admission to international organizations (NATO
and EU).

This paper deals with the comments on the relation between the
Interim Accord and the name issue. It analyzes the nature of the name issue —
is it political or/and legal one? It gives answer to the question regarding the
parties of the dispute — is it between Macedonia and Greece or/and between
Macedonia and UN? It also elaborates on the possible outcome of the
negotiations over the name issue.

THE NAME ISSUE

The name issue (or dispute over the name) between Greece and
Macedonia appeared in 1991, at the very moment when the latter declared its
independence. Greece opposed the word Macedonia to be part of the name of
its northern neighbor and delayed its recognition by European Communities
and its admission to the UN. The name issue, or the problem that Greece
have with the name of the Republic of Macedonia, is one of the most
unprecedented disputes in international community.

Not only did Greece oppose the name Macedonia, but it also objects to
the use of the term "Macedonian" for its neighboring country's citizens and
its language. The Republic of Macedonia has been accused of hostile
propaganda and of promoting the irredentist concept of a United Macedonia.
According to Greece, Macedonia’s name, flag and some provisions in its
Constitution implied territorial claims against it'.

It should be underlined that, just a few years before, the Greeks
preferred not to use the name Macedonia at all. There were periods when use
of the name 'Macedonia’ in Greece was avoided with administrative
measures. After the Balkan wars (1912-13) and the partition of Macedonia,
the area of Macedonia under Greek rule was called the 'New territory' and
the Ministry in Salonika was called the Ministry of Northern Greece. Aegean
Macedonia was taken by Greece by force, during Balkan wars, not by any
act of self-determination. Participating in the division of Macedonia, Greece
created the very problem it now complains about.

Faced with Greece’s blockade, Macedonia adopted two amendments
on its Constitution on January 1992: Amendment 1: “The Republic of
Macedonia has no territorial pretensions towards any neighboring state”.
“The borders of the Republic of Macedonia can only be changed in
accordance with the Constitution and on the principle of the free will, as well
as in accordance with generally accepted international norms”. Amendment

! See the Greek Memorandum annexed to UN Doc. S/25541 (1993)
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2: “In the exercise of this concern the Republic will not interfere in the
sovereign rights of other states or in their internal affairs™".

The Arbitration Commission, composed of eminent European lawyers
and scholars, chaired by Robert Badinter, recommended that the European
Community accept Macedonia’s request for recognition. In its Opinion No.6
the Commission stated that “the Republic of Macedonia fulfils the necessary
conditions in the Guidelines on the Recognition of New States in Eastern
Europe and in the Soviet Union and the Declaration on Yugoslavia adopted
by the Council of the European Communities on December 1991”. It
emphasized that “Macedonia has renounced all territorial claims of any kind
in unambiguous statements binding in international law; and that the use of
the name “Macedonia” cannot therefore imply any territorial claim against
another State...”*>. However, in Lisbon Declaration, on June 27, 1992, EC
reiterates its willingness to recognize the state within its existing borders, but
“under the name that does not include the term Macedonia™.

As it was expected, the Republic of Macedonia refused to change its
constitutional name. The “name issue” became a serious dispute that has not
only postponed Macedonia’s recognition and admission to the international
organizations, but has also affected the foreign policy of the European
Community. The Danish foreign minister, Uffe Elleman-Jensen, on January
20, 1993, described the Greek position as "ridiculous" and expressed his
hope that "the Security Council will very quickly recognise Macedonia and
that many of the member states of the Community will support this."*

The name issue is one of the most unprecedented disputes in
international community. There is no basis in international law for
demanding from any country to change its name. It is contrary to the
principle of sovereign equality between states (Article 2(1) of UN Charter)
and contrary to the principle of non-intervention in matters which are
essentially within domestic jurisdiction of any state (Article 2(7) of UN
Charter).

It is very strange that Greece considers having title over Macedonia’s
denomination. It approaches the name issue from the position of ownership
over the name Macedonia. It also accuses Macedonia of appropriating

! Official Gazette of the Republic of Macedonia, No.1/92.

? See: Arbitration Commission on the Conference on Yugoslavia, Opinion No. 6 on the
Recognition of the Socialist Republic of Macedonia by the European Community and its
Member States, 14 Jan. 1992, United Nations doc.S/25855, Ann. III, para. 5, 28 May
1993: AM, Ann. 33.

3 See: European Council in Lisbon, 26/27 June 1992, Conclusions of Presidency, Annex
I, p. 43.

* See: Tom Gallagher, the Balkans in the New Millennium: In the Shadow of War and
Peace, pp. 7 - 8. Routledge, 2005
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symbols and figures that are historically considered as part of Greek culture,
such as Vergina Sun and Alexander the Great.

However, it does not make any sense. Let us remind ourselves of the
fact that Alexander the Great conquered Egypt and Persia and they were
also, as Macedonia and Greece, part of ancient Macedonia. What would
Greece say if modern day Iran and Egypt put the name Macedonia to some
of their provinces, or started building monuments of him too?

Actually, the claim that an independent Macedonia will somehow
monopolize the name seems to be groundless. Many places in the World,
including states and cities, have the same names as other places. For
instance, the former Soviet Republic Georgia has the same name as the US
state Georgia; Mexico is the name of a state in North America, and it is also
contained in the name of the state New Mexico as one of the US states.
Luxembourg is a state in Europe and also a city in Singapore. There is a state
Columbia in South America and a number of cities called Columbia (at least
22) in the US states'. Paris is not only capital of France, but also a city in
Texas; Moscow is not only capital of the Russian Federation but also a city
in Kansas; Cairo is not only capital of Egypt but also a city in Illinois, etc.
What will Greece say about the name of Athens? It is not only the name of
Greece’s capital but also the name of around 60 cities, towns and places all
over the world”. Athens can be found in Russia (Siberian Athens - Tomsk,
Russia) or in Cuba (Athens of Cuba - Matanzas, Cuba) etc.

Copyright over the names of the states and cities do not exist in
international law. The right of a state Republic of Macedonia to freely
choose its name derives from its inherent right of self-determination. On the
other hand, Greece uses the name Macedonia for one of its provinces which
does not have legal personality. No one is disputing Greece’s right to name
its province Macedonia. There is clear distinction between it and the
Republic of Macedonia as independent state.

"' In Alabama, California, Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Towa, Kentucky, Louisiana,

Maine, Maryland, Mississippi, Missouri, New Hampshire, New Jersew, New York, North
Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Virginia, Wisconsin.
Columbia is capital in South Carolina

2 In USA Athens is the city or town in at least 20 states: Alabama, Arkansas, California,
Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,
New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, West Virginia, Wisconsin.
See more at: http://greece.greekreporter.com/2010/12/17/60-worldwide-towns-are-named-
athens/#sthash.wRuDiaNL.dpuf
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MACEDONIAN ADMISSION TO UN

Although the Republic of Macedonia applied for membership of the
United Nations on 30 July 1992, delay of Macedonia’s admission had a
serious effect on the Republic, as it led to a worsening of its already unstable
economic and political conditions.

On 7 April 1993, the UN Security Council endorsed the admission of
the Republic of Macedonia in UN Security Council Resolution 817 (1993),
which contains recommendation to the UN General Assembly:

- ...Noting that the applicant fulfils the criteria for membership in
the UN laid down in Article 4 of the Chapter”,

- Noting however that a difference has arisen over the name of the
State, which need to be resolved in the interest of the maintenance of
peaceful and good neighborly relations in the region”,

- “Recommends to the General Assembly the State... be admitted to
membership in the United Nations... being provisionally referred to for all
purposes within United Nations as ‘the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia’ pending settlement of the difference that has arisen over the
name of the State” .

It should be noted that the President of the Security Council,
circulating the draft of resolution 817 containing the provisional reference,
specifically stated that this “is not a matter of imposing a name on a new
State, or conditions for its admission to the UN, but it merely concerns the
manner in which it will be provisionally referred to in its activity in the
United Nations.” United Kingdom Ambassador Jeremy Greenstock
confirms that resolution 817 did not mean that the new member had to call
itself by the provisional reference, either generally or in its communications
to the United Nations®.

