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_ABSTRACT

The purpose of this thesis is to present and explain Greece’s foreign
policy towards former Yugoslavia within the context of European Political
Cooperation (EPC) during the period of June 1991-December 1992. This aspect of
Greece’s foreign policy was primarily defined by the dispute with the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), that essentially constituted the more
recent manifestation of the Macedonian Question. -

The analysis of Greek foreign policy within EPC will be based on the
theory of institutionalism, which claims that international regimes can influence
state behavior towards cooperative actions. The application of institutionalism
requires the existence of common interests and the presence of at least one
regime. This thesis shows the significant interests shared by Greece and FYROM,
as well as how EPC can be viewed as a regime. Crucially, EPC was primarily
responsible for dealing with issues arising from the disintegration of Yugoslavia
during the months covered in this thesis. It will be demonstrated that until mid-
January 1992, the Greek government pursued politics of cooperation and
flexibility, often contrary to perceived national interests. These politics were
primarily regime-produced and related, and hence explained by the theory of
institutionalism. After 17 January 1991 however, Greece practised politics of
limited cooperation within EPC and confrontation against FYROM. The issue of
the new republic’s exact name gradually became of paramount importance,
provoking popular passions and subordinating all other issues and concerns
connected to former Yugoslavia. Such developments were ultimately the result
of domestic and partisan politics that were entirely unrelated to EPC, thus
causing the decline of institutionalism’s explanatory power.

Given this record, the thesis will argue that the specific expansion of the
conditions required for the application of institutionalism would allow the theory
to retain its explanatory and predictive relevance. Finally, specific lessons on

the conduct of Greek foreign policy will be discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

Macedonia has evidently lost none of its power to excite.

-Mark Mazower, Introduction to the Study of Macedonia, 1996.

The disintegration of Yugoslavia has been the most violent event in Europe
since the conclusion of the Greek Civil War in 1949 The dissolution and destruction of
a country resulting in the death of more than 300,000 people 68,000 wounded
[and] 3 milion refugees,” the practice of ‘ethnic cleansing,” the establishment of
concentration camps and numerous instances of unimaginable brutality, constitute
central aspects of a conflict that shocked world opinion.?

Its resolution eventually required the active involvement of several states,
organisations and institutions. However, beginning in the summer of 1991 and for a
significant period of time, it was European Political Cooperation (EPC) that was
primarily responsible for addressing the many problems emanating from the war. As
an EPC member that actually neighboured Yugoslavia, Greece had undisputed and
significant security and foreign policy interests in the region, as well as the power to
veto all EPC decisions.

Despite the seriousness of the Yugoslav crisis and its importance to Greece, the
actions of the country’s government have been portrayed as extremely non-

cooperative and counter-productive, ultimately endangering the efforts to contain and

'The total loss of population, by death or long-term exile, resulting from [the Greek] Civil War seems
to.have been over 200,000 (Close, 1993a: 10).

ime, 26 July 1993: 22 The numbers concerning wounded and refugees refer only to the war in Bosnia-
Hercegovina. The estimate of 300,000 dead is taken from Newsweek, 20 April 1998: 53, and refers to
fatalities of the ‘wars of the Yugoslav succession’ during the period of 1991-1995. This estimate is
generally accepted. See for example, Holbrooke, 1998: xv. Particularly good accounts of the Yugoslav
War are Cohen, 1993; Crnobrnja, 1994; Glenny, 1992 and Woodward, 1995. An important analysis of the

international response to the conflict can be found in Gow, 1997.
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end the Yugoslav War? Most criticisms revolve around the dispute with the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM)4 At issue were the new republic’s ncmé,
actions, certain constitutional provisions, various propaganda claims and ultimately its
identity and survival. This dispute constitutes the most récent development in the more
than century-old Macedonian Question, which (as will be explained in the relevant
chapter) has played a crucial and often fateful role in the international politics of the
Balkans since at least 1870. The geographic region of Macedonia has been the apple
of discord among many states and in order to gain eventually its larger part, the Greek
people have fought a number of costly and traumatic wars. This historical record partly
explains their sensitivity and reactions that will be presented in this thesis.

Despite the widespread perception to the contrary, a closer examination of
Greece's behaviour will actually reveal that the country’s government also pursued
substantial politics of cooperation, moderation and flexibility towards former
Yugoslavia and FYROM, especially between June 1991 and 17 January 1992. For instance,
the possibility of a compromise on the new republic’s name was maintained, bilateral
talks sponsored, and decisions of a confrontational nature against FYROM were
avoided almost entirely. Further instances of cooperation included agreement to EPC’s
recognition of Croatia and Bosnia, the imposition of an arms embargo and a trade
embargo on all Yugoslav republics, as well as the eventual maintenance of the latter

only against Serbia and Montenegro.

3For example, see The New York Times, 5 April 1992 E16; Gow, 1997: 78 fn 32; The Guardian, 5 May 1992 8;
The Economist, 9 May 1992 41; Time, 1 June 1992 72; International Herald Tribune, 24 November 1992 8
and Financial Times, 9 December 1992 3.

4For the purposes of this thesis, the term FYROM will be utilised. It must be admitted that the use of any
term concerning the new republic is susceptible to attacks of bias. However, this approach has the
advantage of conforming to the 1993 UN Security Council Resolution 813, according to which “this state
[will be] referred to for all purposes within the United Nations “the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia” pending settlement of the difference that has arisen over the name of the state’

Resolution 813 can be found (in English) in Valenakes and Dales, 1994: 147.
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Significantly, Greece’s fofeign-policy record incorporates the endorsement of
decisions that were regarded by key decision-makers as négctive for the region and
contrary to at least some national interests. Hence, it will be shown that EPC was
dllowed to establish an Arbitrdtion Commission with responsibility to advise on whether
any Yugoslav republics merited recognition, thus allowing the possibility of a
favourable ruling concerning FYROM. Furthermore, the decisions to recognise Croatia
and particularly Bosnia (both signed by Greece), were seen as serious EPC mistakes
that would contribute to the escalation of the war in Yugoslavia. Also, the Greek
government endorsed unfailingly EPC’s singling out, condemnation and penalisation of
Serbia as the state primarily responsible for the war in Yugoslavia, despite the
existence (as will be analysed), of a special Greco-Serbian relationship.

The process of the decline of the politics of cooperation began on 17 January
1992, when a restrictive but negotiable position was adopted according to which the
word Macedonia had to be excluded from FYROM's name. In order to comprehend
and frace this process, it will be necessary to make a ‘boundary change’ and ‘plunge’
into an account of Greek domestic and partisan politicsS Crucial events such as the
huge Thessaloniki demonstration of 14 February 1992, and the high-stakes campaign of
Foreign Minister Antonis Samaras against his government will be discussed. It will be
shown that the ultimate result was the pursuit of a non-negotiable restrictive policy
concerning the new republic’s name, and the subordination of all other decisions
regarding former Yugoslavia to this name-issue. Subsequently, limited cooperation was
practised within EPC, while confrontational politics were pursued against FYROM. This
strategy found expression in decisions such as the imposition of an oil embargo on the
new republic, the ‘story of the labels,” the rather creative dual name formula, as well as
the rejection of some major EPC mediative efforts. Greece’s foreign policy record

towards former Yugoslavia and FYROM will hence prove to be rather ‘'mixed,” exhibiting

5 See Clark and White, 1989; 7-8.
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serious cooperative efforts, as well as confrontation and discord. It will be the purpose
of this thesis to presenf’cnd explain precisely this record®

The period that will be analysed in detail begins with EPC’s early efforts towards
a Yugoslavia that was sliding towards war, and ends with the December 1992 Edinburgh
European Council meeting. There is consensus among experts and decision-makers
that the latter date signals the end of EPC being the most significant and influential
actor dealing with Greek foreign policy towards Yugoslavia and FYROM! After
December 1992, the UN and the US become far more important, while EPC recedes to
the background. Hence, the examination of this period provides the opportunity to
analyse the effect of EPC on Greek state action, when there was the minimum possible
influence and interference by other actors.

The attempt to explain Greece’s foreign policy, and especially its cooperative
aspects will be based on the insights of the theory of institutionalism. The theory’s core
arguments are provided by the ‘functional’ approach to international regimes8 After
defining international regimes, it will be explained that according to the functional
logic, regimes can promote cooperation by helping create economies of scale,
institutionalise reciprocity, link the present with the future, increase reputational
concerns, reduce transaction costs, provide reliable information, and facilitate

bargaining by creating linkages and increasing issue density.

6Admittedly, other states also pursued policies towards former Yugoslavia. However, it must be stressed
that it is not the goal of this thesis to explain the decision-making record of states such as FYROM or
Germany. Nevertheless, attention will be paid to other actors and countries when they. became
important in eliciting Greek reactions.

TSee for example Kofos, 1994c: 18 and Tarkas, 1995. Furthermore, this argument was never disputed during
any of the interviews that were conducted for this thesis.

8n this thesis ““functional” [will] refer to a particular form of explanations, and should be distinguished
from earlier functional and neofunctional theories of international organization” (Haggard and Simmons,
1987: 506 fn 55). Of course, other approaches to international regimes also exist. For the best and most
succinct overview of the major ones, see Hasenclever et al, 1997. Various applications of these

approaches to specific case-studies can be found in Krasner, 1983,
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By accepting this cnalysfs, the theory proclaims that institutions can influence
: state behaviour. Thus, an institutionalist explanation of Greek foreign policy would
concentrate on the effects of EPC, viewed as an international regime. In other words,
the theory would ultimately atfribute instances of Greek cooperation to the influence
of the relevant international regime.

As will be shown, the application of institutionalism requires the prior satisfaction
of certain conditions. Most importantly, the theory claims relevance only when some
mutual interests exist among actors. This condition will be satisfied by the thesis’ case-
study, since the desire that the war in Yugoslavia be contained and not spread to the
new republic was shared by Greece, FYROM, as well as all EPC member states.
Although this constituted the most important common interest, others also existed. For
example, a resolution of the dispute would have allowed FYROM's international
recognition and the securing of much needed aid. On the other hand, Greece would
have avoided serious reputational costs, and gained an opportunity to exploit its larger
economy and comparative advantages by penetrating FYROM's market.

Any fruitful and meaningful application of thé theory of institutionalism also
requires the active presence of at least one regime. Hence, the demonstration of how
EPC can be viewed as an international regime becomes necessary. This will be
undertaken in the relevant chapter, which will contain an analysis of EPC’s principles,
norms, rules, decision-making procedures, organisational form and scope.®

In assessing the explanatory power of institutionalism, it should be stressed that

The proper test of a functional theory is not the mere existence of a regime,
but the demonstration that actors’ behaviour was motivated by benefits

provided uniquely, or at least more efficiently, through the regime, or by
reputational concerns connected to the existence of rules.)©

Proving the theory’s relevance requires an attempt

9t should be explained that an account of the formation of the regime EPC is not pertinent to this
study, and will not be attempted.
OHaggard and Simmons, 1987: 508.
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To identify issues on which regime ruies conflicted with the perceptions of
self-interest held by governments.We could then ask whether the
reputational and other incentives to abide by regime rules outweighed the
incentives to break those rules. How much impact did the regime rules have?
Only by examining internal debates on such issues could the analyst go
beyond the self-justificatory rhetoric of governments.

While following such an approach, the danger of counter-factual arguing must
be both appreciated and avoided. This was missed by Keohane and Nye who argued

that empirical studies, in order

To ascertain the impact of the regime.must frace internal decision-making
processes to discover what strategies would have been followed in the
absence of regime rules.?

It is however impossible to know with any sufficient or satisfactory degree of
certainty what might have happened, though it can be investigated why and how
certain events did take place. Thus, this thesis will attempt to explain the actual
influence that an international regime had on Greece’s foreign policy within the
context of EPC,

The proposed case-study may be considered a difficult one for institutionalism,
since many scholars have claimed that it has greater explanatory power when applied
to issues of the environment or of political economy.® Nevertheless, studies have also
claimed that institutionalism is relevant and applicable to foreign affairs and security
issues® What is essential for its application is not the issue area examined, but that the
theory’s conditional nature is satisfied; and this will clearly be accomplished in this

thesis.

TKeohane and Nye, 1989 259.
12Ibid.; emphasis added.
BSee Axelrod and Keohane, 1993: 92-3; Lipson, 1993 and Mearsheimer, 1995: 345-6 and fn 54.

Usee for example Keohane et al, 1993 and Keohane and Martin, 1995; 43-4.
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Furthermore, there is considerable virtue in presenting a “difficult’ case-study.®
To quote Kenneth Waltz,
We should [try to] make tests even more difficult. If we observe outcomes

that the theory leads us to expect even though strong forces work against
them, the theory will command belief.’6

On the basis of its empirical research, this thésis will eventually "dissect,” and .
analyse Greek foreign policy towards former Yugoslavia within the context of EPC
during the period of June 1991-December 1992. The final sections will present an
assessment of the relevance of the theory of institutionalism to this study. Significantly,
certain specific amendments expanding the theory’s conditional nature will be
proposed. Such an expansion will allow the theory of institutionalism to retain its
explanatory relevance and power by avoiding application to issues in which it almost
certainly exhibit ‘poor” theoretical results, regardless of the existence of common
interests, .

This thesis” conclusions will also include a discussion of EPC as an international
regime. More specifically, it will be shown that on the basis of the case-study
examined, EPC performed as a regime, thus allowing the application of institutionalism,
and hence gaining the theory’s insights. Further conclusions will be reached concerning
this approach, and especially on the breakdown of EPC in its various principles, norms,
rules, decision-making procedures, and scope. Finally, the study will end with a series

of lessons concerning the conduct of Greek foreign policy.

15See Eckstein, 1975: 13-32
bwaltz, 1979; 125. See also ibid: 123.
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"CHAPTER 1

THE THEORY OF INSTITUTIONALISM

Do regimes have independent influence on state behavior, and, if so, how?

-Stephen Haggard and Beth A. Simmons, Theories of International Regimes, 1981.

A. Defining International Regimes.

Institutionalism has emerged as one of the major theories aimed at explaining
state behaviour and cooperation in world politics.!” The purpose of this chapter will be
to present the theory’s basic assumptions, arguments and conditions, as well as some
of the more important criticisms that have been levelled against it. At the centre of
institutionalist theory lies the argument that institutions may have important effects on
state behaviour. In order to understand its development and various aspects, an
analysis of the functional approach to international regimes theory is necessary.
However, regimes will first be defined.!8

The term international regimes was coined by John Gerard Ruggie in his 1975
essay International Responses to Technology: Concepts and Trends!® He noted the
problems that had been created by recent scientific and technological developments
and argued that their solution required collective response20 Collective response
refer|s] to the international institutionalization of certain aspects of national behavior.2!

Ruggie argued that international regimes comprise a form of collective response, and

UThe theory of institutionalism has been tremendously influential in most social sciences. For a discussion
of its influence, see Young, 1994: 1-7.

BThis will be attempted despite warnings that ‘arguments about definitions are often tedious” (Keohane,
1983; 158).

PRuggie, 1975.

208ee ibid: 557.

Abid: 568,
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called for both the creation and fuller theoretical understanding of them. In doing so,
he managed to set the -fone and agenda for the subsequent meteoric rise of
academic interest in the study of regimes.22

The most influential and important examination of international regimes can be
found in the volume International Regimes, which was edited by Stephen Krasner? |t
is noteworthy that all the contributors to the volume accepted a common definition.24
Concerning definitions, it might actually be the case that they

Can.be refined, but only up to a point.Ultimately..the concept of regimes,

like the concept of “power,” or “state,” or “revolution,” will remain a
contestable concept?’

22t seems that Ruggie is aware of both the importance and limits of his essay. For his interesting
comments, see Ruggie, 1992 565 fn 17.

2Bsee Krasner, 1983, The volume is composed of articles that had appeared in previous issues of the
journal International Organization. Discussion, quotations and page numbers from these articles will
refer to the edited volume. The same method will be applied to articles that are contained in Baldwin
1993; Brown et al, 1995; Kegley 1995; Keohane, 1986 and Keohane, 1989.

241hjs appears as a remarkable achievement for academia However, during a conversation on 2
September 1995, Mr Krasner explained that he considers the use of a single definition as a mistake. For
him, the definition of an international regime must be dependent on the theoretical approach that
someone is adopting. In other words, a theoretical orientation must be chosen first. This is the strategy
that will be adopted in this thesis, as regards the functional approach to international regimes. Perhaps
Krasner's new position is a rasult of the fact that despite the use of a common definition, the adoption
of various theoretical perspectives resulted to authors having essentially different understandings of
what regimes actually are. This was noticed in the same volume by Susan Strange, who attacked the
concept of international regimes as being ‘woolly” (Strange, 1983: 342) and pointed out that despite
Krasner’s “‘consensus’ definition, it was still being used in either very restricted or too general ways.
Thus, she complained about “a concerted effort to streich the elasticity of meaning [of international
regimes] to.extremes’ (Ibid: 343) and concluded that "there is no fundamental consensus about the
answer to Krasner's.question “What is a regime?” (Ibid). For an excellent discussion of definition~
related issues and arguments that are central to non-functionalist approaches to international regimes

theory, see Hasenclever et al, 1997: 14-21

BKratochwil and Ruggie, 1986: 763-4,
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Nevertheless, and despite this péssimisﬁc warning, an attempt will be made to define
international regimes, based on the discussion and evaluation of various other
definitions provided by theorists who primarily follow the functional approach to
international regimes.
In their study Power and Interdependence, Keohane and Nye define regimes as
‘sets of governing arrangements that affect relationships of interdependence.26
Interdependence is defined as ‘mutual dependence.?’ This is a rather unsatisfactory
and confusing definition, mainly because it fails to specify the nature of these
arrangements: the degree of their formality, or the importance of principles and norms
are simply not addressed.
The most widely used and influential definition of regimes is Stephen Krasner’s,
according to which international regimes are
Sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making
procedures around which actors” expectations converge in a given area of
international relations. Principles are beliefs of fact, causation, and rectitude.
Norms are standards of behavior defined in terms of rights and obligations.
Rules are specific prescriptions or proscriptions for action. Decision-making

procedures are prevailing practices for making and implementing collective
choice??

This definition has received a number of criticisms. Oran Young cautions that

Part of the problem with the definition that Krasner sets forth is that.we must
cope with another set of ambiguous terms in the form of beliefs, standards,
prescriptions, and practices, in addition to the original set consisting of
principles, norms, rules, and procedures30

26Keohane and Nye, 1977:19.

bid: 8.

2For further criticisms of this definition, see Aggarwal, 1985: 17.

2rasner, 1983c: 2. This is also the definition that Robert Keohane uses in After Hegemony. See Keohane,
1984: 57.

30Young, 1989; 195.
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Vinod Aggarwal attempts to overcome this confusion ‘by distinguishing
between rules and procedures, on the one hand, and norms and principles, on the
other, and terming "the principles and norms underlying the development of regimes
[as]."meta-regime.”3! It should be clear though, that the definition of regimes as
‘multilateral system(s] of rules and procedures to regulate national actions” to which
‘meta-regimes” are added, does not depart from Krasner's in any significant way.32
Furthermore, Aggarwal fails to indicate at which point and in what ways norms and
principles are to be examined and incorporated into the analysis of international
regimes. Ultimately, his definition fails to overcome confusion, and it is not surprising
that it has won no adherents.®

More recently, Keohane has defined international regimes as ‘institutions with
explicit rules, agreed upon by governments, that pertain to particular sets of issues in
international relations.34 Institutions are ‘persistent and connected sets of rules (formal
and informal) that prescribe behavioral roles, constrain activity, and shape
expectations.35 Possibly, this definition of an institution is a somewhat simplified and
less demanding edition of that of a regime.3¢ Furthermore, in this definition principles
and norms (as well as decision-making procedures), have been abandoned. This has
taken place, despite Keohane's earlier assertion that

What is important [about a definition] is not whether [it is].."correct,” but that

principles and norms are integral parts of many, if not all, of the
arrangements that we regard as infernational regimes.3’

Saggarwal, 1985: 18.

32bid.: emphasis in the original,

Bror Aggarwal’s rather confusing framework of analysis, see Aggarwal, 1985; 20.
34 eohane, 1989a: 4.

Blbid: 3.

363uhr, 1997: 103.

37K eohane, 1983: 158.
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‘Rules may in fact be thé most important element of international regimes or
institutions.3® However, a definition concentrating on explicit rules isks the chcrgé of
formalism—-a charge which has plagued the study of international law.3? This emphasis
on rules also excludes the possibility that principies, norms and decision-making
procedures, explicit or implicit, may be of importance in defining and explaining
international regimes. Hence, although Keohane's most recent definition reduces the
scope for confusion, this simplification is purchased at the price of considerable-
explanatory and theoretical poverty.

Given the problematic nature of the alternatives, Krasner's definition will be
utilised for the purposes of this thesis. It is certainly the most comprehensive and
perhaps the most sophisticated one as well. In following it, warnings that it may lead to
some confusion or vagueness are not avoided or ignored. The quest to define and
examine terms such as norms and principles though must not be abandoned a priori.
It is not necessarily beyond our human faculty to observe and analyse them in a
precise and satisfactory way.

A more comprehensive and accurate description of regimes also requires that
a number of additional concepts be infroduced. These will be of assistance in the
subsequent chapter, when the definition of international regimes will be applied to
European Political Cooperation, which will subsequently be viewed as one. Thus,
regimes may incorporate some kind of ‘organizational form.™0 At this point, it is
crucial to distinguish organisations from institutions and international regimes. More
specifically, organizations are

Material entities possessing physical locations (or seats), offices, personnel,
equipment, and budgets. Equally important, organizations generally possess

BGrieco, 1990: 23. It is noteworthy that Grieco is supportive of Keohane's recent emphasis on rules. See
ibid: 23-5.

3Haggard and Simmons, 1987: 495. Keohane is aware of this criticism: ‘Defining regimes simply in terms of
explicit rules and procedures risks slipping into the formalism of some traditions of international law
(Keohane, 1993a: 27). For the reasons that he ultimately opts for such an approach, see ibid: 26-8.

40bid: 496.

22



legal persondlity in the sense that they are authorised to enter into contracts,
own property, sue and be sued, and so forth#!

Finally, regimes may vary in scope, which ‘refers to the range of issues [that a

regime]..covers. 42

B. The Functional Approach to International Regimés. .

The functional, ‘'modified-structural,” or “contractualist’ approach to international
regimes provides the central insights and arguments of the theory of institutionalism43
This approach seeks to ‘account for causes in terms of their effects, and argues that
cooperation is possible even under conditions of anarchy, egoism and lack of
hegemony.*# For contractualist theorists, cooperation occurs ‘when actors adjust their
behavior to the actual or anticipated preferences of others, through a process of

policy coordination®> In order to reach and substantiate its arguments, modified-

4lYoung, 1989: 32 As examples of organisations, Young provides "the United States Steel Corporation (now
USX), the Red Cross, the New York State Highway Department, and the corner grocery store” (Young,
1994 4).

42Haggard and Simmons, 1987; 497.

43rasner, 1983: 7 and Keohane, 1993a: 36 fn 6. These terms wiil be used interchangeably in this chapter.

44keohane, 1984: 80. On anarchy see the subsequent brief discussion in this chapter. For a brief account
of the possible importance of a hegemon and of hegemonic stability theory, see footnote 58 in this
chapter. ‘

45¢eohane, 1984: 51 This definition ‘is now [the] consensus.definition of ccoperation” (Milner, 1992 467) and
will be used throughout this thesis. It is important to note that ‘cooperation should not be viewed as
the absence of conflict, but rather as a reaction to conflict or potential conflict. Without the spectre
of conflict there is no need to cooperate” (Keohane, 1984: 54). Furthermore, ‘it is also worth stressing
that it is not interests.that are adjusted when states cooperate, but policies” (Hasenclever et al, 1997:
32). As regards policy coordination, it is defined as follows: ‘a set of decisions is coordinated if
adjustments have been made in them, such that the adverse consequences of any one decision for
other decisions are to a degree and in some frequency avoided, reduced, or counterbalanced or
outweighed” (Lindblom, 1965. 227; cited in Keohane, 1984: 51). It is also important to distinguish

cooperation from harmony. ‘Harmony refers to a situation in which actor’s policies (pursued in their
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structuralism borrows but also subplements and synthesises insights from game-theory,
the problem of collécﬂve action and microeconomic theory.

According to functionalism, international regimes ‘have an impact when Pareto-
optimal outcomes could not be achieved through uncoordinated individual
calculations of self-interest. The Prisoner’s Dilemma [PD] is the classic game-theoretic
example,” and the most relevant to the functional approach4 The extent, value and
limits of the important connection between the functional and game theoretic
approaches, will be examined first47

PD ‘becomes a much better model of international relations when viewed not
as a single event, but rather as an extended series of encounters.#® In order to illustrate
this point, a well-known game tournament that considered the possibility of
cooperation emerging in an environment lacking central authority and governed by
iterated PD logic will be utilised.4® The surprise winner of the tournament was TIT FOR
TAT, "the policy of cooperating on the first move and then doing whatever the other

player did on the previous move.50

own self-interest without regard for others) automatically facilitate the attainment of other’s goals’
(ibid: 51; emphasis in the original).

4rasner, 1983a: 7. A situation is defined as Pareto optimal, when ‘in any given situation, it is found to be
impossible to make any change without making some individual in the group worse off” (Buchanan
and Tullock, 1962 172; emphasis in the original). For an excellent and more detailed discussion of
Pareto optimality, see ibid: chapter 12 PD presents a case ‘in which narrow self-maximazation behavior
leads to a poor outcome for all.Hence the dilemma. Individual rationdlity leads to a worse outcome
for both than is po:;sible.' (Axelrod, 1981 306). On PD, see also Table L

4TReferences to the game~theoretic approach and to the PD game will be used interchangeably in this
chapter.