The recommendation was accepted by the General Assembly, which
passed Resolution 225 on 8 April 1993, using almost the same language as
the Security Council®. The following elements can be emphasized from the
two resolutions:

The reference "the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia" is
a provisional term to be used only until the dispute was resolved’;

! See United Nations Security Council Resolution 817 (1993) from 7 April 1993, at para.
2.

> AR, para. 4.42 and Ann. 12.

> Ibid., para. 4.43.

* «“Admission of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia to membership in the United
Nations”, United Nations General Assembly Resolution 225, 8 April 1993

> Jochen Abr. Frowein, Riidiger Wolfrum, Max Planck Yearbook of United Nations Law
1997, p. 239. Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1998
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The term was a reference, not a name; the President of the Security
Council issued a statement declaring on behalf of the Council that the term
"merely reflected the historic fact that it had been in the past a republic of the
former Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia."";

The use of the term was "for all purposes within the United Nations"; it
was not being mandated for any other party. The Republic of Macedonia
thus became the 181st member of the United Nations.

The admission of the Republic of Macedonia to the United Nations
under the provisional name, on 8 April 1993, created precedent in the UN
history and in international law. Imposing additional conditions on the
Republic of Macedonia for its membership (provisionally referred to as
‘former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia’ within the UN; negotiating with
another state over its name), was irregular and unlawful. Additional
conditions for Macedonia’s admission to the United Nations are contrary to
UN Charter. Namely, Article 4 paragraph 1 of the UN Charter provides for
the following criteria for UN membership: a) to be a state; b) to be peace-
loving; ¢) to accept the UN Charter and its obligations; d) to be able to carry
out these obligations; e) willingness to do so”.

Two additional conditions (provisionally referred to as ‘former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia’ within the UN; negotiating with another
state over its name °) are not prescribed in Article 4. These conditions
imposed to the Republic of Macedonia has created precedent in United
Nations’ history. They violate the following provisions of the UN Charter
and of Vienna Convention on the Representation of States in their Relations
with International Organizations of a Universal Character:

Article 2 (7) of the UN Charter *, which explicitly forbids the UN to
interfere in matters of domestic jurisdictions of member states;

Article 2 (1) of the UN Charter, which provides the principle of
sovereign equality of all member states. Conditioning one state to negotiate
with another one over its name, which belongs to the domain of domestic

! Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council Twelfth Supplement 1993-1995,
Chapter VII: Practice relative to recommendations to the General Assembly regarding
membership in the United Nations 1993-1995

? Article 4 paragraph 1 of UN Charter: “Membership in the United Nations is open to all
other peace-loving states which accept the obligations contained in the present Charter
and, in the judgment of the Organization, are able and willing to carry out these
obligations”

? Igor Janev, Some Remarks of the Legal Status of Macedonia in the United Nations
Organization, Review of International Affairs, Vol. LIII, No. 1108, October - December
2002

* Article 2 (7) of the UN Charter: “Nothing contained in the present Charter shall
authorize the United Nations to intervene in matters which are essentially within the
domestic jurisdiction of any state...”
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jurisdiction, and making it possibly dependant for fulfillment of this
condition exclusively on the will of another state, is contrary to the principle
of sovereign equality;

Article 83 of the Vienna Convention on representation of states, which
provides that “in application of the present Convention no discrimination
shall be made as between states” '. The fact that Macedonia is referred as
“former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”, not by its constitutional name,
for all purposes within the UN, puts Macedonia in a discriminatory position®.

One can see the absurdity of the imposed provisional name “former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”, and also of the acronym “FYROM” for
the Republic of Macedonia which is often used in Greece’s practice. It is
obvious that FYROM does not mean anything. Dealing in that way, maybe
Turkey will have the right to demand that Greece be called FOPG (former
Otoman Province of Greece). It is possible that the city of Rome will demand
the name London no longer to be used, but to be called FRCL (former
Roman City of Londinium). Or the UK may demand that the United States
should be called FBCUS (former Britain Colony of United States).

In fact, the Republic of Macedonia maintains that resolution 817
contemplated that it could refer to itself by its constitutional name (Republic
of Macedonia) within the United Nations, and this has been its well-
established “practice” since resolution 817 was adopted °. Namely, being
admitted in international organizations under the provisional designation,
Macedonia has been referred to by that name. However, the Republic of
Macedonia has continued to refer to itself by its constitutional name in its
relations with and dealings within those international organizations and
institutions.

Greece appears to believe that resolution 817 prohibited any use of the
name “Republic of Macedonia”; it refers to this as the “prohibited name.*
However, the text of resolution 817 contains no prohibition on the use of
“Republic of Macedonia”, it contains no requirement for the provisional
reference to be the “name” of Macedonia, and it contains no requirement that
Macedonia use the provisional reference in its communications with the
United Nations.

! Vienna Convention on the Representation of States in their Relations with International
Organizations of a Universal Character. UN Doc. A/Conf. 67/16, March 14, 1975

? See: Igor Janev, Legal Aspects of the Use of a Provisional Name for Macedonia in the
United Nations System, American Journal of International Law, Vol. 93, No. 1, January
1999

’ See more in: Vladimir Ortakovski, The Judgment of International Court of Justice
(Republic of Macedonia v. Greece) and the Name Issue, International Scientific
Conference: Security and Euroatlantic Perspectives of the Balkans. Police Science and
Police Profession (States and Perspectives), Vol. I, Skopje, 2012, p. 23 - 40

4 See, e.g., RR, para. 7.23
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Since Macedonia’s admission to UN membership, the name issue from
political issue has also became a legal one. For the first time the name issue
was mentioned in a legally binding document, i.e. in the two UN resolutions,
which are in clear breach of the UN Charter. The name issue does not appear
to be between Greece and Macedonia, but rather, in its legal part, between
Macedonia and the United Nations.

THE INTERIM ACCORD

The Interim Accord was concluded on September 13 1995, under the
mediation of Cyrus Vance, Special Envoy of the Secretary General of the
UN, and Richard Holbrooke, US Assistant Secretary of State. It entered into
force a month later and it has now been in force for 19 years.

The Interim Accord' is regarded as a singular diplomatic and legal
achievement of the mid-1990s. It is a unique example of an international
bilateral treaty without mentioning the names of the contracting parties.
In order to avoid the name issue, and according to the principle of reciprocity
in international law, the names of both countries are omitted from the text
and they are referred to as the Party of the First Part (Greece) and the Party
of the Second Part (Macedonia). Article 1, paragraph 2 of the Interim Accord
makes it clear that “The Party of the First Part shall as promptly as possible
establish a liaison office in Skopje, the capital of the Party of the Second
Part, and the Party of the Second Part shall as promptly as possible establish
a liaison office in Athens, the capital of the Party of the First Part”.

The Interim Accord comprises a preamble and 23 articles, divided into
six sections. It established a number of obligations for the two states. Section
A addresses “Friendly Relations and Confidence-Building Measures”, and
consists of eight articles addressing matters such as inviolability of the
existing frontier and respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity, and
political independence. Normalizing bilateral relations with its northern
neighbor, Greece has accepted to recognize the statehood and sovereignty of
Macedonia, under the provisional name. Both parties declared the existing
borders to be permanent and inviolable and established diplomatic relations
(Article 1 and 2).

Under its Article 5, the Parties “agree[d] to continue negotiations
under the auspices of the Secretary-General of the United Nations

" Interim Accord (with related letters and translations of the Interim Accord in the
Languages of the Contracting Parties), Greece - the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia (signed in New York 13 September 1995; entered into force 13 October 1995)
1891 UN.T.S. 1-32193; 34 L.L.M. 1461. It was registered by Greece with the United
Nations (with number 32193) on the same day and has been binding on the Parties since
that date
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pursuant to Security Council resolution 845 (1993) with a view to
reaching agreement on the difference described in that resolution and in
Security Council resolution 817 (1993)”. Both parties have agreed to their
commitments in Article 7 to prohibit certain activities or propaganda and
avoid the use of a particular symbol. The Republic of Macedonia changed its
national flag featuring the ancient Macedonian “Star of Vergina” (Article 7,
paragraph 2).