48Behr, 1981 290.

49For a presentation of the rules, entries and results of both rounds of the tournament, see Axelrod, 1980a
and Axelrod, 1980b.

50Axelrod, 1984: 13. Interestingly enough, TIT FOR TAT was also the simplest among all the rules that were
submitted. See ibid.: 31 In explaining the success of this rule, its clarity must be pointed out, since it
allowed the other player to easily understand its intentions and strategy. Furthermore, TIT FOR TAT ‘was
nice [ie. it cooperated first], provocable into retaliation by a defection of the other, and yet forgiving

after it took its one retaliation” (Axelrod, 1981 310).
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Further analysis of the sucéess of TIT FOR TAT and of the tournament results, led
to the conclusion that cooperation in an anarchic world which lacks a hegemonic
power can both emerge and thrive given the existence of ‘two key requisites..that
cooperation be based on reciprocity and that the shadow of the future is important
enough to make this reciprocity stable.

The ‘shadow of the future” becomes important when ‘it requires that the players
- have a large enough chance of meeting again and that they do not discount the

significance of their next meeting too greatly.s2 Reciprocity

Refers to exchanges of roughly equivalent values in which the actions of
each party are contingent on the prior actions of the others in such a way
that good is returned for good and bad for bad.$3

It becomes of great consequence for the fostering of stable cooperation, ‘if the
interaction will last long enough to make the threat [that is implicit in the concept of
reciprocity] effective.54

However, any attempt to explain international regime dynamics that is
exclusively based on PD related game theory would be flawed. The reason is related
to some of the major problems and shortcomings of this approach. For example,
Robert Axelrod admits that a list of ‘examples of what is left out by [the PD] formal
abstraction..could be extended indefinitely.’5> Some of these omissions are particularly
important, since PD as well as game theory in general,

Cannot always adequately incorporate other important  available
information——including relevant historical details about the context of the

StAxelrod, 1984: 73; emphasis added.
S2bid: 174.

53 eohane, 1986a: 8; emphasis in original.
54Axelrod, 1984: 126,

55Axelrod, 1980a: 5.
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interaction, insights into the personalities and behavior of decision makers,
and understandings of the diplomatic or foreign policy process.3¢

PD has also been criticised for failing to consider the possible importance of
relative gains. It is noteworthy that TIT FOR TAT ‘can't possibly score more than the
other player in a game.’37 Rather, it won the tournaments by accumulating a
sufficiently high number of points on every single game. It is not impossible though, to
conceive of ‘occasions when defeating the opponent is more important than
maximizing one’s own payoff.s8

The functional approach to international regimes learns from game-theory that
under certain circumstances, cooperation may toke place in an environment of
anarchy by rational egoists. Modified-structuralism also incorporates and utilises the PD
game-theoretic conclusions concerning the importance of reciprocity and of the
‘shadow of the future.” However, as will be shown, by arguing that international regimes
may help enlarge the ‘shadow of the future,” identify the nature and extent of
responses and promote reciprocity, modified structuralism ‘provides a useful

supplement’ if not solution to some of the game-theoretic problems outlined above.5

563nidal, 1985b: 26. For a discussion of some recent (albeit somewhat inconclusive), game-theoretic
efforts to incorporate to an extent in their analysis some of these factors, see Kydd and Snidal, 1993,
Other problems of the game-theoretic approach are related to the fact that it assumes the existence
of two clear choices: cooperation and defection. In redlity though, ‘we should [perhaps] think not of a
dichotomy, but of a continuum’ (Jervis, 1988: 329). Also, ‘states often cd—operate in part and defect in
part” (Kydd and Snidal, 1993: 117). Furthermore, the issue of accurately detecting behavior is of extreme
importance, since ‘if defection cannot be reliably detected, the effect of present cooperation on
possible future reprisals will erode’ (Oye, 1985 16). Additional criticisms of the PD game-theoretic
approach exist, though inclusion of all of them would simply be impossible within the confines of this
chapter. See however Cohen, 1990: 276-78; Gowa, 1986; Jervis, 1988: 321, 324, 329 and 340; Snidal, 1985b:
50 and 53 and Wagner, 1983: 344. For a brief but excellent discussion of various other games utilised
by theorists within the functional approach to international regimes, see Hasenclever et al, 1997: 44-53.
Nevertheless, PD remains of central importance to functional logic and theory.

57 Axelrod, 1984: 137.

58Behr, 1981 299.

59Haggard and Simmons, 1987: 506.
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The functional approach to interational regimes also derives important lessons
from Mancur Olson’s analysis of the problem of collective actions® The problem both
assumes and stresses the rational selfishness of individuals, and is essentially a PD-like
problems$! According to Olson, it occurs when selfish but rational individuals, despite
their obvious interest, fail to participate in collective action aimed at obtaining certain
public goods.$2

For Olson, the size of the group that seeks to obtain certain public goods is of
central importqnce.63 He argues that in small groups

Each of the members, or at least one of them, will find that his personal gain
from having the collective good exceeds the total cost of providing some

amount of the collective good.[Thus] the good is provided, even if he has to
pay all of the cost himself.64

Olson calls these groups “privileged. %5 Given the incentives that such groups have to
cooperate, cooperation among them is both possible and likely, even in the absence

of hegemony.

6Osee Olson, 1965/1971.

Ssee Hardin, 1982 chapter 2, especially pages 25-30.

623ee Olson, 1965/1971 2. ‘Public goods are defined by two properties. jointness of supply and
impossibility of exclusion’ (Hardin, 1988 17; emphasis in the original). See also Kindleberger, 1981 243;
Olson, 1965/1971 14-6 and Snidal, 1985; 590-5.

83For a critique of the importance that Olson places on the size of groups see Hardin, 1982 chapter 3.
However, Hardin's criticisms are not entirely persuasive. For example, his illustration of an enormous
privileged group involves the case of billionaire Howard Hughes buying a TV station, in order to enjoy
late night western and aviation movies. Hardin points out that almost 260,000 people benefited from
this move, and hence all of them constitute a privileged group. See ibid: 42 Leaving aside the
extreme rarity of such an instance, it can be pointed out that this privileged group is clearly not
consistent with Olson’s definition of groups, namely ‘the kinds of organizations that are expected to
further the interests of their members’ (Olson, 1965/197t 6; emphasis in the original). Clearly, a potential
television audience that has not attempted to organise in any way, and almost certainly does not
even care about 300 AM. movies, does not fall under the definition of the groups that Olson
examines in his study.

640lson, 1965/1971 33-4.

63see ibid: 49-50.
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Exactly the opposite Icﬁg%b applies to very large groups, which Olson calls
‘latent66 They have substantial organisational problems and their members are
apathetic to whether any member does, or does not attempt to provide the collective
goods? QOlson argues that cooperation is poséible even among latent groups. What is
required is ‘an incentive that operates.rather selectively toward the individuals in the
group.®® Such an incentive could be the result of coe_rcion, in which case the analysis
is rather simple, in the sense that in essence the option of not cooperating is denied or
incurs an extreme cost. Perhaps more significantly, it may also be the result of
organisations offering important by-products of a private (i.e. non-collective), nature.s

Olson also presents a third category of groups, called intermediate in which no
one has an incentive to provide the public good by herself, but ‘which does not have
so many members that no one member will notice whether any other member is or is
not helping to provide the collective good. 7 Although there is uncertainty about
whether intermediate groups will be conducive to collective action, clearly Olson
considers them to be closer to the privileged ones.’!

The functional approach to international regimes leans from the logic of
collective action that when small or intermediate groups are involved, cooperation
among rational egoists is possible and likely even in the absence of hegemony.
Furthermore, in the case of latent groups, important incentives to cooperate may be
created through the provision of private goods. Adherents of the functional approach
point out that ‘international regimes frequently do the same thing. 72 In order to explain
how this conclusion is reached, the important connection of the functional approach

with microeconomic theory must be examined.

0bid: 50.

¢7see ibid.

%8Ibid: 51; emphasis in the original.
%93ee ibid: 139-41

Obid: 50.

see ibid: 57 and 134.

"X eohane, 1984: 77.
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Economists have contéfnplated about the likely effects of institutional
arrangements on economic efficiency. They have first of all pointed out that such
arrangements may range from being voluntary to being entirely imposed, usually by
governments.”3  Following these distinctions, functionalist theorists have applied the
language of supply and demand to international regimes. They accept the contention
of hegemonic stability theory that a hegemon may play an instrumental role in the
establishment or imposition of various international regimes’ To quote Vinod
Aggarwal: ‘the supply of regimes is affected by the presence or absence of a
hegemonic state7”> The functional approach though, emphasises that “fluctuations in
demand for international regimes are not taken into account by the theory [of
hegemonic stability]; thus it is necessarily incomplete.76

In order to demonstrate the reasons that may lead to the demand for
international regimes, the concept of externalities and the Coase theorem must be
examined. Externalities refer to

Some costs or revenues [that] are external to the decision-making unit.

Whenever these external costs and revenues exist it is possible that unaided
the market will not yield the most efficient result.”?

73see Davis and North, 197t 10-1L

T4according to hegemonic stability theory, ‘cooperation and a well-functioning world economy are
dependent on a certain kind of political structure, a structure characteristic by the dominance of a
single actor’ (Grunberg, 1990: 431). This single actor has been called a hegemon, a ‘stabilizer
(Kindleberger, 1973; 305) or a ‘leader’ (Kindleberger, 1976: 32). Proponents of hegemonic stability theory
disagree on who stands to gain the most in a hegemonic system. For the ‘malign” version of the
theory, see Haggard and Simmons, 1987: 502; Gilpin, 1975: 150-3; Gilpin, 1977; 55; Gilpin, 1981 144;
Kindleberger, 1976: 32 and Krasner, 1976: 322. For the ‘benign” version of the theory, see Kindleberger,
1976: 34; Snidal, 1985a: 582 and Stein, 1984: 358. For some empirical tests of the claims of hegemonic
stability theory, see Cowhey and Long, 1983; Gowa, 1984; Keohane, 1989c: 94; Krasner, 1976 335 and
McKeown, 1983.

Saggarwal, 1985: 21; emphasis added. See also Keohane, 1984; 49-51

76k eohane, 1983: 142; emphasis added.

Davis and North, 197t 15.
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Government intervention has often been advocated on the basis of being able to
confront and alleviate the negative impact of externdlities. In a celebrated article,
Ronald Coase argued that ‘direct governmental regulation will not necessarily give
better results from leaving the problem [of externalities] to be solved by the market or
the firm.78

Coase demonstrated that efficient cooperation is possible in the absence of

government intervention, despite the problems caused by externalities. Importantly,

Coase specified three crucial conditions for his conclusions to hold. These
were: a legal framework establishing liability for actions, presumably
supported by governmental authority; perfect information; and zero
transaction costs (including organization costs and the costs of making side-
payments). It is clear that none of these conditions is met in world
politics..Thus, an inversion of the Coase theorem would seem more
appropriate to our subject.”

Functional regime theorists argue that the conditions that are assumed by
Coase and that are absent from world politics can be provided, with various degrees
of success and efficiency, by international regimes. Subsequenily, a demand is
created for both their creation and maintenancef° Modified structuralists admit that
regimes are rather weak in establishing clear and enforceable frameworks of legal
liability. Nevertheless, regimes may still create "bits and pieces of law,” thus having at
least some positive effects!

International regimes may also affect fransaction costs by creating economies

of scale: ‘once a regime has been established, the marginal cost of dealing with each

"8Coase, 1960: 18. In doing so, Coase attacked the predominant pro-government intervention school that
was primarily influenced by the work of economist A. C. Pigou. For Coase’s discussion of Pigou’s
arguments see Coase, 1960:; 28-39. These pages dlso include a fascinating argument on the possible
existence and effects of a Pigovian oral tradition.

"9 eohane, 1984: 87; emphasis in the original.

80The following discussion is primarily based on Keohane 1983 and Keohane, 1984: chapter 6.

8K eohane, 1984: 88.
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additional issue will be lower ﬂ'{dn it would be without a regime.®2 Transaction costs
would be significantly reduced when the issue density in a regime, which refer[s] to the
number and importance of issues arising within a given policy areq,” is high#3
The fact that varibus agreements tend to be ‘nested” within regimes may also
affect transaction costs® This can occur
By making it easier or more difficult to link particular issues and to arrange
side-payments, giving someone something on one issue in return for help in

another. Clustering of issues under a regime facilitates side-payments among
these issues: more potential quids are available for the quo8

As regards the functions and value of information, economists have explained
that it is often costly and subject to increasing returns8¢ They have also pointed out
that

The lower the cost of information..the better the markets will operate.fand

that] it is likely that substantial profits are to be earned from increasing
information flows that reduce uncertainty.8’

The argument of the functional approach is that international regimes can
provide information at a lower cost, given the existence of economies of scale.
Furthermore, regimes may provide information concerning the reliability and reputation
of governments or actors

By providing standards of behavior against which performance can be
measured, by linking these standards to specific issues, and by providing

82K echane, 1984: 90. For a brief discussion concerning the concept of economies of scale, see Davis and
North, 1970: 12-4.

83keohane, 1983; 155.

84The concept of nesting was originally coined by Vinod Aggarwal. For an explanation and examples
see Aggarwdl, 1985; 27 and Keohane, 1984; 90.

85Keohane, 1984: 91 See also the discussion of “contextual issue-linkage” in Axelrod and Keohane, 1993: 101,

86See Davis and North, 197t 20-3.

87bid: 21

31



forums, often through international organizations, in which these evaluations
can be made 88

Hence, regimes will ‘effect the ability of governments to monitor others’
compliance and to implement their own commitments—hence their cbilit.y to make
credible commitments in the first place.8® Finally, institutionalist theory ‘anticipates
[that] the rules of institutions constrain the bargaining strategies of states and therefore
make their actions more predictable. ™

To summarise, according to the modified-structural approach, international
regimes may foster cooperation by performing certain important functions. Functional
regimes provide reliable information, monitor behavior and reputation, increase the
costs of violating agreements and help create an (admittedly imperfect), legal liability
framework. They also help enlarge the 'shadow of the future,” since their

Principles and rules.make govérnments concerned about precedents,

increasing the likelihood that they will attempt to punish defectors. In this
way, international regimes help to link the future with the present?!

Although regimes ‘do not substitute for reciprocity..they reinforce and
institutionalise it by identifying defection and by often ‘incorporating the norm of
reciprocity” in their rules? Also, by reducing transaction costs, producing economies
of scale and providing information, regimes may provide the kind of by-products that
foster cooperation among latent groups.

Turning very briefly to some of the more important criticisms of the functional
approach, James Rosenau has claimed that ‘if states accede to [regimes), their

compliance derives from autonomous acts and not from responses to control effects.?3

88Keohane, 1984: 94.

8% eohane, 1989a: 2

90Keohane and Nye, 1993 15. See also Keohane and Hoffmann, 1993: 397 and 399.
9Axelrod and Keohane, 1983: 94,

92pid: TIO.

SRosenau, 1986: 881
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This criticism may perhaps apply to a state’s accession to a regime. However, it
certainly fails to predict, or provide any sophisticated or useful analysis as to why states
may act in a specific way within a regime, following their accession.

OMeara’s has accused modified-structuralists for failing to transcend the
‘fraditional, state-centric, power-politics paradigm.®4 Despite the various other
problems of his criticisms, this observation is correct to the extent that both the
functional approach and the theory of institutionalism do not deny the central
importance of states in world politics.?®

The functiondlist approach has also been criticised for the ‘strong liberal bias
[that] operates in [it] 96 The extent and nature of the connection with liberalism will be
analysed in detail in the subsequent section examining institutionalist theory. Finally, it
must be stressed that the functional approach to international regimes neglects the
importance of domestic politics. This is.somewhat surprising, given their significance in
the account of events provided by modified-structural theoristsS” Helen Milner

suggests that this neglect is explained by

940'Meara, 1984: 256,

950'Meara has the tendency to use strong words in attacking modified-structural theorists. For example,
he regards Keohane's ‘analogy with microeconomics analysis” (ibid: 255) as ‘dubious’ (ibid.), though he
fails to explain precisely why. Furthermore, he derides ‘the ease with which a “straw man” Realist
position can be systematically constructed and subsequently destroyed’ (ibid: 251), and then proceeds
to do exactly that in the following pages. See ibid: 251-3. For example, he criticises the realist "belief
that states are the only actors in world politics (ibid: 251, emphasis added). However, any
sophisticated realist would cfgue that states are the most important actors and not the only ones.
O'Meard’s mistreatment of realism is important, because the crux of his criticism of the functionat
approach is that it fails to establish a radical and clear break with realist concepts and assumptions. It
should dlso be pointed out that Keohane eventually relaxes the unitary state-centric assumption,
through the introduction of concepts such as "bounded rationality’ and ‘myopic” and ‘farsighted” self-

interest. See Keohane, 1984: 67, 99 and 110-16.

9Haggard and Simmons, 1987: 508. See also Keohane, 1984: 10-11 and Rosenau, 1986; 891-3.
9For example, in discussing the failure of the US Senate to ratify the International Trade Organization
(ITO), Keohane asserts that ‘domestic politics constituted a crucial factor affecting this outcome’ (ibid:

140; emphasis added). See also ibid.' 144, 147 and 150; Keohane, 1993a: 35 and Milner, 1992, 481-95.
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Two reasons.the centrality of anarchy as the condition for differentiating
between domestic and international politics.[and] the use of game theory
with its assumption of unitary, rational actors.%8

The empirical testing that will be undertaken in this thesis will provide an evaluation of

the effects that the neglect of domestic politics has on of institutionalist theory.

C. Institutionalist Theory.

The central argument of the theory of institutionalism is that “variations in the
institutionalisation of world politics exert significant impacts on the behavior of
governments.® In making this claim, the theory comes close to identifying institutions
as an independent variable that helps explain the dependent variable of state action.
In order to substantiate this claim, institutionalism accepts and incorporates into its
analysis the previously presented modified-structural arguments concerning the
importance and functions of international regimes. They are applied to institutions in
general, which in addition to regimes may also include ‘formal intergovernmental or

cross—-national nongovernmental organizations [and]..conventions.’® These distinctions

More recently, Keohane has noted that ‘domestic politics is neglected by much game-theoretic
strategic analysis and by structural explanations of international regime change’ (Keohane, 1989d: 173),
and called for the ‘use [of] game theory [in a heuristic way] to analyze the “two-level games” linking
domestic and international politics, as Robert Putnam [in Putnam, 1988] has done’ (ibid.). He has also
admitted that ‘in seeking to account for the increase in the number of international regimes, the
contractuat theorist will not ignore the structure of world power or domestic politics” (Keohane, 1993a:
37). However, the fact remains that domestic politics are not, and in a sense can not be incorporated
in any significant, clear or sophisticated way into the functional analysis of international regimes, since
the theory focuses ‘on states as unified rational actors (Martin and Simmons, 1999: 98) whose
preferences and options are exogenously given and thus taken for granted.

9Milner, 1992 489; emphasis in the original.

9% eohane, 1989a: 2

100hid: 3-4; emphasis in the original.
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are not as clear in actudlity as this stylization might seem to imply.10! This observation
ought to be kept in mind, since the subsequent chapter will view EPC as dﬁ
international regime, albeit one with important intergovernmental aspects.

Institutionalist theory is often called neoliberal because of its connection with
classical liberal theories. This connection will prove to be rather weak, since
institutionalism rejects or ignores some important liberal assumptions and variants. As

regards liberalism,

There is no canonical description.What we tend to call /iberal resembles a
family portrait of principles and institutions, recognizable by certain
characteristics—for example, individual freedom, political participation,
private property and equality of opportunity—that most liberal states share,
although none has perfected them ail.102

The analysis and classification of the various political and economic liberal
characteristics has allowed the theoretical development of three closely related
variants of liberalism: commercial, republican and regulatory.103  Republican liberalism
is based on Kant's argument that republics (defined as polities in which the legislative
and executive branches of government are separate), are prone to peace.©

Institutionalism does not concentrate on republican liberalism, as this variant of

Olibid: 5.

102poyle, 1986: 1152; emphasis in the original. For a somewhat more assertive statement concerning the
principles, rights and institutions of liberalism, see Doyle, 1993; 173-4. ‘

1035ee Keohane, 1990: 175-82.

1045ee Kant, 1795/1983: 113. Given the many wars that democracies have fought (including colonial wars),
the argument of republican liberalism has now been quadlified to one that asserts that democracies do
not fight with each other. For a justification of this argument, see Doyle, 1986: 1156 and Appendix 2 and
Russett, 1993. For excellent critiques of this qualified argument, see Gowa, 1995; Laynard, 1994 and
Weede 1984. Kant's 1795 essay To Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch, is crucial to all variants of
liberalism. For an early examination of Kant's importance to international relations, see Waltz, 1962. For
an excellent discussion of Kant's seminal essay, see Doyle, 1986: 1155-63; Doyle 1993: 186-93 and Doyle,
1995: 94-100. For a more expansive reading of Kant that claims to differ from Doyle’s analysis, see

MacMillan, 1995.
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liberalism is essentially a ‘second image’ theory, which concentrates on domestic
politics.195 As will be analysed next, institutionalism is a "third image” theory.
Commercial liberalism argues that the spread of capitalism and free trade is

conducive to peace and cooperation among nations. To quote Montesquieu:

The natural effect of commerce is to lead to peace. Two nations that frade
with each other become reciprocally dependent; if one has an interest in
buying, the other has an interest in selling, and all unions are founded on
mutual needs.o¢

Regulatory liberalism emphasises the importance of rules and regulations in promoting
and fostering cooperation. It ‘argues that we have to specify the institutional features
of world politics before inferring expected patterns of behavior. 107
Institutionalism learns from liberal theories the importance of “tak[ing] political

processes seriously. 108 It accepts the liberal belief that progress in human affairs is
possible and indeed often desirable, ‘and takes notice of the potential beneficial
impact on cooperation and peace among nations of institutions, rules, and the spread
of capitalism. Ultimately, it creates a “sophisticated” or neo-version of liberalism, which
consists of

A synthesis of commercial and regulatory liberalism..[which] does not posit

that expanding commerce leads directly to peace but rather.[argues] that

conditions of economic openness can provide incentives for peaceful rather

than aggressive expansion. This is only likely to happen however, within the
framework of rules and institutions that promote and guarantee openness.!09

1055ee Keohane, 1990: 177. Theories usually tend to look for explanations “within man, within the structure
of the separate states, [and] within the system.These three estimates of cause.[are] referred to as
images of international relations, numbered in the order given, with each image defined according to
where one locates the nexus of important causes’ (Waltz, 1959: 12). See also Powell, 1994: 315.

105Montesquieu, 1748/1989: 338. For an incisive analysis of the importance of commerce in the political
philosophy of Montesquieu, see Pangle, 1973: chapter 7. For further elaboration of the argument
connecting commerce and peace, see Schumpeter 1959: 69; cited in Fukuyama, 1992 260.

107K eohane, 1990: 181

1O8|bid: 175.

109%bid: 183.
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This version of liberalism emphatically rejects liberal utopianism and
unmitigated optimism, according to which a harmony of interests exists between
states.!10 Finally, institutionalism is not concerned with individual liberty. Institutionalist
liberalism is

An emasculated liberalism, shorn of its normative concerns with the liberty
and well-being of individuals, focusing on economic variables, using the
utilitarian discourses and theories of liberal economics, and making states the
agents in international relations.Liberalism’s goals of individual emancipation

and personal development, the ethical values that are central to liberalism,
disappear.t1!

It can be concluded that the connection of institutionalism with some of the
major assumptions and variants of liberalism is weak, and in some cases non-existent.
Institutionalism ignores republican liberalism and concerns about individual liberty. It
rejects the existence of a harmony of interests, and unlike classical liberalism, is only
guardedly optimistic. Nevertheless, a connection between liberalism and institutionalism
does exist, given the latter's acceptance of a synthesis of commercial and regulatory

liberalism. Subsequently, the theory of institutionalism can be referred to as neoliberal 2

T0See Carr, 1939/1964: 24-5.

M ong, 1995: 496.

T2sybsequently, the theory of institutionalism can perhaps be referred to as neoliberal. ‘Keohane
[however,].has [recently—see Keohane and Martin, 1995] withdrawn the term neoliberal from the self-
description of his theory and now prefers merely “institutionatism™ (Long, 1995: 494). This approach will
be followed in this thesis. It is also interesting to note that Moravcsick, 1997 approves of such an
approach, bur argues that institutionalism can not be termed neoliberal because ‘it has little in
common with liberal theory.[since] most of the analytic assumptions and basic causal variables by
institutionalist theory are more realist than liberal’ (ibid: 536). This is a correct assessment, but the fact
that institutionalist theory has an (admittedly weak) connection with liberalism remains; and although
institutionalism is not a clear-cut fully fledged liberal theory, to ignore this connection allows the risk of

diminishing the scope and potential explanatory power of the theory of institutionalism.
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Turning to another aspéé:f of institutionalism, it must be pointed out that it
presumes "that states are the principal actors in world politics and that 1héy behave on
the basis of their conceptions of their own self-interest’113 The existence of anarchy is
also accepted, though institutionalism cavtions that ‘while anarchy is an important
condition in world politics it is not the only one..An exclusive focus on anarchy may be
overly reductionist114 Not surprisingly, the effects of anarchy are mitigated by the
effects of institutions: to understand world politics, we need to know about institutions,
not merely about the existence of ‘anarchy’ defined as the lack of common
government.115

Institutionalism is a systemic theory, in which

The actors” characteristics are given by assumption, rather than treated as
variables; changes in outcomes are explained not on the basis of variations

in these actor characteristics, but on the basis of changes in the attributes of
the system itself.116

Finally the conditional nature of institutionalism must be stressed. In order to
claim relevance, it demands that two conditions be satisfied. First, that ‘actors..have
some mutual interests; 117 and secondly that ‘institutionalisation [be] a variable rather
than a constant in world politics. 18 The latter condition is important in order to make
any meaningful comparisons and evaluations. It also implies (as would had been
logically expected), that the presence of at least one institution is essential for the

application of institutionatist theory.

WKeohane, 1993b: 271 See also Keohane, 1984: 29 and 63.

T4Milnrer, 1993: 167.

5k eohane, 1989 1L

Tk eohane, 1983: 143. See also Keohane, 1984: 29 and Keohane, 1989b: 40-1 Subsequently, it comes as no
surprise that the neoredlist emphasis on the importance of the constraints imposed by the structure of
the international system is appreciated. See Keohane, 1984: 25.

Wibid: 2. See also Keohane, 1984: 6, 9 and 79; Keohane 1993b: 275 and Krasner, 1983a: 8.

8k eohane, 1989a: 3.
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Despite its explicit condiﬁonality, critics have claimed that institutionalism
overestimates the role played by institutions, and ultimately fails to present an
accurate understanding and explanation of the process of cooperation in international
relations.!19 The reason is primarily related to what is considered to be the erroneou‘;s
and misleading institutionalist assumption that ‘the preferences of actors in world
politics are based on their assessments of their own welfare, not that of others 120
Critics charge that states are actually constantly preoccupied with concerns over the
relative distribution of gains. According to such an understanding, anarchy means more
than just the absence of common government. It also means that states operate in an
environment that can never offer permanent reassurance or security.!21

The ultimate result of anarchy is that ‘relative gain is more important than
absolute gain122 Hence ‘the fundamental goal of states is to prevent others from
achieving advances in their relative capabilities. 123 Failure to do so may lead to the
curtailment of a state’s independence, or even to its enslavement or destruction.
Awareness of such a possibility

Generatels] a relative-gains problem for cooperation: a state will decline to
join, will leave, or will sharply limit its commitment to a cooperative

arrangement if it believes that gaps in otherwise mutually positive gains favor
partners.!24

Stephen Krasner in addition has highlighted the importance of distributional
gains. In an essay examining global communications, he explains that the

establishment of international regimes in this issue area would be Pareto optimal for all

PSee Grieco, 1990; Grieco 1993a; Grieco 1993b; Krasner 1993 and Mearsheimer, 1995.

20Keohane, 1984 66.

210n anarchy, see also Rousseau 1917: 78-9; cited in Waltz, 1959: 180. Anarchy should not be confused
‘with complete disorder’ (Wight, 1979/1986: 105).

22waltz, 1959 198; cited in Powell, 1993: 209. See also Gilpin, 1975: 35.

23Grieco, 1993a: 127; original in emphasis. For an excellent analysis of Grieco’s approach to infernational
regimes, see Hasenclever et al, 1997 13-25.

24Grieco, 1990: 10.
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participants.25  In this case, the problem would be one of coordination and not
collaboration, and the Battle of the Sexes a more relevant theoretical game. Thus,
Krasner concludes that

There are.many points along the Pareto frontier. the nature of institutional

arrangements is better explained by the distribution of national power
capabilities than by efforts to solve problems of market failure.!26

Keohaﬁe concedes that he made ‘a major mistake by underemphasizing
distributive issues and the complexities they create for international cooperation.™?
Nevertheless, the criticisms concerning the institutionalist neglect of the importance of
relative gains are hotly contested. Keohane maintains that whether relative gains are
important is not a matter of dogma, but is conditional on the opportunity and incentive
to use them against others.™ The validity of these opposing claims concerning the
significance of relative gains will be evaluated in subsequent chapters.

To conclude, the theory of institutionalism follows the logic of the functional
approach to international regimes, and argues that institutions may have an important
impact on state behavior. It neglects domestic politics, considers rational egoistic

states to be the most important actors in world politics and accepts the existence of

2% rasner, 1993,

26bid: 235. On collaboration and coordination, see Hasenclever et al, 1997: 48, Martin and Simmons, 1999:
104 and Snidal, 1985¢. On the Battle of the Sexes, see Krasner, 1993: 237-9. For an analysis of Krasner's
cpprodch to regimes theory, see Hasenclever et al, 1997: 104-13.

27K eohane, 1993b: 292 For an interesting argument, attempting to explain that Keohane's and Krasner's
analyses complement each other, see Powell, 1994: 340.

28 eohane, 1993b: 283. Some empirical studies on the importance of relative gains have been conducted.
For example, Keohane cites as evidence for his position an examination of US actions towards
Japanese industrial policy. See Mastanduno, 1993. The study concluded that relative gains do matter
significantly, but not unconditionally” (ibid: 251; cited in Keohane, 1993b: 281). In addition to concerns
about relative gains, Mastanduno identifies as important factors ideology. the institutional setting and
the ability to mobilise members of the US Congress. See Mastanduno, 1993; 261-3. For a different

reading of Mastanduno’s study, see Grieco, 1993b: 315-6.
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anarchy. The theory has a soméwhat benign view of the consequences of anarchy,
and claims that concerns about the relative distribuﬁdh of gains are conditional.

Institutionalism has an affinity with liberalism, since it appreciates the potential
importance of processés, rules, institutions and free tfrade. The connection though is
rather weak, since the theory rejects liberalism’s optimism, as well as the existence of
any harmony of interests among states. It also ignores republican liberalism and
concerns about individual liberties.

Finally, institutionalism is a conditional theory which (most importantly), requires
the existence of some mutual interests among actors When its conditionality is
satisfied, it claims to have considerable theoretical relevance. This claim will be
evaluated on the basis of this thesis’ case-study. However, before any empirical
testing is undertaken, Chapter 2 will present EPC as an international regime, according

to the definition that was adopted.
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CHAPTER 2

EPC AS AN INTERNATIONAL REGIME

The European Community is condemned to be, at best a success in the economic realm, but a fiasco in
“high politics.”

-Stanley Hoffmann, Obstinate or Obsolete? The Fate of the Nation State and the Case of Western
Europe, 1968.

A. The Road to EPC.
Attempts for European cooperation in the field of "high politics’ have a long
and interesting history. In the early 1950’s,
Because of the outbreak of the Korean War, the American government
feared that its military resources might become overstrained, and it
demanded that Germany be permitted to rearm in order to strengthen the

western military posture in Europe.Unable to resist the request of their
powerful ally, the French suggested an integrated army.129

The army was to be controlled by a European Ministry of Defence, in order to
keep fears of a rearmed Germany to a minimum.!130  This plan culminated with the
signing of the European Defence Community (EDC) Treaty in May 1952. However, it
was never implemented, since it failed to win ratification by the French Parliament.
General de Gaulle and his supporters abhorred its supranational elements, while French
communists denounced it as being anti-Soviet. Thus, a remarkable Gaullist and Stalinist
alliance halted in late August 1954 the effort to create integrated European defence

policies, and also fatally weakened the ambitious attempt to create a European

29Gilbert, 1970/1984: 415. See also Cardozo, 1987: 50-1 and Jopp, 1997: 153,
WOsee Urwin, 199t 63,
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Political Community.!3! Pursued during the years of 1962-54, the latter was intended ‘to
embrace such highly sensitive areas of national sovereignty as foreign policy, defence
and the establishment of a common market.!32

The failure of these European integrative efforts was mitigated to an extent, by
a British proposal for the creation of a Western European Union (WEU) which would
allow for the discussion of security issues. The WEU was intended to operate among
strict intergovernmental lines, since unanimity was to be required for the taking of any
decision. Until the 1980's though, the WEU did not play any particularly important role,
since security affairs were almost exclusively discussed within the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation (NATO).133

The next major effort for a common European foreign policy was carried out
by France between 1960 and 1962, What became known as the Fouchet Plan proposed
procedures and institutions that would lead to the coordination of the foreign policies
of the EC member states.®¥ The plan was consistent with de Gaulle’s aim to create “a
European Europe,” less bound to the United States.[and] able to defend its own
interests. 135 However, fear that this initiative would undermine NATO and the drive
towards a closer and more integrated Europe, as well as de Gaulle’s hardening stance
during the final stages of negotiations, led to the ultimate failure of the Fouchet Plan.

These failures generated considerable pessimism. Nevertheless, the members
of the European Community (EC) managed to successfully launch a new foreign policy

cooperative effort. This was achieved with the 1970 Luxembourg Report that

Bisee Cardozo, 1987: 71. ‘The European Political Community was.to be.nothing less than the beginning of a
comprehensive federation to which the [European Coal and Steel Community] and EDC would be
subordinated. The draft Treaty of the Political Community, with 117 articles, was presented on 10 March
1953 (Urwin, 199t 64). For an excellent and comprehensive account of the European Political
Community project, see Cardozo, 1987.

B2hid: 49.

B3The existence of NATO and of a separate European security organisation, partly explains why all
aspects of security issues were completely absent from EPC's scope for a significant period of time.

B4ror a detailed account of the proposals and negotiations of the Fouchet Plan, see Gerbet, 1987.

B9bid: 108.
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established European Political Céoperaﬁon.‘“ EPC was further developed by the 1973
Copenhagen Report, the 1981 London Report, and the 1986 Single European Act (SEA).
More recently, the Treaty on European Union (TEU) transformed EPC not least by
changing i.'rs name: it declared (almost certainly too optimistically), that ‘a common
foreign and security policy [CFSP] is hereby established. 137 This chapter though will not
include any discussion of the TEU's CFSP provisions, or. any subsequent developments,
since the events that will be covered in this thesis took place before the Treaty came
into effect.

During its existence, EPC made numerous contributions (with different degrees
of importance), to various international events and issues® It also developed an
elaborate  structure, which was ‘less than supranational, but more than
intergovernmental. 40 It will be the purpose of this chapter to demonstrate how EPC
can be viewed as an international regime on the basis of the definition that was
adopted in Chapter 1. In order to achieve this, EPC’s principles, norms, rules and
decision-making procedures will be presented. Furthermore, its scope and
organisational form will be discussed, thus allowing for EPC’s more comprehensive

understanding.

B6The Luxembourg Report is also referred as the Davignon Report, after the name of its author.

B7Title V. Article J. The TEU is commonly referred to as the Maastricht Treaty.

138The TEU came into force on 1 November 1993. For an excellent account of its ratification problems, see
Duff 1994,

¥9This chapter will not include an analysis of EPC’s record on major international events. For the best
general account of this record, see Nuttall 1992a. For other excellent, though less extensive and
comprehensive accounts, see Hill 1992; Nuttall 1988 and Wallace, 1983. For an analysis of EPC’s actions
towards the Yugoslav War, see Salmon 1992 and Tziampiris 19922 For EPC and the Middle East, see
Ifestos, 1987. An excellent account of EPC actions towards South Africa is contained in Holland, 1995.
Martin, 1995 and Stavridis and Hill, 1997 cover EPC’s responses to the Falklands War, while Salmon, 1992
covers EPC’s reactions to the Gulf War.

U0wessels, 1982 15; cited in Ifestos, 1987: 209. Hence, it is perhaps not surprising that EPC has caused
considerable theoretical confusion and controversy. For the plethora of theoretical approaches that

have been applied to EPC, see Holland, 1991 and Wessels, 1988.
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It is also important to claﬁfy that there will be no explicit or implicit argument
that the concept of international regimes should be applied to the EC as a whble.
Such an application would almost certainly

Underestimate the significance and influence of the EC’s legal framework
and the normally high rate of national compliance with frequently detailed
Community legislation, especially when political attention is concentrated on

an area like monetary policy where the degree of commitment to common
policy-making is variable.!41

The Community is probably ‘even more than [a regime], owing to the historical
circumstances in which it was created, the particularity [and complexity] of its
structures and its evolutionary character.142 However, the application of the concept of
international regimes to the “sectoral level of foreign policy cooperation will prove to

have certain important advantages.!43

B. Principles.

Principles, defined as ‘beliefs of fact, causation and rectitude” play a crucial
role in the operation of EPC.1%4 Perhaps the most basic principle is that of ‘parallelism
between accession to the Communities and participation in [EPC.J5 Full participation in
EPC requires first that a state be admitted to the European Community. EPC also
operates on the principle that no military confrontation of any kind is conceivable
among member states. As a result, it can be argued that EPC members constitute a

pluralistic security community. According to Karl Deutsch, such a community is one

“iwebb, 1983; 36.

U2ifestos, 1987: 58. See also Ginsberg, 1989 12; Wallace, 1983 409-10 and Wessels, 1991 73-4. For attempts
to view the European Community as a regime, see Hoffmann, 1982 and especially Moravcsik, 1994.

U3webb, 1983: 36.

Wdgrasner, 1983ar 2

USNuttall, 1992a: 43. See also Dehousse and Weiler, 199t 136 and Nuttall, 1992a: 260.
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‘within which the expectation of wgrfcre has been abolished, together with all specific
preparations for it.146
Another important principle is connected to the realisation that the international

role of Europe is not commensurate to its capabilities¥” To quote the Preamble of the

London Report:

[The Foreign Ministers of the Member States of the European Community] note
that, in spite of what has been achieved, the Ten are still far from playing a
role in the world appropriate to their combined influence. It is their
conviction that the Ten should seek increasingly to shape events and not
merely to react to them.48

The role of Europe would be substantially strengthened if politics of scale could

be achieved.

Politics of scale refers to the benefits of collective over unilateral action in
the conduct of civilian foreign policy. Politics of scale enables members to
conduct joint foreign policy actions at lower costs and risks than when they
act on their own. Members generally perceive that they carry more weight in
certain areas when they act together as a bloc than when they act

separately.!49

For such politics of scale to be utilised, EPC members must manage to act on the
principle of solidarity, which would guarantee cooperation®° If solidarity in all

instances was achieved, a more important role in world affairs would almost certainly

ensue.

U6peutsch, 1979 180. See also Deutsch, 1968/1978: 244-5.

WReferences to Europe” will refer to the states constituting the European Community.

483ee also the Preamble of the SEA and Ifestos, 1987: 125 and 150.

W9Ginsberg, 1989 3.

150The connection between politics of scale and the principle of solidarity is also made by Christopher
Hill (see Hiil, 1992 122). Hill states that “the Twelve are concerned to exploit the economy of scale
avaiiabie to them’ (ibid,; emphasis added). Although he does not use Ginsberg’s term of politics of

scale, the meaning is essentially the same.
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The importance of the principle of solidarity is recognised in the Luxembourg
Report, which calls for member states “to increase their solidarity by working for a
harmonisation of views, concertation of attitudes and joint action when it appears
feasible and desirable. 15! Similar calls are also made in the Copenhagen Report, the
London Report as well as in the SEA.152

EPC also operates on the principle of consultation, which is mentioned in all of
the documents that have led to EPC’s development. According to the Copenhagen
Report:

Governments will consult each other on all important foreign policy questions
and will work out priorities, observing the following criteria:

(i) the purpose of consultation is to seek common policies on practical
problems;

(i) the subjects dealt with must concern European interests whether in Europe
itself or elsewhere where the adoption of a common position is necessary or
desirable.

On these questions each state undertakes as a general rule not to take up

final positions without prior consultation with its partners within the framework
of the political cooperation machinery.!53

The SEA dalso states that ‘The High Contracting Parties undertake to inform and consult
each other on any foreign policy matters of general interest. 154

It has been claimed that the principle of consultation, aided by the
development of a telex system (COREU), has led to the creation of a ‘communaute
d'information.”’155 EPC members provide to each other reliable and constant
information on the positions that they are adopting on various issues. “Surprises” are

[thus] minimised, and it is quite possible that a socidlisation effect on all participants

Bipart Two. L b.

1%2See Part L i of the Copenhagen Report, the Preamble of the London Report and the Preamble of the
SEA.

B3part IL 11; cited in Holland, 1995: 21

BaTitle Il Article 30.2 a.

B5Regelsberger, 1988: 34. The number of COREUs sent during the years 1985-6 and 1990-4 can be found
in Regelsberger, 1997. 8. More specifically, in 1991 10,184 COREUs were sent, while for the year 1992, the

number was 1,394, See ibid.
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has been created.!56 The success of the consultation principle though, does not
necessarily mean that common positions are actually adopted.
In the operation of EPC importance is also placed on the principle of

confidentiality. This is clearly expressed in the London Report:

The success of the process of Political Cooperation depends to a large

degree on its confidentiality; certain particularly delicate matters need to be

handled in a way which guarantees that the required level of confidentiality

is maintained. In such cases, papers will be fransmitted to the" Foreign

Ministries via Embassies, and distributed within Foreign Ministries by the
European Correspondent.157

Certain problems arise from the enforcement of this principle, given the right of the

European Parliament (EP) to submit questions pertaining to EPC matters.

C. Norms.

Norms ‘are standards of behaviour defined in [relatively general] terms of rights
and obligations.® EPC’s fundamental and defining norm is that of ‘diluted
intergovernmentalism, which is sustained by the fact that states are the most important
actors, having reserved for themselves crucial rights and privileges. However, states
have also accepted certain obligations towards the Commission and the European
Parliament. As a result, EPC's intergovernmentalism is “diluted” and not as strict as some
had envisioned originally. This section will present in general terms this norm, while the
specific ways in which it operates will be demonstrated in the section devoted to EPC’s
rules. This analysis will also permit the fuller understanding of the actions of EPC's
intergovernmental bodies, as well as of the EP and the Commission, that will be

witnessed in the following chapters.

186See Nuttall, 1992a: 312 See also Ohrgaard, 1997 18-20.
157 Article 6; cited in Ifestos, 1987: 239.

S8Krasner, 1983a: 2. The point that concerns the generality of norms is taken from Keohane, 1984 58,
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The central role and impoﬁam‘ rights exercised by the member states is evident
in all EPC documents. The 1970 Luxembourg Report assigns the major responsibility for
seeking cooperation to the intergovernmental Council of Foreign Ministers, which since
then has constantly played a significant role in EPC affairs®® The Report also created
the intergovernmental Political Committee, with responsibilities for preparing Ministerial
meetings.

The Luxembourg Report did not impose any stringent requirements on EPC
members. For example, they had to ‘ensure greater mutual understanding with regard
to the major issues of international politics” or ‘increase their solidarity by working for a
harmonisation of views.160 Ifestos correctly observes that the Report contains no
‘definite obligation [or] commitment to agree or to comply with any issue where views
appear to converge.l6l  The same applies to the subsequent Copenhagen Report,
which also upgraded the role of the intergovernmental Presidency.2 Assumed every
six months by one of the member states, the Presidency was made responsible for
initiating and coordinating EPC actions.!63

During the Paris Summit meeting of 1974, the European Council was established.
An additional intergovernmental body comprised by the Heads of Government of the
member states, it stands at the apex of EPC. The rationale behind its creation is stated
in the Paris communique:

Recognising the need for an overall approach to the internal problems
involved in achieving European unity and the external problems facing
Europe, the Heads of Government consider it essential to ensure progress and

overall consistency in the activities of the Communities and in the work on
political cooperation.164

¥9part Two. I The Council of Foreign Ministers is also referred to as the General Council.

%Opart Two. L a. and Part Two. L b; emphasis added.

WBlifestos, 1987: 154,

2The Presidency is only briefly mentioned in the Luxembourg Report that limits its responsibilities to
consultation and information. See Part Two. IL ¢; Part Two. IL 1 and Part Three. 4.

183part IL 8. The rotation of the Presidency takes place according to the alphabetical order of the names
of the member states. For an example of how this operates, see Hill, 1992 115.

B4Cited in Nugent, 1989/1991: 194,
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.T"he 1981 London Report created the intergovernmental Troika, consisting of the
previous, current and subsequent holders of the Presidency, and also retained to a
large extent the rights enjoyed by member states.!65 In the same spirit, the 1986 SEA
reveadlingly states that: 'The High Contracting Parties, being members of the European
Communities, shall endeavour jointly to formulate and implement a European foreign
policy.166 |t also

Makes it abundantly clear that the member states have not renounced the
sovereign right of determining their own foreign policy—which is exactly the

difference between merely cooperating and, on the other hand, building an
effective common policy.167

Thus, it can safely be concluded that in accordance with EPC's norm of
“diluted” intergovernmentalism, member states have important rights. They are entitled
to hold the Presidency and participate in the European Council, the Council of Ministers
and the Troika. In addition, the operation of EPC is based on the rule of consensus:
states have the right to veto any decision that they oppose. Subsequently, it is not
surprising that they have accepted no obligation to actually reach common positions
or participate in common actions. 18

Nevertheless, member states have accepted some obligations. Their
acceptance is partly related to the failed attempts to maintain an absolute form of
intergovernmentalism for EPC. An interesting episode reveals the flawed logic behind
such attempts® On 23 July 1973, the Foreign Ministers met in Copenhagen for EPC

business, and then flew to Brussels in order to discuss EC matters on the very same day.

¥5s5ee Article 10.

166Title Il Article 30. 1; emphasis added. The use of the words "High Contracting Parties’ implies the
intergovernmental nature of the SEA’s EPC provisions.

BTTerme, 1992 276.

18However, member states clearly recognise that common positions and actions would confer benefits
to them. On this point, see the discussion of the principle of solidarity in this chapter.

19For additional accounts of this episode, see Ifestos, 1987. 172 and Nuttall, 1992a: 75.
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This took place because of the Ffench desire to emphasise the distinction between the
somewhat supranational Community and the stricﬂ; intergovernmental EPC. The French
action backfired, and made evident that some degree of reform was necessary. It
primarily took the form of member states granting responsibilities and assuming
obligations towards the European Parliament and the Commission. The subsequent
brief discussion of their powers will not only allow a comprehensive understanding of
EPC's norm of ‘diluted’ intergovernmentalism, but also explain the reasons that
permitted their actions that will be presented and analysed in this thesis.

Significantly, since 1979 the European Parliament has been the only
democratically directly elected Community body. Possibly recognising the importance
of this fact, EPC’s members have accepted the obligation to provide the EP with
information concerning EPC affairs. The occasions and ways in which such information
is provided, have both increased and improved since the Luxembourg Report. The SEA
expressly recognised the obligation that the EP be informed, stated that the EP is
closely associated with European Political Cooperation,” and noted that it's “views..are
duly taken into consideration.70

In practice, the EP's role in EPC affairs has been rather limited. It has
consistently complained about the vague and poor quality of information that it has
received. To an extent, this is the result of the fact that foreign policy actions often
require a degree of confidentiality. The accurate provision of information has also
been hampered by the fear that it could show the divergences among member states
[thus embarrassing them and] prevent[ing] the adoption of more substantial positions. ™

Ultimately though, it has probably been the EP’s relative lack of any substantial powers

OTitle IL Article 30. 4; emphasis added.
ViNuttall, 1992b: 59. For further discussion of the problems that arise the process of informing the

European Parliament, see de Schoutheete, 1988: 81
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over foreign policy matters that has allowed member states to limit the quality and
extent of obligations towards it.72

Unlike the EP, the Commission has succeeded in obtaining more important rights
in EPC affairs. Having ‘always been more than an observer in political cooperation but
less than a full participant,” the Commission lacks any voting rights but participates in
all EPC proceedings, is generally consulted, and helps ensure consistency between
Community and EPC actions!’”® The Commission though was not granted this
enhanced role immediately. The Luxembourg Report devoted merely one sentence to
it, noting that it ‘will be consulted if the activities of the European Communities are
affected by the work of the Ministers; 174 and it would be the latter who would decide
when such instances arose. Furthermore, it should be added that the limited right of
consultation did not necessarily guarantee for the Commission any substantial
influence in EPC affairs.

The Copenhagen Report expressed the desire that consultation with the
Commission should continuel?’S Interestingly, the annex of the report specifically
mentioned examples of consultation that were related with the Commission’s
participation in Ministerial meetings, as well as in discussions of economic issues related
to the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). The latter reference
reflected its important contribution to the process in which it had proved that it could
offer valuable assistance based on its substantial technical expertise on economic
affairs.’é¢ The same proved to be the case with the Euro-Arab dialogue of the early

1970°s.177

721t is noteworthy that the SEA required the assent of the Parlioment for the accession of new members,
and the conclusion of association agreements.

73Nuttall, 1988: 104.

74part Two. V; emphasis added.

TSpart L 12 i.

7éFor an excellent account of the Commission’s involvement with CSCE, see Nuttall, 1992a 58, 110-11 and
Nuttall, 1994a: 289-91.

77see Nuttall, 1992a: 97-100.
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The successful involverﬁent of the Commission in these instances was
acknowledged and in a sense rewarded in the 1981 London Report, which stated that
‘within the framework of the established rules and procedures the Ten attach
importance to the Commission of the European Communities being fully associated
with political cooperation, at all levels.’178 The full participation of the Commission in
EPC proceedings was retained in the SEA, though it did not grant it ‘any of the powers
of initiative, execution, and control which it possessed on Community issues.7®

As a Treaty, the SEA probably created legally binding obligations for the
member states, and thus decreased the extent of their rightsBO Also, the Commission’s
and the EP’s rights were given a legal basis for the first time. However, the legal
obligations and implications of the SEA should not be overestimated, since it was
specifically mentioned that the European Court of Justice (ECJ) would not have any
jurisdiction over EPC proceedings; and no enforcement mechanisms were provided, in

cases of member state non-compliance®

C. Rules.
Rules in international regimes ‘are difficult to distinguish from..norms; at the
margin they merge into one another. Rules are however, more specific.”182 Hence, this

section will concentrate on the “specific prescriptions or proscriptions for action” that

78Article 12; emphasis added.