Section B addresses “Human and Cultural Rights”, and it provides for
respect for human rights and for the rule of law, by reference to eight
instruments, including the United Nations Charter, as well as the
encouragement of contact between the Parties.

Section C is related to “International, Multilateral and Regional
Institutions” and consists of a single provision — Article 11. Addressing the
admission and membership of the Republic of Macedonia in international
organizations and institutions of which Greece was a member, Article 11,
paragraph 1, provides: “Upon entry into force of this Interim Accord, the
Party of the First Part agrees not to object to the application by or the
membership of the Party of the Second Part in international,
multilateral and regional organizations and institutions of which the
Party of the First Part is a member; however, the Party of the First Part
reserves the right to object to any membership referred to above if and to the
extent the Party of the Second Part is to be referred to in such organization or
institution differently than in paragraph 2 of United Nations Security Council
resolution 817 (1993)."” As Matthew Nimetz said: “[T]he people from [the
Applicant’s] country, when they talk about themselves, use their
constitutional name, Republic of Macedonia. And we have found this to be
the case, that there is no requirement for them to use a name that they do not
accept. But that doesn’t mean that the organization accepts the name.””

Section D comprises three articles that are intended to normalize the
treaty relations between the Parties, including both bilateral and multilateral
arrangements.

Section E addresses “Economic, Commercial, Environmental and
Legal Relations”, comprising six articles intended to enhance co-operation
between the two States.

Section F contains some “Final Clauses”, addressing the settlement of
disputes - the International Court of Justice will have jurisdiction to decide
for any disputes concerning the interpretation or implementation of the
agreement, with the exception of article 5 section 1 (Article 21, paragraph 2).

" See: United Nations Treaty Series (UNTS), Vol. 1891, p. 7

> AR, para. 4.57; “Foreign Press Center briefing with Ambassador Matthew Nimetz,
special White House Envoy subject: Macedonian-Greek agreements”, White House
Briefing, 18 September 1995: AR, Ann. 87
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The Interim Accord remains in force pursuant to Article 23, paragraph 2, not
having been superseded by a definitive agreement or withdrawn from by 12
months’ written notice by either of the Parties '. Neither Party has ever taken
any steps to suspend the treaty in whole or in part, or to seek to withdraw.
What were the object and the purpose of the Interim Accord? It is
providing for:
e immediate normalization of relations between the Republic of
Macedonia and Greece;
e future co-operation, notwithstanding the continuing difference
concerning Macedonia’s name;
e recognition of Macedonia by Greece, the establishment of diplomatic
relations, the adoption of practical measures in those relations;
e commitment to the free movement of persons and goods, including
the lifting of the economic embargo that, starting since February
1994, had still been maintained by Greece;
e confirmation of “the existing frontier” between the Parties as “an
enduring international border”.

The Accord reaffirmed the Republic of Macedonia’s lack of territorial
claims against Greece, and provided for Macedonia to join the family of
nations and to become an active member of the international community.
These objectives were achieved over the next 13 years. This agreement
opened the door for the Republic of Macedonia to join almost immediately a
few international organizations such as Council of Europe, OSCE and
Partnership for Peace. Greece’s non-obstruction enabled Macedonia’s
admission to OSCE on 12 October 1995, one day before the Interim Accord
entered into force. After the conclusion of the Interim Accord and up until
the Bucharest Summit in 2008, Macedonia joined a number of international
organizations whose member was also Greece.

The name issue has remained unsolved. The Interim Accord “left open
the issue of the country’s name — an issue that negotiators could continue to
discuss without prejudice to the position of either side”. The relation
between the Interim Accord and the name issue is that: a) Greece and
Macedonia “agreed to continue negotiations under the auspices of the UN
Secretary-General”; b) The Interim Accord in Article 21 forbids any issue of
the difference over the name to be referred to the International Court of

! Article 23, paragraph 2: This Interim Accord shall remain in force until superseded by a
definitive agreement, provided that after seven years either Party may withdraw from this
Interim Accord by a written notice, which shall take effect 12 months after its delivery to
the other Party

2 See: Richard Holbrooke, To End a War, Random House, New York, 1998, p. 124
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Justice. The reason is that the name issue, in its part of diplomatic
negotiations, is a political one, and according to Article 36 of its Statute, the
Court is dealing with legal issues.

NEGOTIATIONS REGARDING THE NAME ISSUE

There are two views regarding negotiations over the name issue. The
first one is that negotiations are to be conducted in good faith (bona fide),
according to above mentioned UN resolutions. The second view is that, since
additional conditions imposed on the Republic of Macedonia are illegal,
Macedonia’s obligations resulting from these resolutions (i.e. to negotiate
with other state about its name) are also illegal. As far as the Interim Accord
is concerned, there is a clear obligation of both countries to continue
negotiations.

Two aspects are relevant in terms of the ongoing negotiations between
Greece and Republic of Macedonia, under the auspices of UN Special
Representative, Matthew Nimetz'. The first aspect is the composition of the
proposed names. The second one is the extent of the usage of the negotiated
name.

Various names have been proposed over the years, but they were
unacceptable for Greece, for Macedonia, or for both countries. During the
course of the negotiations, Macedonia showed a degree of openness to
proposals that differed from either the sole use of its constitutional name or
the “dual formula”. Greece has gradually revised its initial position and in
September 2007 declared that it would agree to the term “Macedonia” as part
of a compound formulation, with a geographical qualifier, for erga omnes
use.

Before NATO Bucharest summit, on 26 March 2008, Matthey Nimetz
proposed the name “Republic of Macedonia” to be the name for internal
purposes, written in Cyrillic alphabet (‘“Pemybmuka Makenonuja”) and
“Republic of Macedonia (Skopje)” in English version to be used as an
international name. At the same time, the proposal gives recommendation the
word “Macedonia” not to be used independently as official name of RM and
the proposed international name to be used in bilateral relations. Macedonia

" From March 1994 to September 1995, Matthew Nimetz served as the US President
Special Envoy to mediate the resolution of the Macedonia naming dispute. This effort
culminated in the signing of the Interim Agreement of September 13, 1995 by Greece and
the Republic of Macedonia at the United Nations. He became a deputy to Cyrus Vance,
who served as Personal Envoy of the UN Secretary General in the talks on the remaining
open issues in the dispute, in particular the name of the country. He chaired those talks
from December 1999 onwards, as that Personal Envoy, from Vance's resignation from that
position in December 1999
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expressed willingness to put this name to a referendum, but Greece rejected
this proposed name. It is interesting that Macedonia had rejected this
proposal in 2005, when Greece had welcomed it. However, feeling itself in a
much stronger position, Athens rejected the offer, insisting in particular that
the agreed name should apply in all Macedonia’s international relations,
bilateral as well as multilateral .

Preferring the political approach, Macedonia has negotiated over its
name. Generally, proposals proved as unacceptable, since it is a case of the
renaming of the Republic of Macedonia and therefore they have raised the
issue of the identity of the Macedonian people. It is difficult to expect a
solution that will satisfy the interests of both states. The substance of the
problem is not the name issue itself, but a complex set of questions,
including the rights of persons belonging to Macedonian minority in Greece
(Athens refuses to accept the very existence of minorities); the rights of
Macedonians expelled from Greece during 1946-1949 Civil War to their
property etc. While the fundamental interest of Greece is national
assimilation and deprivation of identification of the Macedonians, the
fundamental interest of the Republic of Macedonia is not to allow its name
and the identity to be endangered.

Greece contends that Macedonia has been pressing for a “dual
formula” whereby the negotiations are “limited solely to finding a name for
use in the bilateral relations of the Parties” and thus has attempted
“unilaterally to redefine the object and purpose of [the] negotiations”. Athens
further contends that Macedonia’s continuous use of its constitutional name
to refer to itself and its policy of securing third-State recognition under that
name deprives the negotiations of their object and purpose. On the other
hand, Macedonia emphasizes that the Interim Accord did not prejudge the
outcome of the negotiations required by Article 5, paragraph 1, by
prescribing that those negotiations result in a single name to be used for all
purposes.