790hrgaard, 1997: 1. The Commission was also given (together with the Presidency), the right and
responsibility of ensuring consistency in EPC and Community affairs. See Title Il Article 30. 5. The
relevant article in the SEA dlso stated that the Presidency and the Commission were to act ‘within
[their] own sphere of competence’ (ibid.). “This proviso was introduced at the request of Denmark to
make it clear that the Commission did not hereby acquire any new powers in EPC” (Nuttall, 1994a: 293).
For further analysis of consistency as it appears in the SEA, see Lak, 1992 48-51 and Wessels, 1991 153-4.

BOFor a persuasive argument of why the SEA created legally binding obligations for the member states,
see Dehouse and Weiler, 1991 128-31.

Bisee Title IV. Article 31

182 eohane, 1984: 58; emphasis added.
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dllow and determine the 6peration of EPC’s defining norm of ‘diluted
intergovernmentalism.!83 |

The important rights in EPC that are enjoyed by member states ultimately
depend on specific rules that govern the operation of the European Council, the
Presidency, the Troika and the Council of Ministers. The most important rule is that of
consensus. member states have the right to veto any EPC decision. This obviously
affects the efficiency of EPC, although it has been argued that ‘EPC policies [manage
to] follow the median line, not the lowest corﬁmon denominator.184  Whether this is
actually the case will be discussed in the final chapter.

In addition to the fundamental rule of consensus, there are rules that govern the
frequency of meetings for the Council of Ministers and the European Council. The
latter, according to the 1974 Paris communique meets ‘three times a year, and,
whenever necessary, in the Council of the Communities and in the context of political
cooperation.!85 As regards the Council of Foreign Ministers, the Luxembourg Report
specified that it would meet twice annually.!® This was increased to four times a year
in the Copenhagen Report, while the SEA redlistically stated that the body should
convene ‘at least four times a year within the framework of European Political
Cooperation.'187

Rules governing the operation of the Presidency are somewhat more
complicated. The major rule arranges the holding of the Presidency by a member
state every six months. Further rules ensure that the holder of the Presidency is in a
position to exercise considerable influence in EPC proceedings. Importantly, ‘each step
in the development of political cooperation has been marked by an increase in

powers and responsibilities for the Presidency.188 The Luxembourg Report included

83 rasner, 1983 2

BaNuttall, 1992a: 314.

85Cited in Nugent, 1989/1991: 194,

B6see Part Two. L 1 a.

87see Part IL 1 of the Copenhagen Report and Title Il Article 30. 3.a of the SEA.
B8De Scoutheete, 1988: 75.
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rules that gave it the power to-convene meetings of the Foreign Ministers and the
political committee, organise consultations for crisis meetings, inform the EP} and
provide information to possible applicant states.?

The Copenhagen Report enhanced the role of the Presidency by adding the
rule that it would also be in charge of the implementation ‘on a collegiate basis™ of
“‘conclusions adopted at meetings of Ministers and of the Political Committee,” while the
London Report inserted rules that made the Presidency responsible for inforniing the
press and coordinating activities with the Community.1% The SEA gave the Presidency
the right to initiate EPC actions, and made it responsible for ‘the management of
Political Cooperation, and in particular for drawing up the timetable of meetings and
for convening and organising meetings. 19! Thus, it becomes clear that through rutes
that greatly allow the setting of EPC’s agenda, the initiation of actions, the convening
of meetings, as well as responsibility for the implementation of EPC decisions, the
periodic holding of the Presidency substantially increases the rights of EPC member
states.

Specific rules also determine the extent and nature of the obligation of the
member states to provide the EP with information concerning EPC affairs. In the
Luxembourg Report it was agreed to inform the EP in bi-annual informal sessions.192 The
subsequent Copenhagen Report increased somewhat these obligations, deciding that
four colloquies were to be held each year, ‘at which the Ministers would meet with
Members of the Political Committee of the European Parliament. 193 Furthermore, the
Foreign Minister holding the Presidency would submit an annual report dealing with EPC

affairs.194 The London Report acknowledged the democratic legitimacy of the directly

B9See the following sections of the Luxembourg Report: Part Two. L 1 @; Part Two. LL 1 ¢; Part Two. IlL T; Part
Three. 4, Part Four a.

Y¥Opqrt IL 8. i of the Copenhagen Report and Articles 1and 12 of the London Report.

Biitle IL Article 30. b.

¥2See Part 2. VL

®3part I 10.

¥ibid.
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elected EP, and stated that 'the Ten envisage the possibility of more frequent
reference to resolutions adopted by Parliament. 195 It is obvious though, that no such
specific commitment was undertaken. More significantly though, the member states did
decide to infroduce informal meetings between the Council of Ministers and the EP. In
the 1983 Solemn Declaration on European Union, EPC’s members also ‘undertook to
respond to oral or written questions..but also to “resolutions concerning matters of major
importance and general concern.”19  Finally, the SEA obliged the Presidency to
regularly inform the European Parliament” and the member states to take under
consideration the positions of the EP.197

As regards the Commission, certain rules guarantee its role as an important EPC
participant, which is also responsible for ensuring consistency with Community actions.
Perhaps the most significant rules are the ones that allow the presence and
participation of Commission representatives in all EPC meetings. When the European
Council is convened, the Commission is represented by its President. The Commission
also receives all COREUs and can send its own. Its presence in the Troika is of
particular importance, since given the Troikd's rotating system "‘the Commission is the
only permanent dialogue partner on the European side. 198 Consultation of member
states with the Commission also extends to their foreign representations and
international organisations.”?

The Commission’s importance and mission to ensure consistency are also
enhanced by rules that allow it to draft the preliminary version of the Community
Budget. In addition, it is the Commission that is “solely responsible for the execution of

the Budget200 Furthermore, its competence over the Community’s commercial policy,

95 Article Ti; emphasis added.

W6Nuttall, 1992a: 190.

YTitle IL Article 30. 4.

W8Nuttall, 1992b: 64.

199See SEA. Title IL Article 30. 9. The Commission has more than 100 diplomatic representations around
the world. See Regelsberger, 1991 171

200Nuttall, 1994a: 292
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based on Article T3 of the Treaty of Rome, dllows it to be involved in the
administration of s:anctions and aid. However, these economic instruments of policy

belong to EPC’s decision-making procedures, which will be discussed next.

E. Decision-Making Procedures.

Decisionémaking procedures have been defined as ‘prevailing practices for
making and implementing collective choice. 201 EPC’s decision-making procedures
include the imposition of sanctions or the granting of aid, conference diplomacy, as
well as a crisis management procedure. The most frequently employed decision-
making procedure involves the issuing of declarations. Not surprisingly, the publication
of such statements often fails to make an impact or achieve any important goals in
international relations. However,

A common declaration of intent, although [it can not often be implemented]
immediately, may very well have long run effects. Such a declaration may,

for instance, lay the foundation for the tacit co-ordination of the policies of
the [member states] in relation to some other international actor202

Potentially more effective procedures involve the imposition of economic
sanctions, or the granting of aid, both of which wiil appear in the case-study of this
thesis. The latter is often based on political, as well as on humanitarian considerations.
For example, aid has been directed towards various counfries including South Africa
during apartheid, or Nicaragua during the Cold War203  As regards sanctions, they were
originally applied on a strictly national level. "The leap forward was made in February
1982, when they were applied [on a Community level] to the Soviet Union following the

imposition of martial law in Poland. 204 Since then, sanctions have been collectively

2OKrasner, 1983a: 2

202sjostedt, 1977; 48; cited in Ifestos, 1987; 234.
203see Nuttall, 1992b: 72

204Nuttall, 1992a; 262
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applied on several occasions, chd always on a Community level, though they have
not always proved decisive in achieving their goals.205 'None’rhelesg [they] do have a
useful symbolic function; they can signal to third parties..the sincerity of the common
European stance beyond the purely declaratory level,2% and at any rate, punitive
ecbnomic measures make at least some specific and concrete contribution towards
the implementation of EPC’s collective choice.

Turning to another decision-making procedure, it is noteworthy that EPC lacked
any specific arrangement to quickly confront an important international crisis.  This
became painfully apparent during the 26 December 1979 Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan, when it took EPC members more than two weeks to arrange for a meeting
in order to discuss the issue and fry to agree on a common reaction. In the words of
the British Foreign Secretary Lord Carrington, the situation was ‘frankly..a bit of a
mess.207

Having learned from this rather spectacular and public failure to hold a
meeting promptly, EPC members agreed to introduce a crisis management procedure.
Thus, the 1981 London Report stated that

The Political Committee or, if necessary, a ministerial meeting will convene

within forty-eight hours at the request of three Member States. The same
procedure will apply at the level of Heads of Mission208

This procedure actually failed to operate properly during the subsequent
(December 1981) imposition of martial law in Poland. Since then théugh, it has operated
smoothly, at least as regards the holding of meetings under the provisions of the

London Report. However, the main difficulty is not the lack of procedure, but rather

205kor a summary of cases between 1967 and 1990 in which EPC applied sanctions or granted aid, see
Rhein, 1992 33-4. See also Nuttall, 1992a: 260-65 and Nuttall, 1992b: 69-73.

20%pijpers, 1988: 156.

207Cited in Ifestos, 1987 230.

208Article 13.
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the lack of commonality of viéw and of confidence among the member states
themselves. 209

In order to implement its collective choice, EPC has also utilised a decision-
making procedure that evolves around the organisation of conference diplomacy.
Such diplomacy may bestow certain important advantages to EPC, since it ‘prevents
the marginalization of individual member countries and reduces the possibility of
international bargaining process..producing outcomes that adversely affect Western

Europe.210

F. Scope.

The scope of an international regime Tefers to the range of issues [that].it
covers. 211 EPC’s scope has expanded significantly throughout the years, to the extent
that it was possible to deal with the issues that arose from the disintegration of
Yugoslavia that are covered in this thesis. More specifically, the Luxembourg Report
stated that EPC would deal with the major issues of international politics. 212 An
attempt for expansion was made in the Copenhagen Report, which in accordance with
the spirit of the previous Report noted that ‘Governments will consult each other on all
important foreign policy questions.?13 It dlso specified that the subjects dealt with
must concem European interests whether in Europe itself or elsewhere where the

adoption of a common provision is necessary or desirable.214

209Rummel, 1988: 123. For some further comments on EPC’s emergency procedure, see Regelsberger, 1997:
69.

20pbid: 121

2MHaggard and Simmons, 1987: 497.

22part Two. L b.

2Bpart IL M.

24part 1L 1. ii; emphasis added.
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The 1981 London Reporf expanded the scope of EPC in a somewhat
conservative way, by including the first reference to security'i‘ssues:""5
As regards the scope of European political cooperation, and having regard
to the different situations of the Member States, the Foreign Ministers agree to
maintain the flexible and pragmatic approach which has made it possible to

discuss in political cooperation certain important foreign policy questions
bearing on the political aspects of security. 26

The subsequent SEA solidified the security connection by stating that the member
states were ready to coordinate their positions more closely on the political and
economic aspects of security.217
Thus, it becomes clear that EPC’s scope is broad, flexible and somewhat

ambiguous, although it does not incorporate defence matters and includes only certain
aspects of security issues?® These limitations are of particular importance, since in the
words of Christopher Hill:

If a state’s security consists in its ability to preserve from threat its core

elements and interests, and foreign policy is the sum of a state’s official

actions towards a potentially dangerous outside world, we can see that the

two concepts are inherently related. Security concerns will be at the heart of

foreign policy, even if the latter also encourages a much wider range of
issues219

G. Organisational Form.
The organisational form of EPC is rather limited. It took some 17 years for EPC to

acquire a poorly staffed and under funded Secretariat. The reason for this substantial

25The London Report also states correctly in its preamble that EPC’s scope has “continually broadened’
since its beginning.

2¥preamble; emphasis added. For comments on the diplomacy behind the adoption of this reference to
security issues, see Nuttall, 1992a: 178.

2Title I Article 30. 6. a.

28The London Report, as well as the SEA, deliberately did not contain any references to the coordination
of defence policies. See Wessels, 1991 157.

29Hill, 1992 136.
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delay is related to the debate concerning the nature of EPC. Proponents of a more
supranational approach viewed with considerable suspicion and ultimately opposed
the creation of a strong and intergovernmental Secretariat. On the other hand,
advocates of a strictly intergovernmental EPC opposed any plans for what could have
been perceived as a pro-integrationist Secretariat?2® However, the need for some
organisational form, especially to assist the President-in-Office was evident. Thus, the
Copenhagen Report stressed the considerable duties bestowed upon the Presidency,
and called for at least some administrative assistance from other member states?2!
The London Report attempted to remedy the problem by assigning to the Presidency
‘a small team of officials seconded from preceding and succeeding presidencies.222
A Secretariat was eventually created by the SEA. Located in Brussels, it was to

‘assist the Presidency in preparing and implementing the activities of European Political
Cooperation, and in administrative matters.?23 A subsequent meeting of the Council of
Foreign Ministers held on 28 February 1986, further specified its duties. They included:

-assisting the Presidency in the organization of political cooperation

meetings, including the preparation and circulation of documents and the

drawing up of minutes;..

-assisting the Presidency in the preparation of texts to be published on

behalf of the member states, including replies to parliamentary questions;

-maintaining the European Political Cooperation archives;

-preserving the rules according to which political cooperation is used;
-assisting the Presidency in its contacts with third countries224

The Secretariat was assigned a staff of only seventeen and no budget of its

own2?  Clearly, it lacked autonomy and, according to the SEA, had to "carry out its

20ror some useful comments on the debate concerning the creation of an EPC Secretariat, see
Bonvicini, 1988: 58 and especially Nuttall, 1992a: 19.

Zsee Port IL 8.

22prticle 10.

223Title IIL Article 30.10. g.

224£C Bull. 2/1986; cited in da Costa, 1988: 93,

225For an account of the interesting and revedling process by which the first head of the Secretariat, Mr

Giovanni Januzzi was selected, see da Costa, 1988: 87.
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duties under the authority of TH; Presidency.?26  Wisely ‘it concentrated on making
* itself useful and threatening no one.227

On the basis of all of the above, it can be concluded that EPC is a particularly
complex international regime that operates on the principles of confidentiality and
consultation. No warfare among members states is expected and it is understood that
EPC membership parallels EC membership. Concerning the potentially consequential
principle of solidarity, in the following chapters it will be viewed in action and its
importance and impact evaluated.

As will also be shown, EPC is defined to a great extent by the norm of “diluted’
intergovernmentalism. This norm allows member states to enjoy important rights, such
as holding the Presidency and participating in the European Council, the Council of
Ministers and the Troika. However, member states have also accepted the obligation
to inform the EP, consult with the Commission, and dllow it to participate in all EPC
proceedings, as well as help ensure (together with the holder of the Presidency),
consistency between Community and EPC actions. Furthermore, it should be noted that
as a Treaty, the SEA created legally binding obligations for member states, though
enforcement mechanisms are absent and the ECJ has no jurisdiction over EPC.

The important role enjoyed by member states in EPC is solidified by the rule of
consensus, which allows them to veto any undesirable EPC decision. Other rules
determine the significance and character of EPC’s intergovernmental bodies, and
especially of the Presidency that sets EPC’s agenda. Specific rules also guarantee the
full participation of the Commission in all EPC meetings. The Commission is assisted in
its role of ensuring consistency by rules that allow it to make the initial budgetary
proposals, and be the sole executor of the Community budget. Specific rules also
oblige member states to inform the EP, though the quality of the information provided

is often poor.

22¢6Title Il Article 30. 8. g.
22INpttall, 1992a: 20.
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The scope of issues CO\.lfered by EPC has considerably expanded throughout
the years to include all foreign policy issues, as well as the political and economic
aspects of security, though defence matters (and hence a military option), are
excluded. Howevér, EPC can utilise a variety of other decision-making procedures in
order to implement its collective choice. They include the issuing of declarations,
conference diplomacy, a crisis procedure, the imposition of sanctions, and the granting
of aid. Most of these procedures, as well as certain innovations, will be discussed
subsequently in this thesis. Finally, as previously explained, EPC’s organisational structure
includes a small, and understaffed Secretariat.

Based on the case-study that will be presented in the following chapters, it will
be shown that EPC operated as an international regime, and the theoretical
implications of this finding will be presented and evaluated. Furthermore, conclusions
will be reached concerning the nature and importance of EPC’s principles, norms, rules,
decision-making procedures and organisational form. However, before plunging into an
in-depth examination of Greek foreign policy towards former Yugoslavia within the
context of EPC, the next chapter will provide a brief but necessary account of the
controversial and complicated Macedonian Question.  An analysis of the often
neglected but crucially important interests that were shared by Greece and FYROM, will

also be included.
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CHAPTER 3

‘One of the Most Explosive Topics in the Universe. 2

That nothing changes in the East is a commonplace which threatens to become tyrannical. Assuredly -

there is something in the spirit of the East which is singularly kindly to survivals and anachronisms. The
centuries do not follow one another. They coexist. There is no lopping of withered customs, no burial of
dead ideas.

-H. N. Brailsford, Macedonia: Its Races and Their Future, 1906.

A. The Importance and Origins of the Macedonian Question.
The Macedonia Question has played a central and often defining role in the
international politics of South-Eastern Europe. Any attempt to discuss it, is greatly

complicated by the fact that it

presents.a medley of jarring races, long standing animosities, and ever-
recurring atrocities [as well asl.a jumble of ethnographical uncertainties,
unreliable statistics, assertions and counter-assertions flatly contradictory on
every point229

Nevertheless, the fact remains that there was an almost continuous struggle
among most of the states of the Balkan Peninsula for control of Ottoman Macedonia,
during the period of 1870-1949. As this chapter will demonstrate, the Greeks contested '
developments in this region through educational and guerrilla activities during 1895-1912,
and fought for parts of Macedonia in two Balkan Wars, two World Wars, as well as in
the Greek Civil War. Macedonian territories were lost to Bulgaria as a result of the 1878

San Stephano Treaty, and in the First and Second World Wars; and they were almost

228The phrase refers to the Macedonian Question, and is taken from Robert Legvold's brief review of
Danforth, 1995. See Foreign Affairs, Vol 75, No. 2, (March/April 1996): 161

299 almer and King, 197t vii; cited in Economides, 1990: 131
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lost again because of the polici'ets pursued by the Greek Communist Party (KKE) during
the Civil War. Furthermore, brutal occupations were suffered during the two World Wars.
After 1949, contentious arguments over the falsification of history, minority issues and
the practice of propaganda replaced considerations of warfare.

The appreciation of this long-standing, turbulent, controversial and traumatic
historical record is essential, in order to understand the dispute between Greece and
FYROM, and the reactions of the Greek people and government that will be described
in the following chapters of this thesis and which essentially constitute the most recent
developments of the Macedonian Question. As will be shown, Greek reactions included
demonstrations with more than one million participants, passionate feelings and
arguments concerning the new republic’s exact name, and even a spontaneous
popular boycott of products originating from countries whose foreign policy was
judged unfriendly to Greek positions. This chapter will also present a discussion of the
common interests between Greece and FYROM, thus partly satisfying institutionalism’s
conditional nature, but also offering an often neglected perspective to subsequent
developments.

As with every aspect of the Macedonian Question, any argument concerning its
precise origins would almost certainly be controversial and disputed. Nevertheless, it is
probable that the beginning of the modern phase of the Macedonian Question is
connected with the establishment of the autocephalous Bulgarian Orthodox Church
(Exarchate) in 1870230 In order to comprehend the significance of this event, it must be
kept in mind that the peoples residing within the borders of the Ottoman Empire were
organised in various millets, according to their faith231 The millet comprising the
Empire’s Orthodox Christian population was under the supervision of the Ecumenical

Patriarchate, located in Constantinople232 Thus, the Orthodox Christian Church was a

2010 agreement with this starting point for the modern phase of the Macedonian Question are Barker,
1950: 7; Mazarakis-Ainian, 1992 30 and Karakasidou, 1997b: 78.
BIEor further analysis of the millet system, see Poulton, 1995; 35-7.

232Fror the role and power of the Ecumenical Patriarchate within the Ottoman Empire, see Daikin, 1972 11-2

65



kind of supranational organiscﬁ'c;n, responsible for the religious (and also educational)
requirements of all Christians; regardless of race or language.

The "ecumenical community of Balkan Orthodoxy” was seriously weakened with
" the 10 March 1870 firman (decree) that established the Exarchate233 Although the
Ottoman government was pressured by Russia, this decision also included an important
element of a ‘divide and rule’ strategy.23* Article X of the firman stated that territories
would fall under the control of the Exarchate, given the request of at least two thirds of
the population235 This stipulation initiated the struggle for Macedonia by religious,
educational and eventually military means, between Bulgarians, Greeks and to a much
lesser extent, Serbs. The firman's strategy proved short-sighted, since as will be
explained, it allowed the unleashing of competing forces that ultimately overthrew the
Ottoman yoke from the Balkan Peninsula.

After the establishment of the Exarchate, Bulgarians proved particularly
troublesome for the Sublime Porte. In April 1876, they rose in a rebellion that was
brutally crushed?3¢ The atrocities committed against the Bulgarian population made an
impression in Europe. Gladstone’s condemnation was characteristic:

There is not a cannibal in the South Sea Islands, whose indignation would not

arise and overbail at the recital of that which has been done, which has too
late been examined, but which remains unavenged?37

Following this outrage, a conference was held in Constantinople in 1876, in which

Europe’s Great Powers proposed the creation of two Bulgarian provinces within the

B(itromilides, 1989: 156. For the text of the firman, see Vacalopoulos, 1989: 53-6. As expected, the
Patriarchate in Constantinople declared the Exarchate schismatic.

243ee Mertzos, 1992 49-50.

However, some territories were explicitly named in the firman as being under the control of the
Exarchate. For Article X, see Vacalopoulos, 1989. §5-6.

2363ee Crampton, 1987: 19.

237 Jenkins, 1995: 403,
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Ottoman Empire, governed by 'éhristicns.238 The Ottoman refusal to accept such a
plan led to the Russian-Turkish War of 1877-8. The victorious Russian troops reached the
outskirts of Constantinople, and thus made possible the 1878 San Stefano Treaty which
effectively created Great Bulgaria, encompcssihg an enormous territory 239

The Treaty of San Stephano provoked an armed but unsuccessful Greek
uprising in Macedonia40 It also threatened to upset the European balance of powers,
primarily because it was perceived as a ‘unilateral Russian settlement of the “Eastern
Question.”241 A “correction” subsequently took place in the 13 June-13 July 1878
Congress of Berlin, and the Bulgarian state was limited to almost half its original size242

Despite this setback, Bulgarians continued to entertain national goals in
Ottoman Macedonia, which were originally pursued through educational means with
the founding of many Bulgarian schools in the last quarter of the nineteenth century 243
The ultimate aim of these educational efforts (and rivalries) was to inculcate a specific

national identity to students244

B8see Kofos, 1964: 16. It must not be assumed that mere moral outrage produced this conference. Russian
pressure on behalf of a potentially important and fellow Slav ally was also significant.

2393ee Map |l for the San Stephano territorial settlements.

2405ee Kofos, 1969 and Mertzos, 1992 52-60.

2 ofos, 1964: 17.

2423ee Map |l for the Treaty of Berlin territorial settlements. Bulgaria was somewhat compensated with the
1885 annexation of Eastern Rumelia. See Kofos, 1964: 18-9.

243They eventually rivalled the numbers and quality of Greek schools. For an excellent study of
educational rivalries and policies in North-Western Macedonia during the period of 1570—1904, see
Vouri, 1992. See also Vacalopoulos, 1989; 134, for an interesting table showing the number of Bulgarian
and Greek schools in the Thessaloniki vilayet (administrative unit), in 1885. See also ibid: 131-47. The
numbers of Bulgarian, Greek, Romanian and Serbian schools, pupils and teachers in the vilayets of
Thessaloniki and Monastir in 1900 can be found in Mazarakis-Aenian, 1992 31

2445ee Perry, 1988: 28 and Vouri, 1992 182-3. According to Anthony D. Smith, the “fundamental features of
national identity [are} 1 an historic territory, or homeland. 2 common myths and historical memories. 3.
a common, mass public culture. 4. common legal rights and duties for all members. 5. a common
economy with territorial mobility for members” (Smith, 199% 14). On the other hand, ethnic communities
(on which ethnic identities are based), have the following ‘main atfributes.l a collective proper name.

2 a myth of common ancestry. 3. shared historical memories. 4. one or more differentiating elements
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On 3 October 1893, ’fheh'Mccedonicn Revolutionary Organisation (IMRO) was
founded in Thessaloniki, aiming at “furthering Bulgarian plans in Macedonia.?45 During
the following years, IMRO exhibited a preference for violence, and played a crucial
role in preparing a rebellion in Ottoman Macedonia?46 It must be noted however, that
IMRO’s goals were never clearly defined, since it ‘was..divided..between protagonists of
Macedonia for Bulgaria, and of a separate Macedonian state, existing either within

some form of federation, or independently.?47

B. Armed Struggle in Macedonia.

After 1895, armed Bulgarian guerrilla groups (comitadjis) began to operate in
Macedonia. Following increased guerrilla activities in 1902, IMRO decided to organise
an uprising, which was declared on 2 August 1903 on Saint Elijah’s day (llinden)248 The
initially successful Bulgarians captured the town of Krusevo and proclaimed the short-

lived 'Krusevo Republic.?4® Eventudlly, faced against superior Ottoman forces, it

of common culture. 8. an association with a specific 'homeland’. 6. a sense of solidarity for significant
sectors of the population” (ibid: 21). These are the definitions that will be mostly in mind when referring
to national and ethnic identities in this thesis. Admittedly though, a separate thesis could have been
written contesting or validating these definitions. The interested reader could begin an investigation
with Connor, 1994,

245Vasidis, 1997: 65-6.

245MRO’s subsequent history and mutations are of unusual complexity. See Perry 1988 and especially
Vlasidis, 1997. For an account of some of IMRO’s more spectacular terrorist acts, see Kofos, 1964: 31-3.

247poulton: 1995: 53-4. See also Barker, 1950: 16-7 and Jelavich, 1983: 93,

248The decision to organise the llinden uprising was taken on 17 January 1903. See Perry, 1988: 121-4 for a
discussion of this fateful meeting. The brief account of the llinden uprising is based on Brailsford 1903
and Brailsford, 1906: M-71; Council for Research into South-Eastern Europe, 1993: 50-2; Daikin, 1966: 92-
107; Kofos, 1964: 33-6 and Perry, 1988: 127-40. See dlso the fascinating collection of diplomatic
documents in Gounaris et al, 1993.

24%9whether the linden uprising was the work of Bulgarians or Slavs with a national "Macedonian’
consciousness has been disputed. For an important publication arguing for the latter interpretation, see

Council for Research into South-Eastern Europe, 1993. Significantly however, H N. Brailsford who
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became impossible to main’rair; ?militory momentum and the uprising began to falter
after just three'weeks. It ended officially on 3 November at a significant cost: villages
and crops lay damaged or destroyed, probably more than four thousand people were
killed, and many more were left homeless.250
IMRO’s leaders were aware that it was impossible to overthrow by militarily
means the Ottoman rule in Macedonia. Rather, the brutal strategy behind the failed
llinden uprising was based on the expectation that it would provoke Turkish atrocities,
and thus produce a European public outcry and a direct Great Power intervention in
the region.231
llinden represented the culmination of Bulgarian efforts in Macedonia, and
demonstrated their vitality and strength. In this sense, it provoked Hellenism's ultimately
successful counterattack.252
Hellenism, in the widest sense of the term [was] a force which in Macedonia
was not to be identified solely with the Greek language or race. Hellenism
derived largely from the Patriarchal Church; from the flourishing Greek
schools; and from a class which enjoyed in some measure an economic
superiority, a class which was conservative, which had everything to

lose..Hellenism was a way of life, of which the outward manifestation was the
acceptance of the Greek Orthodox Church53

eyewitnessed the events, devoted a chapter in his book Macedonia Its Races and Their Future to the
llinden uprising, that was titled ‘The Bulgarian Movement.” See Brailsford, 1906: 1.

250For the destructive results of the llinden uprising, see ibid: 158-65; Daikin, 1966: 104; Gounaris et al, 1993;
185-97 and Perry, 1988 140.

25See Dragoumis, 1907/1992 22 and Perry, 1988 124-5 and 138,

B2rgr-sighted Greeks were able to understand that the Bulgarians represented their most serious and
long-term adversaries in Macedonia. Hence, the fact that Greeks aided the Turks in their struggle to
quell the llinden uprising becomes understandable. For accounts of Greek actions against Bulgarians
during llinden, see Brailsford, 1906: 129-30 and Perry, 1988: 137-8. See also Karavangelis, nd. 189-92 for
examples of Greek cooperation with the Ottoman authorities. Karavangelis was the Patriarchical
bishop of Kastoria during the 1900-7 period. Fearless and something of an organisational genius, he
was primarily responsible for the Hellenic effort in the region. Karavangelis memoirs of this period are
strikingly straightforward and make fascinating reading. For Brailsford’s account of his interview with
Karavangelis, see Brailsford, 1906 191-3,

253Dqikin, 1966: T17-8.
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The struggle of Hellenism was carried out by small armed bands, which
essentially received no aid from the Greek government, and only limited from private
sources* This situation beéan to change after the death of Pavlos Melas, an army
officer, prominent citizen and organiser of guerrilla activities in Ottoman Macedonia?25s
News of his fate had a profound effect on public opinion236 In the words of the patriot
lon Dragoumis: Pavlos Melas died..and the Greeks woke up.257. The result was a more
determined, organised and better funded Hellenic effort in Macedonia, aimed at
weakening Bulgarian military activities258 The Greeks also attempted to persuade (or
force), villages to abandon the Exarchate, as well as ‘protect and support Greeks who
were not afraid to claim a Greek national identity and to inculcate it into those who

felt only a Greek Orthodox identity.25% By 1908 these activities had succeeded, at

254n q letter that Pavios Melas sent to Germanos Karavangelis, he poignantly asserted while referring to
the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs that they are asleep.” This passage is cited in Karavangelis, nd:
42 Concerning the Greek struggle in Macedoniq, the best account is probably Daikin, 1966. For an
excellent analysis of the various studies of this topic, see Gounaris, 1997a.

2551t was Melas’ direct involvement in such activities that caused his violent death. An important and at
times moving biography of Melas was written by his wife, which is primarily based on a series of letters
that her husband had sent to her. See Mela, 1964. It should also be noted that Melas is considered a
national hero. His name is often given to streets, and his statue can be found in many cities. Patricia
Storace has correctly noted that Melas” ‘image is as famous in Greece as Davy Crockett’s is in the
United States’ (Storace, 1996: 350).

260 Athens, “all work stopped.everyone walked about mournfully in the streets and squares; and the
church bells tolled the passing of a national hero” (Daikin: 1966: 191). For an account of Melas” death
and funeral, see Karavangelis, n.d: 60-71

2Dragoumis, 1907/1992: 9. For an exceptionally perceptive analysis of the life, character and ultimately
soul of lon Dragoumis, see Evrigenis, 1961 See also Karakasidou, 1997b: 90-2

2%85ee ibid: 103. For an important and illuminating collection of diplomatic documents from Greece's
Ministry of Foreign Affairs that refer to Greece’s counterattack in Ottoman Macedonia during the years
of 1905-6, see Mouseio Makedonikou Agona, 1997.

25% oliopoulos, 1989: 209; emphasis in the original.
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least to the extent that they h‘dd ‘prevented what later became Greek Macedonia
from being lost. 260

In July 1908, the Young Turk revolution took place. Carried out by army officers
in Thessaloniki, it achieved the securing of a constitution for the Empire, .and this
produced a wave of optimism and much rejoicing in Macedonia. Significantly, the
various guerrilla groups ceased their activities, though hopes were soon met with
disappointment. The Young Turk revolution turned out to be essentially nationalist in
character, since its ultimate goals were not only to modernise the Empire, but also to
‘Ottomanise” it ‘through the complete abolition of the rights and privileges of the
different ethnic groups.?6! Soon after, guerrilla activities resumed.

The Young Turk revolution, far from arresting the disintegration of the Empire..at
once accelerated it262 Eventually, the Balkan states embarked upon the signing of
bilateral alliances?63 Serbia and Bulgaria signed one in March 1912, while Greece and
Bulgaria followed in May.264 Finally, Montenegro joined in dlliances with Serbia and
Bulgaria in October265 Montenegro also started the First Balkan War by initiating armed
hostilities in Macedonia in which Ottoman forces were outnumbered and eventually
almost completely thrown out from the Peninsula. Greece managed to capture
Thessaloniki, and Bulgaria was consoled with Adrianople266 The May 1913 London

Conference formalised the new status quo.267

20Daikin, 1966: 475.

2lCarnegie Foundation, 1914/1993: 35.

26%inross, 1964: 31

263ror an account of events in Macedonia between the Young Turk Revolution and the First Batkan War,
see Daikin, 1966: 382-421.

264see Map Il for the teritorial agreements included in the dlliance between Serbia and Bulgaria
Significantly, the agreement between Greece and Bulgaria did not cover post-victory territorial
settlements.

265For an account of these alliances, see Jelavich, 1983: 97 and Vacalopoulos, 1992 347.

2660 1919 Adrianople was occupied by Greece. Since the 1923 Treaty of Lausanne, the city has belonged
to Turkey. See Pettifer, 1997 182

267see Map IV for the London Conference territorial settiements.
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The victorious Balkan dliicnces were made possible because a unifying
common goal did exist the overthrow of the Ottomans from the Peninsula.
Nevertheless, there was considerable uncertainty and vagueness as regards the ways in
which the newly liberated territories were to be divided among the victors. George F.
Kennan has astutely observed that ‘never..did any codlition of powers launch a war on
the basis of flimsier understandings among them about what it was they were fighting
for. 268

Thus, despite the military victory in the First Balkan War and subsequent
negotiations, the great problem of the division of Macedonia remained.2¢® Desiring a
favourable resolution of this contentious issue, Bulgaria decided to attack its former
allies, and thus initiated the 1913 Second Balkan War. Without the support of any Great
Power and facing a variety of problems, Bulgaria had actually committed one of the
greatest political and military blunders in modern history, and was thus soundly
defeated?’0 The August 1913 Treaty of Bucharest gave Greece and Serbia 51,5 and
38,4 per cent of Macedonia respectively; Bulgaria received a padltry 10,1 per cent27!
This was undoubtedly disappointing for a state that had once encompassed a huge
part of Macedonia, and had actively contested developments in the region for more
than four decades.

The treaty of Bucharest created a revanchist mentality amongst
Bulgarians..for those in the territories now alienated who showed any sign of
affiliation with Bulgaria or Bulgarian culture were dealt with harshly.  This

naturally complicated relations with Bulgaria’s immediate neighbours and
exposed the Greek communities in Bulgaria itself272

268Carnegie Foundation, 1914/1992: 5.

29Jelavich, 1983 99. It should be noted that by the end of May [1913] the Greeks and Serbs had signed a
secret agreement to divide Macedonia west of the Vardar and to allow the fate of the areas east of
that river to be determined by the principle of effective occupation” (Crampton: 1987: 61).

210see Crampton, 1987:61-2 and Jelavich, 1983: 99. It is also noteworthy that ‘the Second Balkan war..cost
more [Bulgarian] lives than the campaign against the Ottoman empire” (Ibid. 62).

MThese figures are taken from Kofos, 1964: 44. See Map IV for the Bucharest Treaty territorial settlements.

22Crampton, 1987: 63.
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Bulgaria’s revisionism almost certainly influenced its siding with the Central and Axis
Powers in the two World Wars.
During the First World War, Bulgaria succeeded in regaining parts of Greek and

Serbian Macedonia, as well as Western Thrace?273

The Bulgarian occupation authorities in Greek eastern Macedonia.behaved
towards the Greek population with brutality singularly inappropriate in
supposed liberators..30,000 people.died of hunger, blows, and disease
during the occupation..42,000 [were] deperted to Bulgaria, and..16,000..fled
to Greece27

After the defeat of the Central Powers, Bulgaria was once again forced to
abandon its Macedonian conquests, a development confirmed by the November 1919
Treaty of Neuilly2’> A Greek-Bulgarian Convention was also signed, which allowed for
the voluntary exchange of populations between Greece and Bulgaria. As a result, by

1926 only some 77,000 Bulgarians were left residing in Greek Macedonia276

235ee Map V for Bulgaria’s conquests during the First World War.  For an account of the events and
consequences of the First World War in the Balkans, see Jelavich, 1983: 106-33. For an excellent analysis
of Bulgaria’s foreign policy concerning Western Thrace during the years 1919-23, see Stavrinou-
Paximadopoulou, 1997.

Z4Barker, 1950: 29-30; cited in Kofos, 1964: 41

2153ee Map VI for the boundaries of the Balkan states affer the Treaty of Neuilly territorial seftiements, as
well as after the end of the First World War.

218This number was provided by the League of Nations. According to the same source, there were
119,000 Bulgarians (the national classification belongs 1o the League of Nations), residing in Greece in
1912. See Kofos, 1964: 47. Other accounts put the number to 200,000 (Close and Veremis, 1993 98), or
even 240,000 (see Rossos, 1991 285). However, Kofos probably concludes correctly that ‘Greece [was)
the most homogeneous state in the Balkans, if not of the entire Eastern Europe” (Kofos, 1964: 47). This
was aided by the fact that more than one million Greeks had left their ancestral homes in Asla Minor,
following the conclusion of the 1922 Greek-Turkish War, and the signing of the 1923 Treaty of Lausanne.
Almost half a million refugees relocated in Greek Macedonia. See Karakasidou, 1997b: 145; Koliopoulos,

1997: 51 and Voutira, 1997: 19.
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C. The Communist Factor.

The interwar years saw the rise in importance of communist forces, who quickly
moved to exploit national antagonisms and tensions in Macedonia.277 In March 1924
the Balkan Communist Federation passed a resolution declaring that ‘a united and
autonomous Macedonia is now the slogan of the Macedonians in all corners of their
Fatherland, which is covered in ruins.2’8  This resolution was approved after the
exercise of heavy Bulgarian pressure, and despite the misgivings of the Greek and
Serbian communist parties.

The Balkan Communist Federation’s position on Macedonia was endorsed at the
May-June 1924 Fifth Comintern Congress, and was praised as ‘wholly correct and tfruly
revolutionary.?7® Furthermore, the policy implications were clarified:

The Communist Parties and the Balkan Federation must support to the utmost

the national-revolutionary movement of the oppressed nationalities of
Macedonia and Thrace for the creation of independent republics?80

In other words, the territorial settlements reached in the Treaty of Bucharest were
directly challenged, which in turn helps to explain the Bulgarian attempt to persuade
the Comintern to accept such a revisionist (and of course revolutionary) policy.28!

The KKE's agreement to the Comintern’s policy on Macedonia amounted to

calling for the loss of Greek territory, and caused a major split within the party’s

2I'The interwar years also witnessed IMRO's decline. The reasons for its decline are succinctly and
expertly summarised in Barker, 1950: 48.

2I8Cited in ibid: 52. On the Balkan Communist Federation, see Kofos, 1964: 69.

219Cited in Barker, 1950: 58.

280}bid.; emphasis added.

Bapparently, Bulgarian communists utilised several arguments in order to persuade the Comintern. See

Kofos, 1964: 76.
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ranks282 It also reduced its popular appeal and prompted the intensification of state
anti-communist persecution283 The plight of Greece’s communists was only alleviated
in 1935, when the Comintern was almost exclusively preoccupied with the rise and
dangers of Europe’s Nazi and Fascist regimes. Thus, as regards Macedonia, the KKE
‘infroduced the slogan of “complete equality for the minorities™ which would remain
the party’s policy until the final and dramatic stages of the Greek Civil War.284

The Civil War was preceded by the Greek-ltalian war, and the 6 April 1941 Nazi
invasion and subsequent occupation of Greece285 Although the origins and history of
the Greek involvement in the Second World War are well-known and documented, of
relevance to this study is that following the Nazi conquest, Bulgaria (which had joined
the Axis Powers), was awarded parts of Greek Macedonia and Thrace28 Bulgaria’s
King Boris lll declared friumphantly:

Thanks to this cooperation [with the Germans and the ltalians] Macedonia

and Thrace, these lands which have been so loyal to Bulgaria, which have
been unjustly detached from her, and for which Bulgaria has been compelled

827 profracted debate and power struggle took place within the KKE, before the Comintern’s policy on
Macedonia was accepted. A comprehensive and definitive account of this struggle can be found in
Dangas and Leontiades, 1997 11-91,

23see Kofos, 1964. 78-84.

B4Cited in ibid: 91

2550me parts of Greece were occupied by ltaly.

2863ee Map VI for Bulgaria's territorial conquests during the Second World War. For Mussolini’s decision to
conquer Greece, see Averof-Tositsa, 1996: 52 and Jelavich, 1983; 227-8. For an analysis of Metaxas’
statesmanship during this period that culminated with the rejection of an Italian ultimatum on 28
October 1940, see ibid: 228-9 and especially Koliopoulos, 1994: 137-245. The latter study, based
primarily on British sources, corrects many misperceptions and myths. Concerning the resistance of
Greek forces to the Nazi Blitzkrieg, it must be stressed that they exhibited tremendous valour. Thus,
the Germans, ‘in token of respect to the enemy had insisted that the Greek officers should keep their
swords. That was to be almost the last gesture of chivalry between warriors in a war imminently fated
to descend into barbarism’ (Keegan, 1989 158). For an excellent study of occupied Greece, see
Mazower 1993. The damages caused to Greece’s economy and infrastructure as a result of the Nazi

occupation are succinctly summarised in E Kathimerini, 14 December 1997; 24.
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to make innumerous sacrifices in the span of three generations, have now
returned to the fold of the Bulgarian Motherland 287

Importantly, Bulgaria’s occupation forces exhibited again tremendous brutality. "A
German report of the time described the Bulgarian occupation as "a regime of terror
which can only be described as Batkan.”288
In occupied Greece, a resistance movement was soon organised. Some groups
were right-wing (most notably- the National Democratic Greek League-EDES), though it
was the KKE that became the major resistance force. The party took advantage of the
political vacuum, utilised its experience from operating in a clandestine way and
succeeded in setting up EAM (National Liberation Front), and its military wing ELAS
(National Popular Liberation Army)289 Although not everyone associated with EAM was
a communist, the organisation was ultimately controlled by the KKE29%
Within EAM/ELAS, as Evangelos Kofos has analysed, there were also
Slavophones, not only of the Greek faction, but also persons who distanced
themselves both from the Greek and the Bulgarian factions.[Thus] the

traditional dichotomy of Slavophones [pro-Greek and pro-Bulgarian]
gradually grew into a trichotomy.291

In order to exploit this situation, the KKE established the Slav Macedonian
Popular Liberation Front (SNOF) in November 1943292 There were important reasons why
SNOF's creation was considered advantageous for ELAS armed struggle. First of all, it
allowed the recruitment of additional forces, particularly from Western Greek

Macedonia. Recruitment was also increased by the fact that SNOF operated as a way

%Cited in Kofos, 1964: 100.

288paylton, 1991/1993: 177.

2%ing George I, as well as many leading politicians had left Greece.

290see Averof-Tositsa, 1996: 168 and Koliopoulos, 1995a: 102-3. EAM did not openly espouse or promote a
Marxist revolutionary agenda. See Smith, 1993: 59-60. Significantly, none of the words contained in EAM
suggested Marxist goals or ideology.

2K ofos, 1989b: 7.

2920n the SNOF, see Barker, 110-2; Kofos, 1964: 123-27 and Koliopoulos, 1995a: 113-38.
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of ‘rebaptisement 293 Compromised individuals who had fought or collaborated with
the Bulgarians, were given a chance to enter the communist struggle vid"SNOF, and
thus save themselves from retributions294 Furthermore, SNOFs creation was in
accordance with the wishes of the lecdership.of Yugoslavia's communist partisans, who
under the guidance of Josip Broz (nom de guerre Tito), had at that point become the
most powerful communist force in the Balkans295

As regards Macedonia, Tito aimed at the very least to maintain the part that
belonged to Yugoslavia. He also entertained thoughts of uniting parts of Bulgarian and
Greek Macedonia ‘under his own aegis,” a fact that once again demonstrates the
importance that Macedonia has played in the international politics of the Balkans2%
Tito’s intentions were partly expressed in the 2 August 1943 creation of the Anti-Fascist
Assembly of the National Liberation of Macedonia (ASNOM)297 On that day, ASNOM
declared: ‘Macedonians under Bulgaria and Greece! The unification of the entire
Macedonian people depends on your participation in the gigantic anti-Fascist front 298

ASNOM's declarations form part of the basis on which the Socialist Republic of

Macedonia (and subsequently FYROM), was founded. Significantly, they clearly reveal

23K oliopoulos, 1995a: 127.

24An interesting example of ‘rebaptisement” at work is given in a 1944 report of a British officer. He
refers to a komitadji who had brutally murdered at least one Greek civilian, and then essentially
received immunity by joining ELAS. In this particular case however, it is probable that some sort of
“justice” was eventually enforced. See Rossos, 1991 301

25see Barker, 1950: 110. Apparently, Tito’s emissary Tempo was instrumental in the creation of the SNOF.
As regards Tito, numerous books and articles have been published. Of the more recent ones, the
interested reader should consult Pavlowitch, 1992 who offers a brief and highly critical appraisal of
Tito’s career. West, 1994 is written in an engaging style and is particularly gooed in covering Tito's
Second World War years. For a somewhat conventional though comprehensive and well-written
biography, see Ridley, 1994.

29Barker, 1950: 83.

Y7The date was significant, since 2 August is llinden. ASNOM was created by “the “Central Committee of
the Communist Party of Macedonia® (promoted from the former “Regional Committee for Macedonia
of the Yugoslav Communist Part™ (ibid: 93).

298Cited in Poulton, 1995: 105-6.
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ASNOM's irredentist character dnd goals. For example, on 4 August 1944 ASNOM
proclaimed the following:
People of Macedonial
In the course of three years of combat you have achieved your unity..With
the participation of the entire Macedonian nation against the Fascist

occupiers of Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Greece you will achieve unification of
all parts of Macedonia, divided in 1915 and 1918 by Balkan imperialists.299

These irredentist goals eventuadlly came to represent a significant aspect of
the dispute between Greece and FYROM. Suspected adherence to these goals also
caused friction between ELAS and SNOF during the final stages of the Second World
War. As liberation approached, the KKE felt that SNOF forces had adopted a
secessionist policy on Greek Macedonia that was not consistent with the party’s
position. SNOF was also suspected for being more loyal to Tito than to the KKE As a
result, ELAS and SNOF clashed militarily, and the latter’'s forces were expelled from
Greece in October 1944300 By November, the Germans had also left the country.

In December, there were bloody clashes in Athens between communist and
government supporters30! The KKE was defeated, primarily because of the intervention
of British forces. The February 1945 Varkiza agreement provided for the demobilisation
of all armed units302 Despite it however, the country did not manage to avoid the

descent into civil war303

29Cited in ibid: 106. See also ASNOM's 29 November 1949 declaration at the Jajce Conference. The
crucial passages can be found in Kofos, 1964; 117.

300gee Close, 1995: 75. Some limited clashes between EAM and SNOF also took place in November 1944,

30'These events are known as the Dekemvriana (the December events). For an account, see Baerentzen
and Close, 1993; 84-92; Close, 1995: 137-49, as well as the somewhat idiosyncratic and certainly
controversial analysis in Mazower, 1993: 340-54. See also Winston S. Churchill's intriguing remarks on
Stalin’s stance during the December events that can be found in Churchill, 1953; 369.

3025ee Jelavich, 1983: 283,

303Numerous books have been written on the Greek Civil War. Of particular merit are Close, 1993;

latrides, 1981 and Woodhouse, 1976.
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As was the case with the Mo Balkan and World Wars, the Macedonian Question
also proved"of central significance to the Greek Civil War3% Its importance was
initially related to the creation by Tito in April 1945 of the National Liberation Front
(NOF)305 It was comprised primarily by former SNOF members, and ‘acted as the
instrument of the Yugoslav plans in Greek Macedonia. 3% NOF did not honour the
Varkiza agreement and engaged in periodic guerrilla activities in Greek Macedonia. In
November 1946, NOF's forces were integrated with those of the KKE's military wing, the
Democratic Army of Greece (DSE)307

During the Civil War, the DSE managed to confrol various villages and
mountainous regions, though almost all cities and towns remained under constant
government control. Despite Tito’s backing of the KKE, government forces received
substantially more aid from the US308 Eventudlly, during the 1948/9 winter, communist
activities were essentially limited to parts of Western Greek Macedonia.

Facing an acute recruitment problem, the DSE was forced to rely heavily upon
Slav-Macedonians. It has been estimated that they represented some 14,000 out of
the DSE's total of 20,000 soldiers3% Given their important role, the KKE's General
Secretary Nikos Zachariades proceeded to change his party’s policy on Greek
Macedonia. At the KKE's Fifth Plenum on 31 January 1949, the following resolution was

passed:

304see Kofos, 1989b: 3.

3050n the NOF see Barker, 1950: 118-8; Kofos, 1989b: 17-21 and Koliopoulos, 1995b: 25, 31 and 146-69.

306K ofos, 1964: 107.

30TEor the text of the agreement that integrated NOF with the DSE, see Sfetas, 1996: 220-1

3085ee Close and Veremis, 1993: 108.

3093ee Woodhouse, 1976 262 In agreement with this estimate are Close and Veremis, 1993: 120;
Koliopoulos, 1995b: 221 and Rossos, 199t 307 fn 54. Richard Clogg however, states that ‘by 1949 as
much as 40 per cent of the [DSE] was composed of Slav Macedonians’ (Clogg, 1992 141). Sfetas
estimates the by the end éf 1948, half of the DSE fighters were Slav-Macedonians. See Sfetas, 1996: 228.
Despite these different estimates by various scholars, there is essentially consensus that a substantial

and crucial percentage of the KKE's fighting force was comprised by Slav-Macedonians.
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The Macedonian people are distinguishing themselves, and there must be no
doubt that after the liberation, they will find their national restoration as they
wish it. Various elements which are trying to break the unity between the
Slav-Macedonia and Greek peoples should be guarded against. This unity
should be presented as 'the pupil of the eye” and should be reinforced and
strengthened firmly and continuously 310

Any ambiguity was clarified in a statement that was broadcast by the KKE's
radio station ‘Free Greece”,
The Second Conference of the NOF..will declare the union of Macedonia into

a complete, independent, and equal Macedonian nation within the Popular
Democratic Federation of the Balkan peoples3!!

This policy advocated the secession of national Greek territory, and was thus viewed
by government forces as freasonous3!? However, it was never implemented, since in
August 1949 the DSE was soundly defeated in the mountainous battlefields of Grammos

and Vitsi.