The Greece’s claim mutually acceptable name to be erga omnes is
contrary to UN resolutions, which provide it to be “for all purposes within
United Nations”. If an assumed name can be negotiated, it would be for the
purposes of bilateral Greek-Macedonian relations. A bilateral agreement as
the supposed outcome of negotiations would be binding only for the
contracting parties. It cannot impose obligations on third states. The general
rule in international law is that international agreements bind only the parties

"See: International Crisis Group, Macedonia’s Name: Breaking the Deadlock,
Pristina/Brussels, 12 January 20009,
http://www.crisisgroup.org/home/index.cfm?id=5862&I=1. Crisis Group interviews,
senior Greek official, November 2008, and international and domestic officials, Skopje,
October and November 2008
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to them. The supposed new name would only be used for the purposes within
the UN, but can not imply its use by the UN member states, in their
respective bilateral relations with Macedonia. The fact is that the Republic of
Macedonia has so far been recognized under its constitutional name by 135
states. Macedonia and Greece in their negotiations can only agree on the
aspects of bilateral use of the name Macedonia, or any other name, but only
for the purposes of their bilateral relations'.

It is indisputable that the aspects being negotiated are in domestic
jurisdiction of the Republic of Macedonia and thus neither United Nations
nor Greece have the right to interfere in such matters. It is not possible to
interfere in the choice of one country’s name which is the right of the state as
legal subject. The state’s right to identify itself with certain name is an
integral part of the right to self-determination, which belongs to the domain
of jus cogens norms.

THE JUDGMENT OF THE COURT OF INTERNATIONAL JUSTICE

The Republic of Macedonia on 17 November 2008 initiated
proceedings before the International Court of Justice (ICJ) requesting the
Court to adjudge and declare that Greece objected to Macedonia’s invitation
to NATO and thus violated its obligations under the Interim Accord.
Namely, Macedonia expected to receive an invitation to join NATO during
the 2-4 April 2008 Bucharest Summit of NATO. The Bucharest Summit
Declaration provided instead that “an invitation to the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia will be extended as soon as a mutually acceptable
solution to the name issue has been reached . Macedonia’s Application to
the International Court of Justice alleged that Greek actions, violating Article
11, paragraph 1 of the Interim Accord, have denied it membership in
NATO’.

In its Judgment from December 5, 2011, the Court has found:

" Article 34 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties specifies that “a treaty does
not create either obligations or rights for a third state without its consent”

? Bucharest Summit Declaration Issued by the Heads of State and Government
participating in the meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Bucharest on 3 April 2008,
Press Release (2008)049 at para. 20, available at http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2008/p08-
049e.html.

? See more in: Vladimir Ortakovski, The Dispute between the Republic of Macedonia and
Greece before the International Court of Justice, in: Security in the Post-Conflict
(Western) Balkans: Transition and Challenges Faced by the Republic of Macedonia,
Vol.II, Skopje, 2011, p. 151 - 164
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e by fourteen votes to two, that it has jurisdiction to entertain the
Application filed by the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
on 17 November 2008 and that this Application is admissible.

e Dby fifteen votes to one, that the Hellenic Republic, by objecting to
the admission of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia to
NATO, has breached its obligation under Article 11, paragraph
1, of the Interim Accord of 13 September 1995.

e Dby fifteen votes to one, that it rejects all other submissions made by
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.'

It should be noted that the Court rejected Macedonia’s request “to
order that the Respondent immediately take all necessary steps to
comply with its obligations under Article 11, paragraph 1, of the Interim
Accord, and to cease and desist from objecting in any way, whether
directly or indirectly, to the Applicant’s membership of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization and/or of any other ‘international,
multilateral and regional organizations and institutions’ of which the
Respondent is a member, in circumstances where the Applicant is to be
referred to in such organizations or institutions by the designation
provided for in paragraph 2 of United Nations Security Council
resolution 817 (1993).”

The Court explained that “[a]s a general rule, there is no reason to
suppose that a State whose act or conduct has been declared wrongful
by the Court will repeat that act or conduct in the future, since its good
faith must be presumed”.?

The Court accordingly determines that its finding that the
Respondent has violated its obligation to the Applicant under Article 11,
paragraph 1, of the Interim Accord, constitutes appropriate satisfaction.

The Court, based on Macedonia’s arguments and submissions, ruled
that:

e Macedonia can continue to use its constructional name in its
relation with Greece and within international organizations. The
“Memorandum on ‘Practical Measures’ Related to the Interim
Accord”, concluded by the Parties at the same time with the entry
into force of the Interim Accord, expressly envisages that the
Applicant will refer to itself as the “Republic of Macedonia” in its
dealings with the Respondent. The Court sided with Macedonia and
concluded that the Interim Accord does not allow Greece "to object

' Cited in: Judgment. Application of the Interim Accord of 13 September 1995, 5
December 2011, para. 170, p. 693, http://www.icj-cij.org/docket/files/142/16827.pdf
? Ibid, para. 168
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to the Applicant's admission to an organization based on the prospect
that the Applicant is to refer to itself in such organization with its
constitutional name";

e the only thing excluded from its jurisdiction was deciding on the
difference over the name of the Republic of Macedonia;

e the Republic of Macedonia’s complaint was solely with Greece’s
conduct, which is within the Court’s jurisdiction;

e the fact that the negotiations have been actively pursued during the
proceedings is not legally any obstacle for the Court to exercise its
judicial functions;

e the Republic of Macedonia, together with Greece, has been
negotiating in good faith;

The Court rejected all arguments and submissions put forward by
Greece in the course of proceedings, including Greek allegations that
Macedonia had been exercising ‘“hostile propaganda” against it using
“antique symbols belonging exclusively to the Greek heritage”, in breach of
Article 7 paragraph 1 of Interim Accord'.

Although the Court has found that Greece’s objection before and at the
Bucharest Summit violated the international law, its Judgment does not
directly apply to third states or to NATO. As Greece’s objection was the
reason that blocked consensus on the issue and Macedonia was not invited to
join NATO, it should have been appropriate for the NATO member states
and NATO itself to revisit its Bucharest and all subsequent decisions, this
time without the influence of an act declared wrongful by the Court.

However, NATO does not have provisions establishing criteria for
admission. NATO admission procedure provides that an invitation to join the
alliance can be extended to a European state, which is capable to contribute
to furthering the goals of the organization, by unanimous agreement of all
NATO members *. It means that admission of new members to NATO
depends mainly on political circumstances. Non-invitation of Macedonia to
NATO at the Bucharest Summit in April 2008 did not violate any legal

" About Greece’s objections to jurisdiction of the Court and admissibility of Application
as well as additional justifications invoked by Greece, see more in: Vladimir Ortakovski,
The Judgment of International Court of Justice (Republic of Macedonia v. Greece) and the
Name Issue, International Scientific Conference: Security and Euroatlantic Perspectives of
the Balkans. Police Science and Police Profession (States and Perspectives), Vol. I,
Skopje, 2012, p. 31 - 34

* North Atlantic Treaty (signed 4 April 1949, entered into force 24 August 1949) 34
U.N.T.S. 243, Article 10: “The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other
European State in a position to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the
security of the North Atlantic area to accede to this Treaty”
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provisions of the Treaty. NATO Secretary General, Anders Fogh Rasmussen,
delivered a statement on 5 December 2011, that ICJ ruling on a bilateral
issue between Greece and Macedonia “does not affect the decision taken by
NATO Allies at the Bucharest summit in 2008”."

CONCLUSION - POLITICAL OR LEGAL APPROACH FOR
RESOLVING THE NAME ISSUE

Is the name issue a political or a legal issue? After the Declaration of
independence of the Republic Macedonia in 1991, Greece has persistently
objected to the name of the state and its membership into international
organizations. Since there is not a legal basis for Greece’s demand for
changing the name of the Republic of Macedonia, the name issue at this
stage is a political one. After Macedonia’s admission to UN membership, on
8 April 1993, the name issue from political issue has also became a legal
one. For the first time the name issue was mentioned in a legally binding
document, i.e. in the two UN resolutions. These resolutions (Security
Council Resolution 817 and General Assembly Resolution 47/225) are in
clear breach of the UN Charter. In that way, the UN have violated
Macedonia’s right to UN membership although it fulfilled the conditions
prescribed in Article 4 of the UN Charter. The name issue appears to be a
dispute not only between Greece and Macedonia, but rather, in its legal part,
between Macedonia and the United Nations.

The Interim Accord, concluded on 13 September 1995 (entered into
force on 13 October 1995) left open the name issue, as a political one, for
negotiations to continue. The relation between the Interim Accord and the
name issue is that parties “agreed to continue negotiations” regarding
difference over the name. They also agreed in Article 21 of the Interim
Accord the name issue not to be referred to the International Court of Justice,
because in its part of diplomatic negotiations, it is a political one.

However, the negotiation process, i.e. the political approach, appeared
to be inadequate and endless. It is not possible to impose denomination of
one state, i.e. of the Republic of Macedonia, without its consent. But since
2008 the unsettled name issue has become an obstacle for Macedonia’s
Euro-Atlantic integration.

The Republic of Macedonia can take legal actions regarding the
unlawfulness of its admission and status in the United Nations. It should
question the legality of additional conditions in front of the International

! See: Statement by the NATO Secretary General on ICJ Ruling, December 5, 2011,
available at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-DC1424AA-
E26142B7/matolive/news_81678.htm?selectedLocale=en
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Court of Justice. The initiative should be launched through the UN General
Assembly ', because of the voting procedures — in the Security Council
consensus is needed between the five permanent members, and in the
General Assembly simple majority is needed from the present members.
According to Article 65 of the Statute of the ICJ, the official request for
advisory opinion should come from the UN General Assembly in a form of
legal document containing a question that needs interpretation from the ICJ.2
The substance of this question is not the name issue but the legality of
additionally imposed conditions for admission which are not prescribed in
the UN Charter. That is why Article 21 of the Interim Accord is not a
problem for referring the question to the ICJ.

The International Court of Justice “may” give advisory opinion (it is
not an obligation for the Court) and its advisory opinions are not binding.
However, the possibility for the Court to deny the request for advisory
opinion in the case of Macedonia’s admission to the UN is very low. We
should bear in mind that the Court in 1948 already gave its interpretation to
Article 4 from the Charter, ruling out any expansion of the conditions for
admission. The Court’s Advisory Opinion in the Admission of State to the
UN Case of 1948 ° is a specific case of an established general rule. This
Advisory opinion of the ICJ, that no additional conditions for membership in
the UN can be imposed, was accepted as binding by the General Assembly *.
The Court’s position on the same issue cannot be any different from that of
1948. There is no precedent in the United Nation's practice that the UN
General Assembly has not taken into consideration the advisory opinion of
the International Court of Justice.

After the Court’s likely favorable opinion, Macedonia will launch an
initiative in the UN General Assembly for the revision of the resolutions that
imposed additional conditions, which are not prescribed in Article 4 of the

! Article 96 of the UN Charter: “1. The General Assembly or Security Council may
request International Court of Justice to give an advisory opinion on any legal question; 2.
Other organs of the United Nations and specialized agencies, which may at the time be so
authorized by the General Assembly, may also request advisory opinions of the Court on
legal questions arising within the scope of their activities”

? The question of UN General Assembly referred to the ICJ should be formulated as: Is
the Resolution 47/225 (1993) of the General Assembly, and the Resolution 817 (1993) of
the Security Council, in their parts relating to denomination ‘the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia’, with the requirement for settlement of the ‘difference that has
arisen over the name of the State’ legally in accordance with the Charter of the United
Nations? See: Igor Janev, Proposal for Resolving the Dispute Over the Name of the
Republic of Macedonia, MakNews, July 2003

? Admission of State to the United Nations (UN Charter, Article 4), Advisory Opinion,
ICJ Reports 1948, p. 57

* UN General Assembly Resolution 197 (III, Part A), 177-th Plenary meeting, December
8, 1948
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UN Charter. The UN should bring a new resolution to the General Assembly
which would exclude additional conditions imposed on Macedonia during its
admission as a UN member. It doesn’t mean that Greece would recognize
Republic of Macedonia under that name. The name dispute would go back
for resolution at bilateral level as a political issue. Greece and Macedonia
could negotiate a different name that would be used in their bilateral
relations and finally sign an agreement which would put an end to the
dispute.

Solving the problem of the name of the Republic of Macedonia in the
UN by requesting advisory opinion from the International Court of Justice is
a possible way for Macedonia to follow, which includes principles and
norms from international law. Such approach towards the problem makes
Grece’s demands for intervention in foreign name groundless. That approach
provides politically neutral solution for the problem and enables international
organizations, member of which is Greece, to conduct common politics
towards Macedonia, including recognition of its constitutional name.

Finally, I would like to propose something. A number of nations lay
claim to the same history, being previously parts of the same multi-ethnic
empires. It is not only case with Macedonia and Greece, being parts of the
Otoman Empire, but also of British Empire, Habsburg Empire, Russian
Empire, Swedish Empire, Polish-Lithuanian Kingdom, etc. Many of them
are arguing that “this isn’t your heritage, it’s ours” but in reality it is a
heritage of both.

What is giving modern Greeks the right to claim exclusively ancient
Greek heritage, since their Modern Greek language is very different from the
ancient Greek and since that civilization was in the meantime taken over by
Romans, then Byzantines, then Ottomans long ago, while modern
Macedonians can’t claim a Macedonian heritage? It should be noted that
Macedonians never denied Greeks their heritage. They never claim that
“they are the only descendants”. However we can see Greeks opposing
Macedonia and accusing it of “stealing their heritage”.

It should be said: “We all share a heritage, let’s make the best of it”.
Why would not a trans-national EU region Macedonia be declared as such
where Macedonian, Greek and Bulgarian cultures would meet and mix (like
in several such European regions)? We can all be proud of our common
history and heritage.

34



BIBLIOGRAPHY

1. Admission of State to the United Nations (UN Charter, Article 4),
Advisory Opinion, ICJ Reports 1948,

2. Jochen Abr. Frowein, Riidiger Wolfrum, Max Planck Yearbook of
United Nations Law 1997, p. 239. Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1998,

3. Jb. [I. ®pukocku, B. Tynypkoscku, B. OprakoBcku, Merynaponno
jaBHO npaBo, Tabepuakyn, Ckormje, 1995,

4. Jb. [J. ®puxocku, C. TI'eopruescku, T. IlerpymeBcka,
Merynapoano jaBHo npaBo, Marop, Ckomje, 2012,

5. Tom Gallagher, The Balkans in the New Millennium: In the
Shadow of War and Peace, pp. 7-8. Routledge, 2005,

6. SaSo Georgievski, The Judgment of the International Court of
Justice of 5 December 2011 and the Greek-Macedonian ‘Difference Over the
Name’: Does the ICJ’s Judgment Affect the Pending Diplomatic Dispute
Settlement Process?, Iustinianus Primus Law Review Vol. 4:2,

7. Thomas D. Grant, The Recognition of States: Law and Practice in
Debate and Evolution, Praeger Publishers, 1999,

8. Rosalyn Higgins, The Development of International Law Through
the Political Organs of the United Nations, Oxford, 1963,

9. Richard Holbrooke, To End a War, Random House, New York,
1998,

10. Interim Accord, 1891 U.N.T.S. 1-32193; 34 I.L.M. 1461,

11. International Law Commission Articles on State Responsibility
(Annex to General Assembly resolution 56/83, 12 December 2001),

12.Igor Janev, Legal Aspects of the Use of a Provisional Name for
Macedonia in the United Nations System, American Journal of International
Law, Vol. 93, No. 1, January 1999,

13. Igor Janev, Proposal for Resolving the Dispute Over the Name of
the Republic of Macedonia, MakNews, July 2003,

14. Igor Janev, Some Remarks of the Legal Status of Macedonia in
the United Nations Organization, Review of International Affairs, Vol. LIII,
No. 1108, October-December 2002,

15. Munenko Kpeka, MefyHnaponno jaBHo mpaBo, CiyxOeHu
riacHuk, beorpan, 2009,

16. Dimitar Mircev, The Macedonian Foreign Policy 1991-2006, Az-
Buki, Skopje, 2006,

17. North Atlantic Treaty, 4 April 1949, Art. 10, UNTS, Vol. 34,

18. Vladimir Ortakovski, The Dispute between the Republic of
Macedonia and Greece before the International Court of Justice, in: Security
in the Post-Conflict (Western) Balkans: Transition and Challenges Faced by
the Republic of Macedonia, Vol.Il, Skopje, 2011, p.151-164,

35



19. Vladimir Ortakovski, The Judgment of International Court of
Justice (Republic of Macedonia v. Greece) and the Name Issue, International
Scientific Conference: Security and Euroatlantic Perspectives of the Balkans.
Police Science and Police Profession (States and Perspectives), Vol. I,
Skopje, 2012, p.23-40,

20. Malcolm N. Shaw, International Law, Sixth edn., Cambridge,
Cambridge University Press, 2008,

21. John Shea, Macedonia and Greece: The Struggle to Define a New
Balkan Nation, Jefferson, North Carolina and London, Mc¢ Farland and Co.,
Inc. Publishers, 1997,

22. Vienna Convention on the Representation of States in their
Relations with International Organizations of a Universal Character. UN
Doc. A/Conf. 67/16, March 14, 1975.