D. The Contentious Emergence of FYROM.

The People’s (subsequently Socialist), Republic of Macedonia became a part of
the Yugoslav Federation in 1944. In the years after the end of the Greek Civil War, a
passionate and sensitive debate emerged between Greece and Yugoslavia (and later
FYROM), concerning human rights, propaganda and irredentist claims. Evaluating the
validity of all the various charges is beyond the scope and intentions of this thesis. The

aim of this section will simply be to present (at their proper dimension), some of the

3I0Cited in Barker, 1950: 119. Important passages from Zachariades™ speech at the KKE's Fifth Plenum that
both preceded and provided the guidelines for the passage of this resolution can be found in Sfetas,
1996: 231-2 For Zachariades™ explanation of this decision after the conclusion of the Civil War, see ibid:
234.
Slcited in Barker, 1950: 120.
- 32The KKE eventually abandoned and condemned this policy. See Kofos, 1964 221-3.
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most contentious issues that help.>"explain the dispute between FYROM and Greece that
will be covered in the following chapters.

One of the greatest issues of contention has centred on the numbers, treatment
and national identity of Slavophones residing in Greek Macedonia. Some hc've claimed
that a minority of one million Macedonians’ [ie. people with a FYROM national identity]
reside in Greece, though other reports reduce this number substantially.313

At this point, it should be stressed that it is generally accepted that

The nation-state building process [in Greek Macedonia] has been enormously
successful. Most of the inhabitants today, regardless of their ethnic
background and how they or their ancestors might have defined themselves

one hundred or even fifty years ago, conceive themselves now as nothing
less than Greek 314

There are important reasons why this is the case. First of all, many Slavophones lacking
a Greek national identity abandoned Greece after the end of the Second Balkan War.
Secondly, during the Metaxas dictatorship (1936~-41) a series of repressive measures
aiming at forced assimilation were taken, and there was further repression during the

Colonel’s dictatorship (1967-74), though all Greek citizens suffered from it315

3BFor the million-strong estimate, see Poulton, 1995: 171 The US Department of State alleges the existence
of only 20,000 to 50,000 Slavophones, and is furthermore silent on their national identity. See US
Department of State, 1991 1166-1175. See also MRG Greece et al, 1994: 14-5 for other estimates. It should
also be stressed that “an internationally binding definition of the concept of minority still does not exist’
(Stavros, 1995: 9). Perhaps the most commonly accepted definition is the one by Francesco Capotorti.
He defines a minority as ‘a group numerically inferior to the rest of the population of the State, in a
non-dominant position, whose members—being nationals of the State—possess ethnic, religious or
linguistic characteristics differing from those of the rest of the population, and show, if only implicitly, a
sense of solidarity, directed towards preserving their culture, traditions, religion or language (ibid.). The
major weakness of this definition is its failure to give a more precise indication about the numerical
strength required in order for a group to constitute a minority.

3K arakasidou, 1993a: 5. See also Danforth, 1995: TI6; Karakasidou, 1997a: 92 and Karakasidou, 19970: 21-2

315For repressive measures during the Metaxas dictatorship, see Carabott, 1997; Close, 1995: 51; Gounaris,
1997b: 104 and Karakasidou, 1997b: 187. For example, Slavophones were sometimes harassed for not
speaking Greek, and there was also compulsory night schooling in Greek history and language. For the

general repression during the Colonel’s dictatorship, see Kofos, 1992 274,
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The consequences of the AGreek Civil War must also be analysed. As previously
stated, many Slavophones had been associated with the KKE and the NOF. Following
their defeat, and fearing refributions, some 35,000 left Greece316 Thus, the 1951 Greek
census indicated that “Slavophones had diminished from 86,086 [in 1940] to 41,017.317
Finally, the practice of intermarriage has also contributed to the Greek national identity
of the country’s Slavophones3!18

The exact number of Slavophones residing in Greece today and having a pro-
FYROM national identity is almost impossible to estimate3!? In the 1993 elections for the
European Parliament, the Rainbow Party (with a heavy emphasis on human rights issues)
that was close to representing such a viewpoint received 7,263 votes, representing an
insignificant O,1 per cent of the total vote320 In the 1996 general election, the Rainbow
Party fielded common candidates with a party called the Organisation for the
Reconstruction of the KKE (OAKKE), and received 3,485 votes (0,05 per cent of the
total), 2,000 of which in Greek Macedonia32! It is possible that these voters

“constitute the "hard” electoral core of [their party] 322

J6see Kofos, 1964: 186 and MRG Greece et al 1994 13. Almost certainly implausibly, FYROM sources claim
that the exodus involved some 213,000 people. See Human Rights Watch/Helsinki, 1994: 8.

3 Close, 1993c: 10. Significantly, many of the Slavophones who remained in Greece had cooperated with
the right-wing authorities against the KKE and supported the maintaining of a unified Greek state. See
Theodoropoulos et al, 1995 45.

3BSee Angelopoulos, 1997.

39see Gounaris, 1997b: 107.

3205ee MRG Greece et al, 1994: 16.

32see Mihailidis, 1997: 141 fn 21 and Eleftherotypia, 24 September 1996: 25. It is interesting to compare
these numbers with the some 20,000 Filipinos and 50,000 Poles residing in Athens alone. See E
Kathimerini, 25 May 1997: 27.

32Mihailidis, 1997: 141 fn 21 This is certainly a far cry from claims of a million-strong group. Thus, it can at
least be concluded that ‘it is debatable whether this group (although a vocal one) is numerically so
strong as to warrant the creation of separate educational institutions; according to international
standards, a minority population needs to be sufficiently numerous for such a demand to be justified’
(Roudometof, 1996: 272). It should be pointed out however, that Roudometof is not explicitly referring

to the Rainbow Party and its supporters.
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In addition to numericoi disagreements, the Greek government has been
consistently accused of human rights Violations323 One of the most frequent
accusations refers to a law passed in 1982 allowing the return of “all Greeks by genus
[origin] who during the Civil War of 1946-1949 and because of it had fled abroad as
political refugees.324 This stipulation forbids the return of people who declare a non-
Greek nationality.325

The Greek government has also been accused for not permitting special
minority educational arrangements, as well as for rejecting an application to create a

‘Centre for Macedonian Culture.326  Furthermore, there have been some four cases of

328ror a more complete presentation of accusations against the Greek government, see Danforth, 1995:
108-41; Human Rights Watch/Helsinki, 1994; Karakasidou 1993a; MRG Greece et al, 1994; Poulton,
1991/1993: 173-92 and Poulton, 1995: 162-71 See dlso Pollis 1992 and Stavros, 1995.

324This translation of the Greek law is cited in Human Rights Watch/Helsinki, 1994: 27. See also Danforth,
1995: 122 and Eleftherotypia, 17 May 1997: 26-7.

325Apparently, this law has recently been relaxed. During my visit to Skopje, | met a woman who had
left her village in Greece in 1949 at the age of ten. She was sent by forces loyal to the KKE to Hungary,
while her parents were sent to Poland and Romania.  After years of efforts, the family managed to re-
unite in the Soviet Union. This woman was first allowed to visit Greece again in April 1997. A somewhat
ingenious solution (which | witnessed), was practised at the Greek border. A temporary visa was given
to her, in which she wrote her name not in Slavic as it appeared in her passport but in Greek. It also
happened that this was the name with which she was born, and was used by her until she left Greece
in 1949. At any rate, the result was that the woman was allowed to go and visit a relative in Athens. It
is also worthwhile reporting that some prominent Greek politicians suggested to me that the 1982 law
might change in the near future. However, the country’s government has recently altered the border
visa arrangements, and made them somewhat tougher. Visas will now have to be obtained at the
Greek mission at Skopje, and not at the border. See Exousia, ¢ October 1997: 6. More than 1,300,000
visas have been granted to FYROM citizens wishing to visit Greece since October 19951 See
Eleftherotypia, 23 December 1998: 4.

326For the rejection of the centre’s creation, see Danforth, 1995: 128-9 and Human Rights Watch/Helsinki,
1994: 20-1. For the adjudication of this case by the European Court of Human Rights, see Exousia, 11 July
1998: 6. Concerning accusations for not permitting minority educational arrangements, see Human
Rights Watch/Helsinki, 1994: 37-44. The issue of whether a Macedonian language exists constitutes an

important part of this debate. For a discussion of this issue, see loannidou, 1997.
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human right activists who have been brought to trial on various charges32” However,
with one exception, charges have either been dropped, or the courts have issued"
acquittals328

While denying accusations of human rights violétions, the Greek government
has charged Yugoslavia (and then FYROM), for falsifying ancient Greek history,
conducting hostile propaganda and making iredentist claims329 As regards the
Greeks, probably the most infuriating practice involves what is considered to be the
unjust appropriation of the history of the ancient Macedonians. In numerous FYROM
publications, maps and school textbooks, the claim has been made that they were not
Greek330 This issue is not merely of historical significance, since the seriousness of the

Greek reaction which will be described in this thesis, possibly intends to proclaim that

3275ee Danforth, 1995: 116-25 and Vlasidis and Karakostanoglou, 1995: 165. Many of these human rights
activists are actually considered by the Greek government to be foreign agents. For example, in an
interview on 23 December 1996, Papaconstantinou pointed out that a prominent activist (Mr
Sidiropoulos), while virtually penniless, has managed to continually travel around the world expressing
his views. The implication was that he was receiving funding from sources (or countries), that do not
share Greece’s Macedonian policies.

32%85ee Human Rights Watch/Helsinki, 1994: 23-4. The exception that is often mentioned, is that of Father
Tsarknics. See ibid: 53 and MRG Greece et al, 1994: 17. The source of some of his legal tfroubles was
that he was defrocked. However, he was not defrocked because of any human rights activities, but
was actually ‘convicted in an ecclesiastical court on charges of homosexudlity and disobedience to
his superiors’ (Danforth, 1995: 133). Importantly, the critical to the Greek government Human Rights
Watch/Helsinki report concludes that the organisation ‘does not know of any ethnic Macedonian who is
currently serving a prison sentence for the peaceful expression of his or her views' (Human Rights
Watch/Helsinki, 1994: 25). See also Phaedon John Kozyris' brief but extremely critical review of Human
Rights Watch/Helsinki, 1994 in the Journal of Modern Greek Studies, Vol. 14, No. 2 (October 1996). 358-61.

329ror an account of several instances of friction between Greece and Yugoslavia over Macedonia, see
Mertzos, 1992 403-46.

330For an impressive analysis of FYROM's school textbooks dedaling with this issue, see Kofos, 1994a: 14-20.
See also Kofos, 1976: 14-7. Perhaps the most popular Greek response is Martis, 1983. For a more scholarly

and comprehensive effort, see Sakelariou, 1994: 30-191
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the name [and history] of Mccedbnia is an integral part of Greek identity and that no
one can claim to be a Macedonian without being Greek.331

FYROM has further been accused for irredentist propaganda (usually taking the
form of maps depicting a Macedonian state that includes parts of Greece), that have
appeared in schoolbooks, calendars, and even labels on alcoholic drinks.332 The Greek
government also considered as containing possible irredentist claims several articles of
FYROM's constitution that was adopted on 20 November 1991333 More specifically, the
constitution’s Preamble was contentious because it claimed to rest (among various
events), ‘'upon the statehood-legal traditions of the Krusevo Republic and the historical
decisions of the Antifascist Assembly of the People’s Liberation of Macedonia
[ASNOM]334 The Krusevo Republic was related to the llinden uprising that partly took
place in territories that comprise contemporary Greek Macedonia. As regards ASNOM,
its irredentist character was analysed previously.

Greece also objected to Article 3 because it implied that ‘the only changes
that can take place in the territory of [FYROM] are changes of annexation of new
territories.335 In other words, it was presumed that Article 3 provided legal sanctioning
to any future annexations. Finally, there was Greek disagreement to Article 49, which
stated that ‘the republic takes care of the status and rights of the members of the
Macedonian people in neighbouring countries.336 This was perceived as a call to
interfere with Greek domestic politics, and was considered even more provocative
given the fact that the government and all major political parties do not recognise the

existence of such a minority in their country. Eventually, as will be shown in the next

33Roudometof, 1996: 284. See also Kofos, 1986: 168.

3325ee Appendix 1

333For a comprehensive analysis of FYROM's constitution, see Tzonos, 1994. See also Hayden, 1992 659-60
and Kofos, 1994b.

334Cited in ibid. 48.

3353ee ibid.: 48.

33bid: 49.
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chapter, Greek pressure and cﬁticisms resulted to both Articles 3 and 49 being

amended by FYROM's Parliament337

E. Greece and FYROM: An Account of Common Interests.

Despite the controversies and contentious issues between Greece and FYROM,
it is crucial to present also the common interests that are shared by both countries.
More specifically and for obvious reasons, FYROM's government did not want the war
that had broken out in Croatia and later in Bosnia to spread within their republic’s
borders338 It is of extreme importance that the Greek, as well as all EPC governments,
shared precisely the same desire33® This probably constitutes the most important
common interest between the two states.

Thus, Greece’s President Konstantinos Karamanlis explained in a letter to EC
leaders on 24 November 1992 that his country ‘has an interest in the maintenance of
[FYROM's] independence and territorial integrity. 3% In an interview, the then Prime
Minister Konstantinos Mitsotakis noted that his country had absolutely nothing to gain
from FYROM's dissolution, especially since Greece had no [geopolitical and economic]
conflict of interests with the young republic34! Former Foreign Minister Michalis
Papaconstantinou in agreement with this analysis, pointed out that had there been a
war in FYROM, the results would have been disastrous for Greece34?  Similarly, former

Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs loannis Tzounis declared that ‘if this state did not

337The amendments were inserted on 6 January 1992, and can be found in ibid.

338This point was stressed in all the interviews that were conducted with FYROM officials for the purposes
of this thesis.

339This fact conceming EPC's member states was readily acknowledged in almost all of the interviews
that were conducted for this thesis.

340This passage from Karamanlis® letter can be found in Valenakes and Dales, 1994: 109.

3dinterview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997.

342nterview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996.
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exist, we should have invented it;;343 and in a previously unpublished address to his EPC

counterparts on 17 February 1992, former Foreign Minister Antonis Samaras stated that
It is in our interest to have a small, but truly independent state as a
neighbour, than a big and powerful one. Such a state would serve our
concern, and the concerns of the Community, for stability in the region344

There are several reasons that explain this unusual level of agreement between
Greek politicians345 Perhaps most importantly, they fedred that a war in FYROM could
have eventudlly escalated into a Third Balkan War346  Apparently, the then -lecder of
the Opposition Andreas Papandreou was also fully aware of this potential scenario. He
later succinctly summarised its implications by stating that the ‘irony of this [dispute] is
that we have every interest that [FYROM] does not disintegrate because this will mean
a Balkan War.347
Misha Glenny has pointed out that Greeks were particularly apprehensive
about the consequences of such a war, fearing that
The eventual outcome (after fighting more bloody than in Bosnia) would
probably be the consolidation of a Greater Albania and a Greater Bulgaria

on Greece’'s northern border and a concomitant increase in Turkish influence
(via Albania) in the region348

343nterview with Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.

3443ee Appendix IV.

345imilar arguments concerning Greece’s interest in the war not spreading to FYROM were made in
interviews with Ms Damanaki on 30 January 1997, Mr Kofos on & January 1997, Mr Le‘ngeris on 27 August
1997, Mr Papayannakis on 10 January 1997 and Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997.

346The possibility of a Balkan War was also accepted by FYROM's former (until late November 1998)
Assistant Minister of Foreign Affairs Mr Dimovski, during an interview on 29 September 1997. His ultimate
argument was that FYROM's existence was in Greece’s interest.

347Cited in Kyrkos, 1994: 19. Papandreou’s statement was made on 13 January 1994. When asked to
comment on this statement, Mitsotakis said that he was in complete agreement, and suggested that
he had also summarised the dangers from the war spreading to FYROM in a very similar, if not identical
way. The implication was that Papandreou had ‘borrowed” this analysis from Mitsotakis (interview with
Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997).

348Glenny, 1996; 143,
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The possibility of a wc':‘ﬁ. taking place within FYROM's borders (with all its
potential results), was not considered by the Greek government a mere theoretical
possibility. In an interview, Papaconstantinou revealed that contingency plans had
been prepared, in order to deal with what was expected to be a wave of refugees;
from FYROM and possibly Albania349

Another area of common interests between FYROM and Greece involves the
realm of economics. The resolution of the dispute with Greece would have produced
substantial financial benefits for FYROM, since as a recognised republic it would have
been allowed to receive much needed assistance from various international
organisations such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank. This is
proved by the fact that after the dispute with Greece was partially resolved with the
signing on 13 September 1995 of an Interim Agreement, FYROM managed to secure 55
million US dollars from the IMF and 99 million US dollars from the World Bank.350

Being a land-locked country, FYROM would have also been able to use the
strategically located port of Thessalonki3s! In the words of FYROM's former Vice
President of the government Mr Risteski ‘we have no access to the sea.Close
economic relations with Greece are a must.Greece is an ideal area for frade.352
FYROM could have benefited from Greek investment and perhaps even used its
neighbour as a market for surplus labour. Furthermore, given the resolution of the
dispute, the costs associated with the various frade restrictions and the oil embargo
that were Imposed by Greece (and will be analysed in subsequent chapters), would

have ceased to exist.

349nterview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996.

350These figures are taken from Doudoumis, 1996: 123. See also Perry, 1992a: 44; Perry 1992b: 12 and Perry,
1997: 263. The Interim Agreement can be found and is analysed in Rozakis, 1996.

3%lsee Economides, 1995: 4.

352nterview with Mr Risteski on 29 September 1997. Essentially the same argument was made in interviews
with all FYROM officials. More recently, FYROM officials were quoted characterising Greece as a
‘strategic investor' and a ‘strategic ally” as regards the realm of economics. See Eleftherotypia, 23

December 1998: 4.
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Normalised relations bé{ween the two states would have also produced
economic benefits for Greece——a fact that was recognised by most major Greek
decision-makers353 It has even been argued by Papaconstantinou that his state’s
economic penetration could potentially be of such a magnitude, that FYROM could
‘fall within [its] sphere of interest 354 It must be explained that trade with FYROM has a
particular significance for the economy of Northern Greece33S Furthermore, Greek
products have a comparative advantage, as a result of factors such as

Geographic location and reduced transportation costs. This advantage is

further strengthened from the considerable recognition and acceptance that
Greek products have from [FYROM's] consumers356

Greece’s relatively large and consistent trade surpluses with FYROM can
perhaps be submitted as further evidence of its comparative advantage over
FYROM357 Greek companies have also exhibited important economic activity in the
new republic. It has been estimated that since September 1995, their investments have
been worth 250 million US dollars358 As a result, Greece has become "the largest direct

investor in FYROM.359

33nterviews with Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996, Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou
on 23 December 1996, Mr Papathemelis on 11 January 1997, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996 and Mr
Tzounis on 14 April 1997.

354|nterview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996

3%5see Valden, 1996: 198,

3565 aritza, 1996: 239. The same argument was made almost verbatim by the Director of FYROM's Ministry
of Foreign Affairs Directorate of Economic Affairs Ms Vasileva, during an interview on 29 September
1997. Perhaps more significantly, FYROM's current Prime Minister Ljupco Georgievski concurred with this
analysis during an interview in which he invited Greek investment, stating as advantages [geographic]
proximity.low labour costs.[and] access [via FYROM] to the markets of neighbouring states” (To_Vima,
20 December 1998: A36).

373ee Table IL

3%83ee E Kathimerini, 23 December 1998; 1.
359bid.
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More specifically, Greei( companies have bought one of FYROM's biggest
tobacco companies, are attempting to buy FYROM's biggest bank, and have begun
establishing a supermarket chain36® Furthermore, they have invested in the fields of
mining, meat processing, beer brewing and cement producﬁoh.361 More recently, there
have been negotiations and discussions concerning the construction of an oil pipeline
connecting Skopje with Thessaloniki, cooperation in the production of electricity, as
well as the expansion of certain railway lines between the two countries362

On the basis of the above analysis, it can be concluded that important
economic interests were shared between the two neighbouring states. Furthermore,
both Greece and FYROM (as well as all EPC member states), shared the desire to avoid
the war from spreading to the new republic. The existence of these common interests
satisfies institutionalism’s most crucial condition and hence allows the theory to be
applied to the events that will be analysed next. These common interests also add an

interesting perspective to what eventually became a particularly contentious dispute.

360see Eleftherotypia, 9 October 1996: 1I; Exousia, 9 May 1997: 1; Exousia, 13 May 1997: 31 and Ependytis. 25
October 1997. 15, For a brief account of investment plans that Greek companies have for FYROM see
Eleftherotypia, 2 November 1994: 4 and Ia Vima, 13 October 1996: DI5.

3613ee E Kathimerini, 27 December 1998: 5.

325ee ibid.
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- CHAPTER 4

THE POLITICS OF GREEK COOPERATION:
June 1991-January 1992

This is the hour of Europe.

-Jacques Poos, Luxembourg's Minister of Foreign Affairs, 27 June 1991,

A. Yugoslavia Disintegrates, EPC Mediates and Greece Cooperates.

The end of the Second World War found Marshall Tito and his communist
partisans in control of Yugoslavia, which consisted of six republics: Bosnia-Hercegovinag,
Croatia, Macedonio, Montenegro, Serbia, and Slovenia3® In addition to outright
suppression and propaganda, Tito attempted to bridge ethnic differences by creating
a state with a strong centralised government (until 1974, when more powers passed to
the republics), and by allowing a somewhat liberalised economy. His break with Stalin
and the subsequent pursuit of a high profile non-aligned foreign policy made him
popular at home, and won sympathy (and financial aid) from the West. Yugoslavia
became particularly prosperous (by socialist standards), ‘with an average annual
economic growth [for the years 1965-89] of 6,3 per cent’3¢4

Despite its apparent affluence and stability, the country was actually travelling
along a perilous path. Although an analysis of its demise belongs to a different inquiry,

it can be mentioned that contributing factors include the death of Tito in 1980 and the

3635ee Map L “Serbia [also] contained-the autonomous province of Vojvodina and the autonomous region
of Kosovo-Metohija’ (Singleton, 1985; 209). For a general history of Yugosiavia, see Pavlowitch, 1971 and
Singleton, 1985. The origins and first years of the state are best analysed in Ivo Banac’s magisterial The
National Question in Yugoslavia (Banac, 1984). For developments during the years 1962-199, see
Ramet, 1984/1992. For some interesting reflections on the history of Yugoslavia, see Pavlowitch, 1988.

364The Fconomist, 2 February 199t 45,
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rise of the Serbian politician’ Slobodan Milosevic.3%5 Since the mid-1980s’, Milosevic had
begun ‘garnering mass supbort, both within the party and among the Serbian
population at large by openly playing the nationalist card” and especially by stressing
vboth perceived and actual Serb grievances over the fate of Kosovo (a region in Serbia
populated by 90 per cent ethnic Albanians)3%¢ In doing so, Milosevic brought
nationalism and its accompanying passions to the forefront of Yugoslav politics.3¢7
Furthermore, the end of the Cold- War and the dissolution of the Soviet empire largely
discredited the socialist ideology and created a situation in which Yugoslavia ceased
to have the same international and strategic importance. Subsequently, the resurfacing
of old nationdlistic aspirations, enmities and traumas was accelerated. During the 1990
elections, nationalists came to power in all of the republics and tensions intensified
greatly.368

Given the prospects for instability, EPC adopted a stance advocating a 'united

and democratic Yugoslavia.®® However, this chapter will demonstrate that EPC's

365For a succinct and important discussion of the reasons that led to the demise of Yugoslavia, see
especially Holbrooke, 1998: 21-9. As regards Milosevic, see Zimmermann, 1995 for a scathing critique of
his actions and character. Zimmermann was the last US Ambassador to Yugoslavia. For a perceptive
profile of the Serbian leader, see Dijilas, 1993. Many episodes of Milosevic negotiating that are
particularly revealing of his character, soul and intentions are presented in Holbrooke, 1998. Milosevic's
rise to power is analysed in Ramet, 1984/1992 chapter 1. Ramet's chapter also includes an important
account of the seminal episode that elevated Milosevic into being the key proponent and
representative of Serbian nationalism. See ibid: 229-30, as well as Holbrooke, 1998; 114.

366Glenny, 1990: 121 For two excellent, informative and in a sense complementary histories of Kosovo,
see Malcolm, 1998 and Vickers, 1998. See also Kofos, 1998, The New Republic, 8 June 1998; 34-40 and
Veremis and Kofos, 1998.

3670n nationalism, see Anderson, 1983/1991; Gelner, 1983; Hobsbawm, 1990; Hutchinson and Smith, 1994;
Kedourie, 1970 and 1960/1993; Mayall 1990 and Smith, 1991 For particularly perceptive reflections on
Greek nationalism that arose from the country’s dispute with FYROM, see Mouzelis, 1994.

368Montenegro was possibly the only exception. For an analysis of the 1990 elections, see Woodward,
1995: 117-25. For the election results in the Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, see Valenakes and Dales,
1994: 32-3.

369EPC Press Release P. 35/91, 26 March 1991; emphasis added. See also EPC Press Release P. 42/91, 8 May
1991
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members eventually sanctioned Yugoslcvids dissolution, and were confronted with the
: issues of recognising the country’s former republics, as well as with a series of other
problems. In attempting to deal with them, EPC utilised a variety of its decision-making
procedures. As will be shown, particular emphasis was placed upon imposing sanctions
and promising aid for the cooperating republics. Furthermore, numerous declarations
were issued and conference diplomacy was practised. Innovative decision-making
procedures included the creation of an Arbitration Commission (AC), and the sending
to Yugoslavia of monitoring missions.