36



REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA IN THE SECOND HALF OF
215T CENTURY - SECURITY ASPECTS

Tome Batkovski, Dr.Sc.

Faculty of Security - Skopje
Website: www.fb.uklo.edu.mk
E-mail: tomebat52@gmail.com

Abstract:

This paper attempts to emphasize and elaborate the priority objectives of
the Republic of Macedonia in the field of security in the period up to 1920, starting
with the set permanent, vital and important interests of the state outlined in the
National Security and Defense Concept, adopted in 2003 by the Assembly of RM.
The paper is structured in four parts. The first part is dedicated to highlighting the
issue of national security as the cornerstone of the concept of national security. The
second part of the paper presents the permanent, vital and important interests of the
Republic of Macedonia of the National Security and Defense Concept, with a
critical approach to the interests that have not been realized in the 11-year period
so far, and are extremely important for the security of the state. The third part of the
paper is devoted to the three priority objectives in the security field, which,
according to the author, should unavoidably be achieved in the period covered -
achieving full NATO and EU membership, developing good neighborly relations
with Greece and Bulgaria and realizing long-term stability at internal political level
and interethnic relations. What is particularly indicated are the geostrategic and
security reasons due to which it is necessary to achieve full NATO membership,
given the current security and political situation related to the area of the so-called
Western Balkans. The fourth part of the paper gives suggestions for qualitative
improvement of the structure of the security-intelligence system, taking into account
the principles of hierarchy, coordination, synchronization and operation in the
work of the entities in the system and the system as a whole. What is particularly
indicated is the need to strengthen the intelligence component, primarily in the
basic approach of providing quality information base and support for makers of
decisions of strategic character at state level.

Key words: national security, national interest, strategic objectives,
security and intelligence system, intelligence, intelligence base, strategic decisions,
security priorities.



Introduction

The Republic of Macedonia, approaching the middle of the second decade
of the 21st century, is facing with certain stalemate on the road to the basic
objective of foreign policy plan: EU and NATO integration. Namely, despite the
received recommendations to start negotiations with the EU by the European
Parliament and the European Commission and the previously obtained judgment
before the International Court of The Hague against Greece for breach of the
Interim Accord, because of the failure in terms of "closing the name issue" with the
Hellenic Republic, the country cannot move forward in terms of European and
Euro-Atlantic integrations, which strongly burdens not only its security situation but
its overall situation. Can, and to what extent and how, this major stalemate in the
European and Euro-Atlantic integration process have a determining effect on the
internal stability of the country and its position in the region? These are questions to
which the answer should be found in one of the basic documents at state level — the
security assessment, of course, starting from the specified state (national) interest
and set security priorities. In this paper I will try to highlight a few areas of security
aspect related to the topic titled, such as “defining the state (national) interest in the
given period, the necessity of defining the security priorities and the specific
methods and tools for their implementation, the compatibility of the security system
in terms of the complexity and severity of the security threats and, in particular, the
contribution of the intelligence component in making timely and reasonable
decisions at state level.

1. In the modern scholarly and professional approach to security, an
important place is occupied by considerations for national security and national
interest. At the beginning, national security was equated with the external security
of the state (protection of the territorial integrity against military aggression').
However, this notion was very narrow, so recently national security is defined as
protecting and creating a reliable basis for development in the area of the
constitutional order of the state, democratic relations, economic prosperity, ethnic,
religious and cultural equality of citizens in the overall sphere of human freedoms
and rights. In that sense, Amin Hevedy” finds that national security is an activity of
states regarding the protection of their identity, survival and national interests, and
in accordance with their social opportunities in the present and the future, given the
global changes and developments worldwide. In that direction, it is also the
definition of national security by A.Grizold’, who determines it as security of the
political people, and its content includes: security of the national territory (including

' Views related to the crucial role of the power and military power in terms of security are
inherent in the members of the realistic direction (realists). For this and other theoretical
approaches in deliberations on security, see: Peter Hugh, Concept for global security,
Tabernakul, Skopje, 2009.

> Hewedy, Amin, Militarization and Security in the Middle East, London, Pinter
Publishers, 1989.

3 Grizold, Anton, Medjunarodna sigurnost-teorijsko-institucionalni okvir, Zagreb, FPZ,
1998.
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the airspace and territorial waters), protection of people's lives and their property,
preservation and maintenance of national sovereignty and the exercise of the basic
functions of society (socio-economic, social-political, environmental, cultural, etc.).
So, according to R.Aron, it is a much broader understanding of national security as
one of the most important "suprahistorical national interests of each country".
National security is the cornerstone of the concept of national interests.

Most recently, for each state (regardless of its military, economic and cultural

power), including the Republic of Macedonia, one of the most important and, at

the same time, most difficult issues is the projection and realization of the
security on short, medium and long term, as an important aspect of its strategic
interests.

2. The basic document in the sphere of security and defense of the Republic
of Macedonia is the National Security and Defense Concept', adopted by the
Assembly of RM in 2003. This document defines three groups of state interests:
permanent, vital and important.

Permanent interests of the Republic of Macedonia are:

- Preservation and enhancement of the identity of the state;

- Free expression of ethnic identity of all citizens of the state;

- Protection of the independence of the state;

- Protection of the territorial integrity of the state.

The vital interests of the Republic of Macedonia are seen in:

- The protection and promotion of peace and security, life, health, property
and personal safety of the citizens of the state;

- The development of a multi-ethnic society based on mutual trust, mutual
efforts and aspiration of all ethnic communities for stability and
comprehensive progress of the state;

- The economic development based on the principles of market economy,
private property, and the protection of the vital infrastructure and resources
of the state;

- The protection and promotion of the democratic foundations of the law-
governed state - political pluralism, parliamentary democracy, division of
powers and democratic and fair elections, the rule of law, consistent respect
for human rights and freedoms, including the rights and freedoms that
belong to all communities and the continued maintenance and improvement
of the overall internal security of the state and society;

- The political-defense integration into NATO, political, economic and
security integration into the EU and in other systems of collective security.

In view of the important interests of the Republic of Macedonia, the
National Security and Defense Concept lists:
- The building and development of all forms of cooperation with neighbors,
and in the interest of peace, security and development of the Republic of
Macedonia and its neighbors;

" The document National Security and Defense Concept of the Republic of Macedonia was
adopted by the Assembly of RM on 11.06.2003.
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- Its own contribution to the preservation and promotion of peace and
stability in Southeast Europe (SEE), with a view to reinforcing democracy,
security and prosperity of all countries in the region;

- The participation in building peace and stability in the region, Europe, and
the world, as well as the prevention and building of instruments for early
warning of crises and tensions in order to promptly and efficiently resolve
problems in peaceful manner;

- The preservation and advancement of international order based on justice,
mutual respect for international law, and political and economic equality of
states;

- The provision of conditions and the improvement of the internal political
stability and opportunities for equal rights of participation that in itself
should contain a generally accepted consensus on the issues of permanent,
vital, and important state interest;

- The creation of conditions for promoting the security culture;

- The construction of a fair, social state, with equal opportunities for all
citizens, regardless of their gender, racial, religious, political, social,
cultural and other background;

- The creation of conditions for building a society with communications and
relationships that will develop common values and a culture of life,
especially among the young generation, in the spirit of tolerance, fostering
democratic values and respect for personal integrity, grounded in the
European democratic tradition, regardless of ethnic, religious or other
affiliation;

- The preservation and protection of the environment in the country, in
collaboration with the general public.

The strategic state interests adopted within the National Security and
Defense Concept set a very serious and complex task for their realization internally
and externally before the state leadership, the Government, the Assembly, the
competent security and defense entities and ruling political parties. However, in the
past 11 years some of the projected state interests have not been achieved, which is
an objective burden to the security situation, and also requires a lot of serious
analysis aimed at finding optimal security solution. Specifically, I find the following
strategic state interests not to have been achieved:

- Development of all forms of cooperation with the neighbours (neighbouring
states) — in this field the most current are the relations with the Hellenic Republic
and Republic of Bulgaria. For instance, official Bulgaria notes that Macedonia has
not done enough in terms of developing good neighbourly relations and has not
adequately shown to appreciate its recognition by the state after its becoming
independent from the former SFRY'. As for Greece, despite the name issue, in

! With the recognition of RM in 1992, Bulgaria "gave a credit of trust to Macedonia and it
was an investment in good relations between the two countries, which unfortunately is not
reciprocated". However, it highlights also the need - Bulgaria to stop with the paternalistic
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official documents of Greece the Republic of Macedonia is accused of alleged
territorial claims and irredentist goalsl. These two states, being EU and NATO
members, are now firmly standing in the way and disrupting European and Euro-
Atlantic integration of the Republic of Macedonia. It is a fact that in the past period
the Republic of Macedonia has failed to find a diplomatic way to resolve the said
disputes with Greece and Bulgaria.

- Achievement of a generally accepted consensus internally on permanent, vital
and important interests — in the practical-political field there is a serious difference
between the ruling parties in the Republic of Macedonia (VMRO DPMNE and
DUI), which are most responsible for the implementation of the security policy.
Thus, unlike the VMRO DPMNE, DUI considers that it is urgently needed for the
Republic of Macedonia to join NATO and be put under its security umbrella; that
the security risk for the Republic of Macedonia is increasing with the non-accession
in NATO; that now the Republic of Macedonia and Greece are the closest to finding
a solution to the name dispute; that in the Republic of Macedonia there must be
respect for the fact that the two ethnic communities, through the political parties
that have won the majority of the votes in the elections, should make consensual
decisions, in order not to have majorization of the majority ethnic community over
the minority one (according to the Badinter principle), and, in that sense, also the
election of the president of the state should be on the principle of a consensus; that
the Republic of Macedonia may also come to a crisis of a possible separation into a
pro-western and pro-eastern part (an analogy with the situation in Ukraine®). These
differences of opinion on important issues related to security, of course, if not
harmonized, may be a serious obstacle to achieving an integrated state policy in the
security field (inside and outside of the state).

- Establishing a civil society — vis-a-vis the overall declarative commitments to
achieve a civil society, there are political parties in the political life of the Republic
of Macedonia that cover membership by ethnicity - ethnic parties. Dominant are, of
course, those of the Macedonian national block and those of the ethnic Albanian
block. Thus, the fundamental principles of civil society are substantially derogated
and, practically, conditions for ethnic-political division in the country are created.
This division is further projected in state institutions dominated by the principle of
political affiliation and not of professionalism and expertise, which negatively
affects the quality and efficacy of their work. This ethnic-party division may also
adversely affect the performance of the institutions of the security and defense field,
with repercussions on the integration in the implementation of security policy.

attitude towards the Republic of Macedonia for the purposes of developing good
neighbourly relations. "Bulgaria's policy towards the Republic of Macedonia -
recommendations for good neighbourly relations," Foundation "Manfred Werner", Sofia,
2008. That the Republic of Macedonia is not doing enough in terms of good neighbourly
relations with Bulgaria is also claimed by the MEP from Bulgaria, Slavi Binev, in an
interview with the Dnevnik newspaper, Skopje, issue of 18.02.2014, titled "Bitterness
towards Macedonia is because of rejected love”.

' The FYROM name issue”, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Greece.

* These attitudes of DUI are presented through the party speaker, Bujar Osmani, in an
interview on the 24 Hours TV — Skopje, on 21.02.2014.
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- Achievement of integration into NATO and the EU — the Republic of
Macedonia has not yet been admitted to full NATO and EU membership. The main
obstacle on that road is the requirement by the EU and NATO for Macedonia to
close the name issue with Greece. Meanwhile, NATO admitted Croatia and Albania
from the Adriatic Group, where Macedonia also was part of and, in fact, was the
leader. Croatia was admitted to the EU, despite the fact that it obtained its
candidacy after Macedonia. In most recent times, Montenegro and Serbia are
making strides towards European integration, while Macedonia is in a stalemate. It
is a fact that Macedonia has started to lag behind in this process, which is, certainly,
not in favor of the stability of its security situation.

3. For proper and timely decision-making of strategic importance, decision-
makers in the state are required, in a qualitative way, respecting all internal and
external political and security issues, to select the priority objectives, to the
realization of which they will streamline all of their capacities. Thereby, from a
theoretical and practical point of view, it is extremely important that the
determination of the objectives be in correlation with the real power of the state and
the funds available to them for their realization'. At the same time, the time for the
realization of the objectives is extremely important, considering the possible
internal and external repercussions in case of failure to realize them. In terms of the
means for the realization of the objectives, the elements of their legality,
admissibility and availability should be previously thoroughly analyzed and
identified (at a given time on a given territory). In this sense, the following
relationship may be set:

STATE ,—ﬂ PRIORITY OBJECTIVESH MENS HREALISATION

Vo / /

Power-capacity Time Admissible-allowed Impact of
comprehensive- international factors-
accessible international

situation-reaction

The security objectives may generally aim at maintaining a given political
and security situation (status quo) or changing the situation in the direction that is
desirable in terms of the national interests of the state. Thereby, it is important to
know which factors internationally (in the environment, region or worldwide) the
possible realization of the priority objectives will fit to or not and, in that sense,
what would their reactions be (political, security, military). In other words, if
possible reactions internationally would be of such a nature as to cause a counter

' For the definition of the objectives as part of the decision-making at state level, values
and national security, see: V.Dimitrijevikj-R.Stojanovikj, International Relations, Nolit,
Belgrade, 1979, pp.245-254.
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attack on the priority security objectives of the state with more serious
consequences. This question actually refers to the need for a rational approach to
the determination of priority objectives, by respecting all relevant facts internally
and externally. That does not mean that in history there have not been many
examples of adopting irrational state objectives, which have later led to world wars,
millions of victims, major losses of peoples and countries on whose behalf the
objectives have been set, and there has not been any violation of international
order'. The rational approach, in turn, requires and implies very active conduct of
strategic decision-makers, taking into consideration all kinds of impulses from
foreign policy field, respect for the influential factors and, at the same time, detailed
and thorough approach to all aspects of domestic political and security scene that
are important for the realization of the objectives internationally (to what extent and
in what way they concern the interests of other states). In the modern world, internal
and international affairs of states are increasingly correlated, and sometimes in
direct interdependence. Therefore, decision-makers at state level need to nurture an
analytical approach in the rational approach in the treatment of any internal issue
(from an external aspect) and any foreign matter (from an internal aspect).

The notion of power is related to the definition and implementation of state
strategic objectives, and in this framework security one as well. Many scholars of
international relations and international security consider that power is a central
concept in international political relations. According to the realistic theory of Hans
Morgenthau, the explanation of the behavior of the subjects of international
relations is seen in "the national interest in terms of power”, while Organski claims
that "every relation has a power aspect, while the study of this aspect is the study of
politics™®. Members of realistic theories find the national interest to be the
underlying motive for action in international relations. Thereby, what is common
for all countries is their tendency towards (achieving) power, which the given
national interest would be realized with. Power is a degree of capability to make or
attract other entities to a behavior desired by the subject of power. In cybernetic
sense, we can define power as a degree of probability that the outcome will be such
as wished by the subject (of power). Power, by itself, in value terms, is neither good
nor bad, good or bad are the purposes which it will be used for.