Initially attempting to bolster the chances of a united Yugoslavia, at the
beginning of June 1991 the Commission’s President Jacques Delors went to Belgrade and
informed the Yugoslavs that “financial support of between $4 and $5 billion would be
made available.¥° On 24 June, the Third Financial Protocol between the Community
and Yugoslavia, worth ECU 730 million for the period ending on 30 June 1996 was
signed3” Despite the utilisation of these economic decision-making procedures, the
process of Yugoslavia's disintegration soon became irrevocable.

On 25 June 199), Croatia and Slovenia declared their independence? The war
in Yugoslavia began two days later, when the Serb-controlled Yugoslav National Army
(JNA) attacked Slovenia. On the same day, EPC’s Foreign Ministers were meeting at
Luxembourg and it was immediately decided that the intergovernmental Troika be

dispatched to Yugoslavia®? It proposed a plan that included the suspension of all

310Gow and Freedman, 1992 99. The position for a united Yugoslavia coincided with that pursued by the
United States. In his visit to Belgrade on 21 June 1991, US Secretary of State James Baker declared that
his country would not recognise the would-be breakawaly republics] “under any circumstances™ (The
Economist, 29 June 1991 41). For Baker's account of his Belgrade visit, see Baker, 1995: 478-83. His effort
to downplay the fact that the US’ official policy was advocating a united Yugoslavia, is particularly
noteworthy. For a strict assessment of the consequences of this visit, see Holbrooke, 1998: 27.

3TFor the terms of the protocol, see Official Journal of the European Communities (hereafter OJ), No C
134/6, 24591

312%ror details, as well as for the reactions of various countries, see Financial Times, 26 June 199t 1

313see Bull. EC 6-1991 8. The Troika was comprised by Gianni de Michelis, Jacques Poos and Hans van den

Broek, Foreign Ministers of ltaly, Luxembourg, and Holland respectively.
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declarations of independence fof three months, the return of the JNA to its barracks, as
well as other measures that aimed at solving the country’s constitutional crisis.374
Although all sides agreed to these measures, none of them was implemented. The
Troika was thus forced to go back on 30 June, this time threatening the suspension of
aid3”s

While hostilities continued in Slovenia, the republic’s army proved surprisingly
successful in its operations against the JNA3¢ In order to increase the pressure and
achieve a meaningful settlement, the Extraordinary EPC Ministerial meeting of § July
1991 decided that EPC would impose an arms embargo on all Yugoslav republics, and
urged the members of the international community to follow suit3’ Greece endorsed
this decision, as well as the warning that unless agreement was reached, the Second
and Third Financial Protocols with Yugoslavia would be suspended. These protocols
constituted ‘the largest aid package which the EC has ever given to an individual
state,” worth some $1 billion.378

On 5 July, the Committee of Senior Officials (CSO), of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe accepted the EPC plan, which primarily called for
the cessation of hostilities’? This acceptance also signalled the fact that the CSCE

was essentially relinquishing its responsibilities for the resolution of the war in Yugoslavia.

3143ee Gow and Freedman, 1992 102

3750n the same day, the Presidency of the Community passed to the Netherlands. As a result of this
change, de Michelis” place in the Troika was taken by Portugal's Foreign Minister Joao de Deus Pinheiro.

37For accounts of the ‘ten day war’ in Slovenia, see Cohen, 1993: 224-5; Crnobrnja, 1994: 160-3; Glenny,
1992 96-7 and Owen, 1995; 34. For an interesting appraisal of the various arguments seeking to explain
the JNA’s lacklustre performance in Slovenia, see Woodward, 1995: 166-8.

1see EPC Press Release P. 61/91, 5 July 1991

378The Times, 6 July, 1991 10. See also Weller, 1992 573, It is noteworthy that “40 per cent of Yugoslavia's
trade was with the Community’ (Gow and Freedman, 1992 99), a fact that further made Yugoslavia
vulnerable to EC pressure.

379 or an account of the CSO’s powers and mandate, see Weller, 1992 573. For further details of the EPC

plan, see Gow and Freedman, 1992 105-6.
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Perhaps for the first time in severdl decades, EPC's members were being assigned the
leading and almost exclusive role in dealing with an important international crisis.3°
EPC efforts to reach a settlement seemed to culminate with the signing of the
Brioni Accord on 7 July3® The agreement provided for the withdrawal of the JNA
forces from Slovenia, and thus marked the end of a limited war that had lasted ten
days. There was also agreement to begin negotiations on all aspects of the future of
Yugoslavia before 1 August. Finally, it was decided to introduce EPC observers.
Unarmed and known as the ice-cream men because of their white uniforms, their
role, and valve.was to improve by their presence the chances of fragile
cease-fires holding.[though] the greatest threat that they could make was to

withdraw their services, which was regularly done when they met with
particularly serious obstacles382

As a result of the Troika missions and the Brioni Accord, a brief period of time
was bought, the war having ended in Slovenia and not having yet moved to any other
of the Yugoslav republics. Nevertheless, it had become apparent to most observers
that, in the words of Jacques Delors: ‘the Yugoslav federation in its present form has
had its day.% On 13 July the Dutch Presidency sent a telegram to the other EPC
members, suggesting that they move towards the ‘voluntary redrawing of internal

borders as a possible solution. %4 The Greek government disagreed, but its negative

38OAccording to the memoirs of the then US Secretary of State James Baker, ‘the Bush administration felt
comfortable with the EC’s taking responsibility for handling the crisis in the Balkans (Baker, 1995; 636).
Baker cites as the main reason for this policy the absence of vital US interests, in contrast to "European
interests [that] were directly threatened’ (ibid), and furthermore argues that the EC was seen as a
potentially successful mediator with long experience in dealing with the region.

38For the text of the Brioni Accord, see European Political Cooperation Documentation Bulletin (hereafter
EPCDB), Vol. 7, 199t 334-8. See also Financial Times, 8 July 199t 1. Gow and Smith, 1992 10; Silber and
Little, 1996: 201; cited in Holbrooke, 1998: 29; Weller, 1992 573-4 and Woodward, 1995: 168-72

3B2Nuttall, 1994b: 21 Several observers were actually killed.

383Delors made this statement on 9 July 1991 during a debate in the European Parliament on the situation
in Yugoslavia. See OJ No 3~-407/68, 9.791

384The text of the telegram can be found in Owen, 1995; 2-3.
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assessment did not cause any préblems. The Dutch proposal to tinker with borders prior
to recognition failed to win any EPC adherents, and was Thu§ not pursued any further.38

During the month of August, war broke out in Croatia, where the JNA proved
more efficient than in Slovenia, achieving control of almost a fourth of the republic by
early September. Faced with this unwelcome development, Greece agreed that the
Ministerial meeting of 27 August express EPC’s dismay, and make perfectly clear that
the Serb irregular forces in Croatia and the JNA were being considered as responsible
for the outbreak of violence in Croatia’® The Greek Foreign Minister Antonis Samaras
also decided together with his EPC counterparts to establish a Peace Conference and
an Arbitration procedure within its framework3’ According to Germany’s Foreign
Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher, the idea for this procedure (which represents an
innovative decision-making procedure of the regime EPC), emanated from France,
though at the EPC meeting it was presented as a joint Franco-German initiative388 The
procedure was supposed to consist of a five member Arbitration Commission, with two
members being appointed by the Yugosiav Federal Presidency. The Yugoslav
representation failed to materialise, and the AC eventually consisted solely of EPC
member state appointees, who were also Presidents of their country’s Constitutional

Court. It was chaired by the French Robert Badinter, who was joined by colleagues

S8For a counter-factual defence of the Dutch proposal, see Owen, 1995 33-4 and Telloglou, 1996: 27.
Both fail to properly appreciate the telegram’s acknowledgement that any voluntary redrawing of the
borders ‘would entail daunting problems’ {cited in Owen, 1995: 32).

386For the declaration on Yugoslavia produced by this meeting, see EPCDB, Vol. 7, 1991 389-90. For the
response by FYROMs Assembly to this declaration, see Balkan Forum, Vol. 1, No. 1, (November 1992):
169-70. See also Genscher’s account of this meeting in Genscher, 1997: 786-8.

37The Peace Conference commenced at the Hague on 7 September 1991, and was chaired by former
British Foreign Secretary Lord Carrington. Former US Assistant Secretary of State for European and
Canadian Affairs Richard Holbrooke has characterised Carrington as ‘an urbane man of legendary
integrity” (Holbrooke, 1998: 30).

383ee Genscher, 1997: 787.
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from Belgium, Germany, Iltaly and Spain38? The importance of the fact that there was
no Greek representative will- be discussed and analysed subsequentty.

During the 27 August EPC meeting, Samaras expressed his government's
concern over what eventually became an extremely contentious issue, by submitting a
Memorandum on Yugoslav Macedonia3©  Since the beginning of the war in
Yugoslavig, this was the first official Greek attempt to raise awareness and present
within EPC a position on the name and implications of an independent Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia.

The Memorandum began by suggesting that Kosovo and Yugoslav Macedonia
might require different EPC approaches than the ones pursued in Slovenia and Croatia.
In an academic-like, diplomatic but ultimately alarmist tone, it argued that a
declaration of independence by Yugoslav Macedonia would create serious problems.
The state would not be economically viable, while its huge Albanian minority would be
a source of instability and perhaps even war. Such a new state would most likely be
involved in serious disputes and confrontations with Albania, Serbia and Bulgaria.
Hence, the warning that “there seems to be a clear danger of a triangular, if not of a
quadrangular conflict in the region.?”

Given this perception of a potentially explosive situation, it becomes evident
that the Greek government did not welcome a declaration of independence.
However, since such an action was imminent, the Memorandum did not propose
attempts to block or postpone it. Rather, it endeavoured to clarify possible actions
that would have been considered unfriendly and provocative by Greece. Thus, the

issue of the new state’s name came to the forefront:

389This is why the Arbitration Commission is often referred to as the Badinter Commission.

390For the text of the Memorandum (in English), see Skilakakis, 1995; 258-60. It should be noted that
unless otherwise indicated, all references are to documents, articles or books written in Greek and
translated into English by me.

$lpid: 260.
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The Greeks also strongly contest the use of the traditionally Greek name of
Macedonia for identifying a Slavic people.the Greeks believe that the
Macedonian name is part of their own historical heritage and should not be
used to identify, in an ethnic sense, another nation.392

Although the sensitivity surrounding the name Macedonia was made evident,
the Memorandum did not indicate a precise position on the name issue. The objection
to the ethnological use of the name Macedonia, together with the fact that the
document describes five times the inhabitants of Yugoslav Macedonia as Slav-
Macedonians, possibly suggested that Greece might have been flexible to a

compromise name that would have included the word Macedonia393

B. The Intensification of Greek Cooperation.

On 8 September 1991, the Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia held a referendum
on its independence, with a tumnout (according to the official results) of 72,16 per
cent3  Of those voting, 96,44 per cent expressed their support for a ‘sovereign and

independent state of Macedonia, with the right to enter in a future union of sovereign

32bid.; emphasis added.

393see Skilakakis, 1995: 42-3. Skilakakis suggests that the name Northern Macedonia might have been
acceptable under the arguments made in the Memorandum. This is a correct assessment, to which
names such as Upper Macedonia, Vardar Macedonia and perhaps Slavomacedonia could be added.

394They can be found (in English) in Valenakes and Dales, 1994: 38-9. The voting procedure is generally
considered to have been fair. For a forcefully argued contrary view, see a speech delivered by the
Greek MEP Mr Nianias that can be found in OJ No 3-408/9], 10.991 It should also be noted that the
leaders of the Albanian and Serbian minorities had urged the referendum’s boycott. Furthermore, the
referendum was unusual for permitting non-FYROM citizens to participate, though their votes were
counted separately and did not confribute towards the official result. This measure aimed at
‘conflating] the categories of nationality and citizenship.and contributed powerfully to the
construction of a transnational national community of Macedonians who identify with the newly
emerged republic of Macedonia’ (Danforth, 1995: 100). In an interview on 11 April 1997, FYROM's Head
of Mission to Greece Mr Arsovsky, explained that this arrangement was made after intense pressure
from FYROM's nationalist party, the Internal Macedonia Revolutionary Organisation-Democratic Party of

Macedonian National Unity (VMRO-DPNE).
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states of Yugoslavia. 3% On the bcsis of this referendum, the Assembly of the Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia declared the state’s independence on 17 September.39

Greece’'s Prime Minister Konstantinos Mitsotakis responded to these results in a
rather moderate way, by emphasising that ‘the position of [his] government, as regards
the name that [the inhabitants of the Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia] use is given,
self-evident and shared by the entire Greek nation.3” This statement sent a strong
message about the importance of the new republic’s name, though it did not entail
any specific proposal, thus allowing substantial scope for negotiation and a possible
compromise’% Mitsotakis” statement represents an early example of his flexibility on
the name issue, which would eventually lead to a confrontation with Samaras.

Despite the use of diplomatic and calm language by the Prime Minister, it soon
became evident that his ‘government was deciding to abandon..the low key policy [on
the Macedonian Question which was practised] since the time of the Civil War'3%
During a CSCE meeting in Moscow on 27 September 1991, Greek Ambassador Stathatos
denied accusations made by Yugoslav representatives, and also distributed a copy of
his country’s position on the Macedonian Question that was made during the 25 June
1990 Copenhagen CSCE meeting. Together, these two interventions represent an
outburst against what was considered to be the falsification of history, the twisting of
facts and the ills bestowed upon Greece by Slavomacedonians (significantly, the term
is used in the Moscow document.).‘100 Accusations vary from what is considered to be

the unjustified appropriation of the ancient Greek Macedonian heritage of Alexander

395Cited in Valenakes and Dales, 1994: 38.

39For the text of FYROM's declaration of independence (in English), see Valenakes and Dales, 1994: 40-2

Nskilakakis, 1995: 46. This statement was made during a press conference in Thessaloniki on 8
September 1991,

3BMitsotakis made several similar statements until the 4 December 1991 Cabinet meeting. For an account
of the more important ones made in mid-November 1991, see Lygeros, 1992 104-5 and Tarkas, 1995; é4.

399%ofos, 1996: 3.

400F¢r the text of the Greek statement in the Moscow CSCE meeting, see Valenakes and Dales, 1994; 43-

6. For the Copenhagen CSCE statement, see Valenakes, 1992 345-52.

99



the Great and Aristotle, to the kfdnapping of 28,000 children after the conclusion of
the Civil Waro' Thus, the international community was given evidence of the
resentment and determination of Greece to follow clo§ely and possibly contest
developments in the Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.

Nevertheless, Greek cooperation within EPC both continued and intensified,
being made manifest in three key issue areas. The first involved the singling out and
verbal condemnation of the Serbian side as responsible for the atrocities and the '
spreading of the war to Croatia. Instances of Greek cooperation on this issue are
numerous, and include the 6 October 1991 informal meeting of the Ministers of Foreign
Affairs that condemned the INA, as well as the 27 October EPC declaration on
Dubrovnik which consisted of a strongly worded and largely justified attack on Serbian
military actions.402 EPC's frustration, anger and condemnation of the Serbs (endorsed
by Greece), are best illustrated by the declaration on the situation in Yugoslavia that

was issued on the following day:

40For an evaluation of the rather sensational charge that concerns the kidnapping of children, the
interested reader should consult Lagani, 1996. In her important study, Lagani objectively analyses this
particularly complicated issue, and confirms that in the final stages of the Greek Civil War, thousands
of children left Greece. Estimates range from 25,000 to 30,000. This largely forced exodus was
primarily carried out by forces loyal to the KKE, though a few of the children left war-ravaged Greece
voluntarily and accompanied by their parents (most of them were subsequently and dramatically
separated). About 1,000 children were relocated to Yugoslavia. This number was admitted in a letter
written by Tito as well as by a high ranking Greek diplomat (see ibid: 64 and 7). Although all children
were Greek citizens, some were also Slavophones. Those who were not, originally received education
in Greek, although this practice ended abruptly following the Tito-Stalin break. Eventually, fewer than
600 children returned to Greece; and after 1951, the Greek government ended the ‘internationalisation’
of the issue and stopped pressing for their return. Fear of ‘brainwashed children having adopted anti-
Greek positions and pressure from the US and UK accounted for Greece’s new position. See also
Baerentzen 1987 and Poulton, 1991/1993: 180, in conjunction however with Lagani, 1996. 107. Some
interesting but regrettably brief comments on this topic can be found in Koliopoulos, 1995b; 213-9.

4025ee the statement made by EPC’s Ministers of Foreign Affairs on 6 October 1991, that can be found in
EPCDB, Vol. 7, 1991 476-7. For the EPC’s declaration on Dubrovnik, see EPC Press Release P. 105/91, 27
October 1991
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The European Community and its member States are appalled at constant
violations of [the] principles [of no unilateral change of borders, and
protection of human rights, and rights of ethnic and national groups]. In this
context they refer to the Serbian position in the Conference, the coup d ‘etat
by four members of the Federal Presidency and their announcement of a
plan aimed at the establishment of a greater Serbia. The statements and
actions of JNA, which were condemned in the Declaration on Dubrovnik of
27 October 1991, should also be seen in this light.403

EPC’s condemnation of the Serbs was not only limited to EPC’s decision-making
procedure of declaratory diplomacy, as it soon incorporaied the application of
additional economic sanctions, while simultaneously giving preferential treatment to
the cooperating republics, including FYROM. These developments constitute a second
area in which Greece cooperated constantly without creating any problems to its EPC
partners.

Thus, on October 6 1991 EPC’s Foreign Ministers threatened to terminate the
Cooperation and Trade Agreement with Yugoslavia;4%4 and on 8 November, there was
an EPC decision on the impaosition of the following measures:

-immediate suspension of the application of the trade and cooperation
Agreement with Yugoslavia and a decision to terminate the same
Agreement,

-restoration of the quantitative limits for textiles,

-removal of Yugoslavia from the list of beneficiaries of the General System
of Preferences,

-formal suspension of benefits under the PHARE programme. Yugoslavia has

not been invited to take part in the next Ministerial meeting of G-24 on 1Tl
November 1991405

EPC’s intention to request the imposition of an oil embargo by the UN's Security Council
was also stated. Again, it was made perfectly clear that these punitive actions would
be taken only against the parties that were not cooperating in a peaceful way

towards a comprehensive political solution on the basis of the EC proposails.40é

403epC Press Release P. 106/91, 28 October 1991

404see EPCDB, Vol. 7, 1991 476-7. See also Woodward, 1995: 468 fn 104.
405gpC Press Release P. 109/91, 8 November 1991

4061bid,
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The cooperating republics were eventually rewarded in the 2 December
General Affairs Council méeﬂng, which decided a series of positive measures that
reversed most of the 8 November sanctions. They included:

-a Regulation reinstating, as from 15 November 1991, most of the preferential
trade arrangements under the pre-existing Co-operation Agreement with
Yugoslavia;

-reinstatement of PHARE programme coverage.with the proviso that
humanitarian aid is to continue for the benefit of all of the population of
Yugoslavia; '

-a request to the European Investment Bank that it agree to the use of the
ECU 100 million balance under the 2nd EEC-Yugoslavia Financial Protocol,
denounced by the Community, to finance projects in the Republics

concerned and that it resume payments for ongoing projects, where the
situation permits it.407

On the same day, a Council Regulation was issued ‘concerning the
arrangements applicable to the import of products originating in the Republics of
Bosnia-Herzegovinia, Macedonia, Slovenia and Croatia4©® Given Greece's
Memorandum on Yugoslav Macedonia and subsequent actions, it is striking to see that
the phrase Republic of Macedonia is used in an official Council document. This did not
suggest an intention to 'recognise the state with this name, since Foreign Minister
Samaras had made his agreement to these measures conditional upon the
incorporation of the following statement: 'the Twelve [are] anxious to point out that the
adoption of these measures was entirely without prejudice to the question of
recognising the Republics.0?

The use of the phrase Republic of Macedonia in this document subsequently
proved an embarrassment for Samaras. There seems to have been at least one
attempt on his behalf to imply that the person responsible for this Council decision was

his country’s Permanent Representative to the European Community, Ambassador

407Council of the European Communities General Secretariat (hereafter Council) 9558/91 (Presse 220-G),
21291 For further positive measures that also included Montenegro, see Council 4392/92 (Presse 12-G),
3292

4080§ No L 342/1, 121291; emphasis added.

409Council, 9558/91 (Presse 220-G), 21291
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Vagenas4© However, efforts to .suggest that he was not present at the meeting can
not stand close scrutiny, since the published account of the decisions of the 153%9th
Council meeting reveals that Greece was represented by ‘Mr Antonio [sic] SAMARAS,
Minister for Foreign Affairs.4" Furthermore, in an interview on 24 December 1996, he did
not deny his presence at that meeting.

Regardless of the subsequent political controversy, the decision to accept
these positive measures for the Republic of Macedonia’ does not constitute an
incomprehensible blunder. As will be demonstrated in the following chapter, it was a
deliberate decision that fitted exceedingly well with Greece’s cooperative strategy.

A third area of cooperation involved decisions that encouraged various
Yugoslav republics to request Community recognition. On October 6, Greece with its
EPC partners

Agreed that a political solution should be sought in the perspective of

recognition of the independence of those republics wishing it, at the end of
a negotiating process conducted in good faith and involving all parties.A2

A similar statement was included in the EPC Declaration of 28 October 199148
Undoubtedly, they paved the way for FYROM to request recognition, though Greece
did not attempt to utilise this early opportunity in order to express concerns or insert
conditions regarding a possible application by FYROM.

On 7 December 1991 the AC published its first opinion, which concluded that

‘the Socialist Republic of Yugoslavia is in the process of dissolution.#* Consequentty, it

40see Eleftherotypia, 22 October 1992 12

4lsee Council, 9558/91 (Presse 220-G), 21291

4125ee EPCDB, Vol. 7, 1991 476; emphasis added. See also Genscher, 1997 792-3,

4Bsee EPC Press Release P. 106/9), 28 October 1991

nternational Legal Materials (hereafter ILM), Vol. 31, No. 6, (December 1992). 1494. As the journal
suggests, subsequent references to this issue will be cited as 31 LM, followed by the relevant page

number, (1992). it should also be noted that the opinion was actually written on 29 November 1991
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was becoming increasingly difficult for the EPC member states to avoid facing the

issue of recognising at least some of the Yugoslav republics.

C. The Issue of Recognition.

The issue of recognition was confronted by the Greek government during the 4
December 1991 Cabinet meeting4® According to the minutes, there was a decision to
support the continuation of a united Yugoslavia.4® Furthermore,

The government set three conditions to the Skopje Republic [FYROM], which
must be accepted, if recognition is wanted: First, [it must] change the name
‘Macedonia” which has a geographic but not an ethnic basis, second, [it

must] acknowledge that it has no teritorial claims against our country, and,
third, [it must] acknowledge that no "Macedonian Minority” exists in Greece. "

It is noteworthy that the condition regarding the republic’s name was suggested
in the Cabinet meeting by the internaﬁonaily renowned composer (and Minister Without
Portfolio) Mikis Theodorakis4!® Thus, the issue that would come to dominate the
country’s politics in the following months, was first formulated by a former active
member of the KKE, and not by any leading right-wing politician or by those who
subsequently made it the centrepiece of their rhetoric and foreign policy preferences.

That the Cabinet’s decision under the heading Policy in the Balkans™ is mostly
devoted to FYROM, suggests that Greek policy towards the dissolution of Yugoslavia
was becoming preoccupied with this state; it would soon be obsessed, devoted and in
a sense taken hostage by the issue of its name. Some major cooperative decisions

were to precede these developments.

45For important accounts of this meeting, see Skilakakis, 1995: 62-3 and Petridis, 1997 391.
46The minutes can be found in Papaconstantinou, 1994: 419,
4|bid,; emphasis added.

4Bsee Petridis, 1997: 391

104



As the Maastricht Summi’r‘ approached, German pressure for the recognition of
Croatia and Slovenia intensified. On 27 November 1991, Chancellor Kohl promised to
recognise the two republics before Christmas;4!9 cnd_ on 14 December, Kohl's
spokesperson Dieter Vogel confimed Germany’s intention to move towards
recognition, regardiess of ‘whether any, dll, or none of the European states join us.420

It was under these developments that an Extraordinary EPC Ministerial Meeting
was convened in Brussels on 15 December 1991421 |t was dramatic, lasted for ten hours,
and the agreement that was reached early in the morning signalled the official and
ireversible end of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. The meeting also
provides an example of the importance of the intergovernmental part of EPC’s defining
norm, since the most important decisions about the future of Yugoslavia were reserved
for discussion and were made by an intergovernmental body. More specifically, EPC's
Ministers adopted a common position on the conditions whose satisfaction would have
to precede recognition of the various republics.4?22 Applications were to be submitted
by 23 December, and it was agreed that the AC would provide advice concerning the
merits of the various applications.

The stance of the German Foreign Minister was instrumental in determining

these decisions. According to Samaras, it amounted to a ‘de facto coup d'état,

49See Genscher, 1997: 796. Genscher points out that the date of recognition that was promised by Kohl
was actually two weeks later from the one suggested by Hans van den Broek. The Dutch Foreign
Minister had mentioned as a possible time limit the date of 10 December 1991 He did so in a
statement given to an Austrian newspaper on 18 October 1991 See ibid. 793. However, he was talking
about a common EPC decision, and not unilateral action.

420The New York Times, 15 December 199t Al

42The account of this meeting is partly based on interviews with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997, Mr Mitsotakis
on 10 April 1997, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996 and 3 February 1997 and Mr Skilakakis on 15 April
1997, as well as on Genscher's account, that can be found in Genscher, 1997 797-9. See also
Holbrooke, 1998: 31; Skilakakis, 1995: 63-4 and Tarkas, 1995: 67-9.