When it comes to the Republic of Macedonia, regarding the said topic, it
may be concluded that the following priority security objectives remain:
A) Realization of full membership in NATO and the EU;
B) Regulation of the neighbourly relations with Greece and Bulgaria;
C) Achievement of long-term stability domestically and in interethnic
relations.

! For example, the objective of Adolf Hitler and other leaders of Nazi Germany to achieve
the "thousand-year Reich" - the rule of German people over all nations, led to the Second
World War with the most severe consequences in the history of mankind.

2 AF K.Organski, World Politics, New York, Knopf, 1968, Str.102; H.Morgenthau,
Politics Among Nations, New York, Knopf, 1973, taken quotes from the said book of
V.Dimitrijevikj and R.Stojanovikj, "International Relations".
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The report of the Director of U.S. Intelligence before the U.S. Senate, at the
end of January 2014, highlights that the situation in Macedonia and Bosnia and
Herzegovina is particularly explosive. Thereby, the following is underlined about
the Republic of Macedonia: "The Macedonian government continues to push
programs designed to promote ethnic Macedonian nationalism, at the expense of
Euro-Atlantic integration of the country. The longer one delays the Macedonian
membership in NATO and the EU, because of the dispute with Greece over the
country's constitutional name and bilateral relations with Bulgaria, the greater the
risk that ethnic tensions will raise."'

In the said section of the Report relating to the Republic of Macedonia, U.S.
Intelligence entails a causal connection between an internal matter - giving room to
"ethnic Macedonian nationalism" rather than developing good interethnic relations
with ethnic Albanian community, and one external issue — NATO and EU
integration, associated with the development of the bilateral relations with Greece
(closing the name dispute) and Bulgaria. Indeed, the prolongation of Macedonia's
integration into NATO and the EU and the stagnation in relations with neighbouring
Greece and Bulgaria, according to the report, would directly influence the increase
in polarization between the Macedonian and Albanian ethnic communities, which
would lead the security situation in the country in 2014 to the boundary of
explosion. These assessments are based on the analyzed intelligence facts of the
services of the U.S. intelligence community and are, of course, a look at the current
situation in the Republic of Macedonia from the standpoint of the interests of the
United States. However, they deserve attention and to be taken into consideration
by the strategic decision-makers in Macedonia, of course, through the intersection
with the assessments obtained from other subjects on the international intelligence
arena.

On the other hand, the said report of the U.S. intelligence and the security
assessment given in respect of the Republic of Macedonia either indicates or
revolves around the three priority security objectives as previously highlighted in
the text on my part: NATO and EU accession; development of good neighbourly
relations with Greece and Bulgaria; and achievement of long-term stability in
internal policy and interethnic relations.

The Republic of Macedonia, from a security perspective, has no alternative
to the achievement of full EU and NATO membership. There are several realistic
reasons for that:

First, the Republic of Macedonia does not have an available military-
security capacity so that in the present circumstances it can endure "hard" security,
in a possible situation of its borders to become subject to armed aggression.

"It is about parts of a report to the Senate in the U.S. submitted by James Klaper, Director
of the U.S. Intelligence. This information was taken and published by all daily and
broadcast media in the Republic of Macedonia, on 31.01.2014.
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Second, the territory of the Republic of Macedonia is located in the so-
called Western Balkans, an area under full control of the NATO system, so that this
military-political alliance comes as a "natural ally" (allies) of the Republic of
Macedonia.

Third, the east, west and south border states of the Republic of Macedonia
are already full members of the NATO Alliance. That means that the country needs
to develop cooperation with them as deeper as possible, thus contributing to the
strengthening of the entire security in the region, and thereby of the state itself.

Fourth, NATO and the EU, because of their own geostrategic objectives
which in the long term are focused on central and eastern Asia, tend to close the
issue of the Western Balkans as soon as possible, among other things also with the
admission to full membership of the Republic of Macedonia as soon as possible.
Decision-makers in the Republic of Macedonia should properly respect this fact,
demonstrating greater cooperation in the activities regarding the closure of the name
issue with Greece and the development of bilateral relations with Bulgaria.

In the past 11 years the Republic of Macedonia has not found a mechanism
to "soften" the views of its neighbors Greece and Bulgaria, despite the political
support it has been receiving from the EU and NATO structures. Of course, this
does not mean that Bulgaria and Greece have not made incorrect moves, on the
contrary. However, achieving full membership in the EU and NATO is a strategic
priority (security and political) of the Republic of Macedonia and for the Republic
of Macedonia. This means that it should accept more creatively the signals of
support from NATO and the EU and come up with new initiatives that would lead
to the solution of the problem and, at the same time, would not reflect negatively on
the identity aspects of the Macedonian state and the Macedonian nation.

I believe it would be unfavourable for the Republic of Macedonia if the
situation regarding this issue remains to status quo in the future, since then the
country would plunge into a passive state, and it is certainly not a desirable situation
for any country in conditions of possible urgent solution to the issue under the high
pressure of the higher geostrategic objectives for NATO and the EU. Therefore,
what should be done in the Republic of Macedonia is: a) to make an in-depth
analysis of the so far foreign policy on this issue - about the use of available
resources at the international level; b) to find new means and mechanisms in the
international field that would contribute to the realization of the set strategic
political and security objective, that is, to the reinforcement of the diplomatic
performance; ¢) to demonstrate a more cooperative approach to the signals of
support coming from the EU and NATO; and d) to improve and strengthen
qualitatively the intelligence component, without the contribution of which it is very
difficult for diplomacy to pave the set ways internationally.

Internally, in the future period the Republic of Macedonia has to realize
three important tasks in relation to the strategic objectives: first, to provide a full
and true collaboration between the holders of political power of the majority —
Macedonian community and minority - Albanian community. It is an important
prerequisite for the successful realization of the strategic objectives. What is meant
here is not only the declarative acceptance of the objectives, but also the agreement
about the use of means internationally and the active participation in their
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implementation within the set deadlines'. Second, the country must achieve a higher
level of trust and agreement on this issue among the major political parties of the
majority - the Macedonian community, the one in power - VMRO-DPMNE, and the
one in opposition - SDSM. It is necessary to achieve the required legitimacy of the
decisions that would be made in terms of the strategic security objectives. For the
present, there is great distrust and animosity between the two political parties,
which, certainly, does not contribute to the creative and beneficial security outcome
of the current situation and, objectively, weakens the international position of the
state (and) in the name dispute with Greece. Third, the Republic of Macedonia must
strengthen its civil society component, since the implementation of the Euro-
Atlantic integration, inter alia, implies the very existence of a fully democratic civil
political parties, which will not be burdened with extreme ethnic issues and goals.
The least has been done in this field in the Republic of Macedonia, and for now we
are witnesses of the deep political trenches dug between the majority and minority
communities, which is a major obstacle to the realization of a true civil society, with
the citizen being the basic subject of political decision-making®. The realization of
the civil concept is of great importance also for the effective operation of the
security institutions, where the division along ethnic lines among employees, in
sensitive security conditions, could have very negative consequences (for example,
when executing tasks and making decisions of strategic character).

4. The realization of the strategic objectives in the security area in the
period ahead (until 1920) sets for the Republic of Macedonia two tasks in terms of
improving the security and intelligence system, on the one hand, and strengthening
and raising to a higher level the work of the intelligence component, on the other
hand. In terms of the organization and functioning of the security-intelligence
system, it can be concluded that there is a need for its improvement in order to
achieve greater effects on the principles of hierarchy, coordination and
synchronization of its subjects. Namely, the current structure of the system, with the
Crisis Management Centre, the Group for Assessments and the Steering Committee,
is acting more on paper than in reality. While the Crisis Management Centre should,
under the Law, prepare and submit a single security assessment to the Government
of RM, for now it lacks the authority required in order to be a centre in the true
sense for the development of this strategic state document, which needs to be
updated constantly. The Crisis Management Centre is more engaged in the sphere of
protection and rescue along with the Protection and Rescue Directorate. In my
opinion, in order to impro