42250e EPC Press Release P. 128/9), 16 December 1991 These conditions were also to apply for the

recognition of new states in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union.
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complete with a grand thea’rriccﬂ gesture. 42 He is alluding to Genscher’s leaving the
room and calling twice Chancellor Kohl, only to everﬁually explain that Germany
remained adamant in its pqsiﬁon and thus determined to unilaterally recognise at least
some of the Yugoslav republics42¢ Given this development and in order to at least
preserve a semblance of the principle of solidarity, EPC’s Foreign Ministers accepted
Germany’s position.

Somaras has never denied that he had serious misgivings about the
consequences of the 16 December decisions. Because of the circumstances however,
the Greek Foreign Minister believed that vetoing all of the meeting’s decisions would
have been counter-productive. In order to adequately address his country’s legitimate
concerns, he forcefully insisted that a paragraph stating additional conditions that
would apply to FYROM's probable application for recognition be inserted. According
to Genscher, ‘Samaras..was afraid that the recognition of Slovenia and Croatia could
lead Macedonia to pursue its independence and make demands on Greek territory,
including Thessaloniki, 425

italion Foreign Minister de Michelis insisted that FYROM be recognised but was
rebuffed by Samaras who thus became the target of an undiplomatic verbal assault.
The former Greek Foreign Minister claims that de Michelis angrily yelled at him: "You are
a pirate and a blackmailer! This is piracyl426

Eventually, there was agreement on the following three conditions:

423nterview with Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997.

424That two phone calls were made to Chancellor Kohl is accepted by Genscher in his memoirs. See
Genscher, 1997: 798.

42bid. Genscher states that he considered the possibility of FYROM making territorial claims against
Greece to be rather remote. See ibid.

2%nterview with Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996. Significantly, according to Samaras FYROM's Foreign
Minister was waiting in the building. After the meeting’s conclusion, he immediately had a meeting with
de Michelis, who in a sense had assumed at that point the role of championing the republic’s claims
within EPC. There also seems to have been some sort of antagonism between Greek and ltalian
diplomacy, dating back to at least 1990, when Greece had managed to essentially exclude ltaly from

a meeting of Balkan Foreign Ministers. See Glenny, 1997: 74,
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The Community and its member States also require a Yugoslav Republic to
commit itself, prior to recognition, to adopt constitutional and political
guarantees ensuring that it has no territorial claims towards a neighbouring
Community State and that it will conduct no hostile propaganda activities
versus a neighbouring Community State, including the use of a denomination

which implies territorial claims*?

Of these conditions, the first two proved somewhat less contentious. FYROM
possibly understood that the blatant conduct of hostile propaganda and the making of
territorial claims against Greece, was confrary to the expectations and standards
required of states aspiring to EPC recognition. As a result, some important (though not
necessarily sufficient), alterations to the state’s constitution were subsequently
inserted#2¢ However, the third condition that required the applicant state not to use a
‘"denomination which implies territorial claims,” proved controversial.

The former Foreign Minister believes that the phrasing of the third condition
clearly implied the word Macedonia. He has often pointed out that prior to Yugoslavia's
break-up, the official name used for the republic was the Socialist Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia. Since the words Socialist, Yugoslav, or Republic could not possibly
imply territorial claims, Samaras concludes that one is necessarily left with the name
Macedonia.4?

The argument is both logical and persuasive as regards the name Macedonia,
although it is significant that the phrasing of the third condition did not include this
term.  Samaras insists that the actual phrasing ‘covered everything including any
subsequent inventive or ingenious FYROM proposal4©  "What would happen if they

decided to call their republic Thessaloniki?” he asked rhetorically during an interview.43

427EpC Press Release P. 128/91, 16 December 1991; emphasis added.

4283ee Kofos, 1994b: 49.

429ror an interview transcript (15 April 1992) where Samaras makes this argument rather passionately, see
loannou, 1992 110-1. The former Foreign Minister also made the same point during an interview on 24
December 1996.

40|nterview with Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997. Thessaloniki is the largest city in Northern Greece.

Ainterview with Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997.
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Samaras also insists ’rhcﬁ during the 16 December meeting, he fulfilled his
government's 4 December instructions about FYROM#32 This claim is accurate as
regards the new republic’s name: the phrasing of the third condition is consistent with
both the 4 December Cabinet meeting decision and the Memorandum on Yugoslav
Macedonia. The possibility though that according to these documents, a name in the
line of Upper Macedonia or Vardar Macedonia was at the very least debatable, if not
- acceptable was however underestimated or misunderstood433

News of the 16 December agreement on the three conditions was met with
enthusiasm in Greece. The government announced ‘a great national success,” while the
Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK) which was the main opposition party, declared
that the agreement constituted a ‘positive event’44 Mitsotakis telephoned the
subsequent Foreign Minister Michalis Papaconstantinou and urged him to go to the
airport in order to welcome Samaras43® Former conservative Prime Minister Georgios

Rallis, while listening to the Greek Foreign Minister explain his accomplishments in a

432This is how Samaras justifies the fact that he did not contact his Prime Minister during the marathon 16
December 1991 meeting. In an interview on 10 April 1997, Mitsotakis expressed his indignation and
frustration for not having been contacted by his Foreign Minister. According to Samaras, the 4
December Cabinet decision requiring FYROM to denounce claims about the existence of a
‘Macedonian minority” in Greece, was covered by the clause in the EPC decision that required the
applicant state not to conduct hostile propaganda (interview with Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996).

433For example, the 4 December 1991 Cabinet meeting had decided that the name Macedonia ‘has a
geographic.basis” (Papaconstantinou, 1994: 419). This wording clearly permitted the discussion of
names such as Upper Macedonia. Furthermore, in an interview on 5 January 1997, Mr Kofos explained
that after being informed about the third condition, no member of the Greek delegation that was in
Brussels for the 156 December meeting and was also affiliated with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, had
considered at that point an interpretation that would have had excluded entirely the word Macedonia
from FYROM's name.

434The official government announcement is quoted in Tarkas, 1995: 70. PASOK's statement can be
found in Eleftherotypia, 18 December 1991 4. For other celebratory comments by leading Greek
politicians and academics, see ibid: 4-5.

4dnterview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1997. Papaconstantinou who was then the Minister
of Justice, claims to have accepted Mitsotakis’ urging with a "heavy heart,” since he believed that

given its ambiguity, the third EPC condition could not have possibly constituted a national success.
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radio interview on 1/ December; ‘felt remorseful for having in the past doubted his
abilities’.4%¢

The official and celebratory Greek statements did not include a restrictive
interpretation of the third EPC condition, according to which the use of the word
Macedonia would have been excluded in every possible way from FYROM's name.
Prime Minister Mitsotakis somewhat vaguely stated that the third condition obliges
FYROM "to change its name so that no misunderstandings will be created as regards the
historical continuity [of Macedonial 43”7 Samaras stressed that the three conditions
constituted a national victory against those who ‘unhistorically wanted to falsify the
historical meaning of the word Macedonia.438

These statements illustrate that both the Greek Prime Minister and Foreign
Minister made no effort to argue in a coherent and clear way that FYROM's name
should not include the word Macedonia. This was left to Stelios Papathemelis and
loannis Charalambopoulos, who as prominent PASOK MPs and former Ministers declared
that ‘the decision of the Twelve, if it subtracts entirely the name Macedonia from
Skopje, [it then] corresponds to the consciousness of Hellenism and indirectly settles the
historical truth.439 At that point, they merely represented their personal opinions, though

things were about to change.#40

436Rallis, 1995: 30. Rallis claims that on reading the following day the actual EPC decision, he concluded
that names such as Slavomacedonia or New Macedonia were permissible under the third condition.
See ibid: 31

43Makedonia, 18 December 199t 1.

438bid,

4B9bid: 7.

440Their opinions however, carried particular weight. Charalambopoulos was a former Foreign Minister
and Papathemelis was a former Minister of Macedonia-Thrace. As Mr Kofos explained during an
interview on § January 1997, the latter was also PASOK's ‘ideologue” and “educator” on the Macedonian
Issue. His knowledge of the history, various aspects and complexities of this issue is impressive, and
became evident during an interview on T January 1997. In addition, Papathemelis was Papandreou’s
chief advisor on this issue. His prominent role within his party at that point as regards foreign policy, is

illustrated by the fact that he was chosen by the Leader of the Opposition to represent PASOK in an
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A significant incident Took place on 22 December 1991. Nikos Marakis, one of
Greece's most respected and knowledgeable journalists, asked the Foreign Ministry'sr"
press spokesperson the following question: ‘if our [EPC] colleagues pressure us for a
synthetic name [i.e. one including the term Macedonia], will we deny it?"44 Ambassador
Kalamidas replied that it is self-evident, there is no issue of us retreating. What does a
synthetic name mean?442

This exchange is of particular importance, because it constitutes the first
indication of a possible restrictive interpretation of the third EPC condition. However,
there was an element of vagueness in Kalamidas  response. Furthermore, such an
interpretation could not have possibly been deduced from any document, Cabinet
decision or statement that the Prime Minister had made following the 16 December EPC
meeting. In other words, this was not the official position of the Greek government.
Nevertheless, in the following months it was precisely this restrictive interpretation that
gradually became official policy, as well as the cornerstone of Greece’s foreign policy
towards former Yugoslavia.

Meanwhile, FYROM had applied for Community recognition on 20 December,
announcing its intention to satisfy all necessary conditions44 The new republic’s
Parliament inserted two amendments to the constitution on 6 January 1992, the first of
which denied that FYROM harboured any territorial ambitions towards neighbouring
states, while the second promised that “the Republic shall not interfere in the sovereign
rights of other states and their internal affairs.’444 In addition to these amendments, a

series of answers and documents were provided to the Badinter Commission.445

official briefing given by Samaras about foreign policy developments. See Makedonia, 28 December
1991 1

4MiCited in Tarkas, 1995: 77.

442%pid.

4435ee Makedonia, 21 December 199t 20.

4445ee 311LM 151 (1992).

445cor FYROM's answers (in English), to the most important questionnaire that was sent by the AC, see

Valenakes and Dales, 1994; 54-62.
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While the AC was del-iberating, Greece gave further indication of the
importance that was being placed on FYROM's name. In a 3 January 1992 letter to the
Community Heads of Government, Greek President Konstantinos Karamanlis wrote that
the republic’'s name was of fundamental importance to Greece..This republic has
absolutely no right, neither historical nor ethnological, to use the name Macedonia’.446
Significantly, this phrasing did not clearly endorse a restrictive interpretation of the third
EPC condition.

On the same day, representatives of FYROM's and Greece’s Foreign Ministries
met in a central Athens Hotel44 It was the first instance of the two states talking
directly and publicly since the disintegration of Yugoslavia had begun, and was related
to the 16 December 1991 EPC meeting where Samaras had agreed that his country
would make an effort, at a bilateral level, to resolve the dispute with FYROM#48  The
decision to hold this meeting can be viewed as another example of the politics of
cooperation and moderation that were being pursued by Greece.

During the discussions, Ambassador Ailianos stressed that his government would
be wiling to cultivate bilateral economic relations, as well as help improve the new
republic’s relations with the EC——a scenario though that largely depended on the name
that FYROM would adopt. Allianos stressed that this was for Greece ‘conditio sine qua

non' 24 Ambassador Kofos gave a lengthy and well-documented presentation,

446For Karamanlis” letter, see loannou, 1992: 101-2; emphasis added.

447TFYROM was represented by Mr Tounte, a diplomatic advisor to President Gligorov, Mr Arsovski, a
diplomat and Mr Mercheyv, a Professor of Constitutional Law. Greece was represented by Ambassador
Ailianos, Head of the Greek Foreign Ministry’s Division for Balkan Affairs and Ambassador Kofos, the
leading Greek expert on Balkan affairs and history. The account of this meeting is based on interviews
with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997 and Mr Arsovski on 3 February 1997. Both of whom were present at the
meeting. Interviews with Mr Samaras on 23 December 1996 and Mr Papayannakis on 10 January 1997
were also utilised. Of particular assistance was To Vima, § January 1992 AlS, that contains a summary
of what took place, including several crucial leaked passages from the various presentations. See also
Tarkas, 1995: 83-4.

448|nterviews with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997 and Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997.

44970 Vima, 5 January 1992 A 15.

111



covering the historical aspeo’rs; of the Macedonian Question45° Using ‘forceful
language,” he accused} "FYROM for practising "cultural imperialism” and usurping the
name Macedonia®!  According to Kofos, the adoption of this name suggested
territorial ambition, given the fact that FYROM holds “only 39% [of the geographic
region of Macedonia] 452

To this barrage of ‘'name-centred’ criticisms, FYROM's representatives countered
that they had no authorisation to discuss this issue. For them, the meeting was viewed
as merely the first in a series that would aim at discussing various bilateral problems
and disputes. The fact that they had specific instructions not to address the third EPC
condition, reduced significantly the substantive value of the meeting. Ambassador
Kalamidas who was also present (but not a direct participant), called Samaras to
inform him of developments, and then proceeded to give a press conference
announcing that because of the inability to discuss the new republic’s name, talks were
being abandoned 43

A few days later (1 January), the AC ruled that FYROM fully complied with EPC’s
guidelines for recognition, and emphasised the republic’s undertaking to refrain from

the conduct of hostile propaganda.#54 Most importantly, it took the view

450 Arsovski seems to have resented the length and manner in which Kofos gave his presentation. In an
interview on 3 February 1997, he argued that “diplomats do their preparation at home. In negotiations,
they discuss.

4570 Vima, 5 January 1992 A 15 and interview with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997.

45219 Vima, 5 January 1992 A 15.

4330 an interview on 3 February 1997 Arsovski maintained that the members of his delegation were rather
resentful of the way in which the meeting broke down. Interestingly enough, in an interview on 5
January 1997, Mr Kofos agreed that it was done in a non-diplomatic and almost suspicious way.

454ror the AC's opinion, see 31 LM 1507-12 (1992). The Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs criticised the AC's
ruling for relying only on documents and arguments provided by FYROM. For the text of the
announcement of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs, see Eleftherotypia, 15 January 1992 4. The
announcement also condemns the AC for ignoring the arguments presented by FYROM's various
minorities. In an interview on 3 February 1997, Samaras was particularly upset that a lengthy meeting
between Greek Ambassador Lyberopoulos and Mr Badinter produced no positive results for Greece.

For a scathing critique of the AC's ruling on FYROM, see loannovu, 1992 35-8. See also Sarlis, 1993: 139-41
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That the Republic of Macedonia has, moreover, 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 45

Fortunately for Greece, the Badinter Commission also ruled against the
recognition of Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, a development that presented Greek
diplomacy with an opportunity.45¢ Thus, seeking EPC support, Mitsotakis flew to Rome
and Bonn on 14 January, and during his meetings with Prime Minister Andreotti and
Chancellor Kohl argued that the recognition of FYROM under the name Macedonia
would represent a fremendous defeat to his government, imperiling its slim
parliamentary majority of two4% This could have led to the return to power of the
much more “troublesome” Leader of the Opposition, Andreas Papandreou. As a result of
such arguments, Mitsotakis gained German and ltalian support, to the extent that there
would be no recognition of FYROM unless - the - republic complied with EPC’s three
conditions. Crucidlly, he also seems to have pledged his government’s support for the
recognition of Croatia. Eventually, on 15 January 1992 EPC’'s member states decided to
largely ignore the advice of the AC and recognise Slovenia and Croatia, but not
FYROM458 Given the events and diplomatic efforts that had preceded these decisions,
it appears (and will subsequently be analysed), that EPC’s principle of solidarity was
probably not operational in this instance.

These recognitions mark the end of a period during which the Greek
government practised politics of cooperation and moderation towards former

Yugoslavia and FYROM. Between June 1991 and 17 January 1992, it cooperated fully and

45531 ILM: 1511 (1992); emphasis added.

456For the AC's opinions on Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina, see ibid: 1501-7 (1992).

4575ee Lygeros, 1992 117 fn 64,

4%85ee EPC Press Release P. 9/92, 15 January 1992, One of the most critical public reactions to Greece's
insistence that EPC should not recognise FYROM under the name Macedonia came from the Danish

Foreign Minister Uffe Ellemann-Jensen. See The Independent, 21 January 1992 4.
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completely within EPC on clmoS’r al the issues that arose from the dissolution of
Yugoslavia. The country’s veto power was not utilised and essentially never even
threatened with use. Greece supported the June 1991 position to maintain a united
Yugoslavia, but also signed the 16 December 1991 EPC declaration that formalised the
acceptance of Yugoslavia's dissolution. There was also cooperation on the verbal
condemnation of Serbia, on the selective application of sanctions that primarily
targeted the Serbs, as well as in the establishment of the Peace Conference, the
creation of the Arbitration Commission and the recognition of Croatia and Slovenia.

As regards Greece's policy towards FYROM, it was marked by moderation and
a willingness to cooperate and reach a compromise. On the most contentious issue
that involved the republic’s name, the disagreement on the name Macedonia was
made evident. Nevertheless, the possibility of a compromise name such as Upper
Macedonia or Vardar Macedonia was consistently left open in almost all major Greek
decisions, documents and statements. They include the 27 August 1991 Memorandum
on Yugoslav Macedonia, Mitsotakis” response to FYROM's referendum on independence,
the intervention in the Moscow CSCE meeting, the 4 December 1991 Cabinet meeting
decisions and Karamanlis' 3 January 1992 letter to the Community’s Heads of
Government.  Significantly, the possibility of a compromise on FYROM's name was
allowed under the conditions agreed in the 16 December 1991 EPC meeting. These
conditions further demanded that FYROM refrain from the conduct of hostile
propaganda and the making of territorial claims against its larger neighbouring
country, though such demands can only be judged as fair and reasonable. Finally,
Greece organised a bilateral meeting between Foreign Ministry representatives of the
two states on 3 January 1992, and even signed a document that referred to the
Republic of Macedonia on 2 December 1991,

The nature, extent and scope of these politics of flexibility, moderation and
cooperation began to alter in a substantial manner after mid-January 1992. Eventually,
the name-issue came to dominate not only responses towards former Yugoslavia and

FYROM, but Greek domestic politics as well However, before analysing these
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developments, the politics of Greek cooperation will be explained in a way that is

largely consistent with the theory of institutionalism.
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CHAPTER §

THE POLITICS OF GREEK COOPERATION:
Explanation and Decline

Greece has ceased to be a protagonist in the Macedonian.- theatre, and has contended herself to
playing second fiddle. Still, Greek attitudes toward Macedonian developments are so emotional that
Greeks tend either to magnify well out of proportion events or situations connected with Macedoniq, or
keep a discreet silence.

-Evangelos Kofos, The Macedonian Question: The Politics of Mutation, 1986.

A. The Problematic Nature of the Politics of Greek Cooperation.

The Greek government practised politics of cooperation, moderation and
flexibility during the June 1991-January 1992 period. However, as will be shown in this
chapter, these politics included some decisions that are of a rather problematic nature,
since they were contrary to perceived national interests, or were expected to produce
negative results for the region.

During the early stages of the Yugoslav disintegration and war, Greek
cooperation was helped by the rejection of the Dutch Presidency’s proposal to
consider the redrawing of the internal borders of the various Yugoslav republics. Had
its acceptance been seen as a redlistic possibility, Greece would probably have
adopted a more interventionist stance, since discussions on the borders of Yugoslav
Macedonia would have been on the agenda.4?

Nevertheless, even in this early phase, certain problematic Greek cooperative
decisions can be found, centring on the unwillingness to either block the creation,
attempt to impose a nationat representative, or limit the jurisdiction of the Arbitration
Commission. That the AC would consider the case of recognising the Yugoslav

Republic of Macedonia was if not absolutely certain, at least extremely likely. Hence,

459samaras argued that this would have indeed been the case during an interview on 24 December 1996.
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the possibility of a favourable AC ruling for FYROM was risked—an outcome that was
probably made more lil‘kely by the fact that there was no Greek representative on the
commission. Furthermore, the likelihood that such a favourable ruling would influence
actors outside EPC could not have easily been ignored. This outcome was admitted by
Samaras in d letter sent to his EPC colleagues on 17 January 1992, which noted that

The announcement [of the AC's ruling on FYROM]...hcd an immediate

negative impact on’ the region. Bulgaria sought to capitalise on the
opportunity offered..[and] rushed to recognise Skopje [on 15 January 1992]460

The excuse that he agreed to the AC's creation because its rulings would only
constitute recommendations that could have been vetoed subsequently merely states
the obvious. Greece could veto any EPC decision4 However, it is rather peculiar that
there was agreement to the creation of the AC, if the ultimate intention was to simply
veto its rulings. Such a course of action does not only incur the political cost of
blocking a probable EPC decision, but also incurs the costs associated with opposing
the views of people who are supposed to be by profession, disinterested and
objective arbiters of Justice; and it allows the party that has received a favourable
ruling to appear as a victim.

Turning to the period during which cooperation intensified, it is important to
explain the several occasions on which Greek decision-makers consciously
participated in actions that they regarded as unfair, catastrophic and contrary to at
least certain nationcl’ interests. Crucially, such examples include the full cooperation
within EPC in the condemnation and pendlisation of Serbiq, the proper appreciation of
which requires a brief discussion of what amounted to a special Greco-Serbian

relationship.

460The official English translation of this letter is published for the first time in Appendix L It should also be
noted that Turkey recognised FYROM on 6 February 1992

46IThis excuse or explanation was argued by Mr Samaras during an interview on 24 December 1996.
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Serbs and Greeks share fhe same Christian denomination (Eastern Orthodox),
and have not fought against each other in a war for several centuries. This is a rare
record for Balkan or even for many Western European peoples. Despite the occasional
differences of opinion and points of friction, ties between the two nations have been
reinforced in the Twentieth Century by fighting on the same side in both Balkan and
World Wars, a fact often stressed by politicians.462

At the time of Yugoslavia's disintegration, Greek-Serbian relations were
perceived by most decision-makers in Athens as particularly valuable for determining
the new balance of power in the region443 The two states were supposed to have a
similar geopolitical outlook, since both ‘view[ed] Turkey’s aspirations in the region as a
possible threat,” and both were apprehensive about developments in Albania464

Serbia had also signalled its intention not to antagonise Greece’s concerns and
actions towards FYROM. During a visit to Athens on 16 April 1991, Milosevic diplomatically

hinted that he was at the very least agnostic about Greek positions on the Yugosiav

462An interesting and important example of potential conflict between Greece and Yugoslavia (though
not exactly Serbia, although Serbs probably played the dominant role in Yugoslavia's politics)
occurred on 28 October 1940. On that day, ‘the Yugoslav Government.debated, and for a moment
appeared to favor, entering Greece at the rear of her fighting Army in Albania, in order to take
possession of Thessaloniki. Only Greece’s ability to drive back the ltalians seems to have saved the
city at that time” (Kofos, 1964: 96).

463nterviews with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997, Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997 and Mr Samaras on 3 February
1997.

484krause, 1995: 55. Serbia had to contemplate the possibility of a nationalist uprising in its predominantly
Albanian region of Kosovo. As events that occurred in 1998 demonstrated, these fears were not
unfounded. See for example, The Economist, 14 March 1998; 43; ibid., 20 June 1998: 31; ibid., 4 July 1996
28; 25 July 1998 32; ibid, 8 August 1998: 23; ibid., 15 August 1998. 23; ibid: 19 September 1998; and
International Herald Tribune, 1 October 1998: 1 As regards Greece, it has been claimed that ‘haviing] a
history of strained relations with Albania.[it] would certainly side with Serbia [in case Albania was
drawn in the Yugoslav War' (Crnobrnja, 1994: 242). See also Austin, 1993, The most important reason
behind Greece’s strained relations with Albania is related to the existence of a Greek minority in that

country. For an analysis of the history, politics and treatment of this minority, see Veremis et al, 1993.
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Republic of Macedonia#® In the subsequent months, Serbia adopted a mush more
supporting stance. Characteristically, on 30 April 1992 Milosevic stated that "Serbia was
not going to make any movement on the Skopje issue, that could hurt or damage
Greece's interests. 4

The degree of affinity between the two countries was demonstrated during an
interview with Samaras, who proudly declared that he often informed Milosevic of EPC
developments and even had meetings with him in Belgrade before flying to Brussels.4¢
Significantly, the former Foreign Minister also claims that Milosevic proposed in early
November 1991, that a large number of Serbs ‘'move’ to FYROM, thus essentially taking
over the state and ending any possible problems for Greece. Serbia’s proposal only
vaguely disguised the fact that it would have included a military attack against
FYROM, which would have been the necessary consequence of a huge Serbian
population transfer to a neighbouring republic that had dlready declared its
independence 468

The Serbian leader further suggested to Mitsotakis that their states pursue such

an attack jointly and then partition FYROM! The making of this proposal was accepted

465This was Milosevic's first official foreign visit as President of the Yugoslav Republic of Serbia. The fact
that he chose Greece was probably not coincidental, and aimed to underscore the special
relationship and ties between the two states. This was not missed by Mitsotakis who was pleased by
this choice, and used it as an opportunity to recount some of the historical Greco-Serbian ties. For
Milosevic’s and the Greek Prime Minister's comments, see Makedoniq, 77 April 199t 13.

486Quoted in Doudoumis, 1996: 20. Serbia eventually recognised FYROM as the Republic of Macedonia on
8 April 1996 This decision was considered in Greece as nothing less than a betrayal. For the almost
furious responses of the government, political parties and the press, see Makedonia, 9 April 1996: 1 and
5. However, Greek indignation did not take into account the numerous instances in which their country
had participated in EPC’s condemnation of Serbia during the previous years. For an analysis of the
decision for mutual recognition between Serbia and FYROM, see especially Krause and Markotitch,
1996. See also Tarkas, 1997: 204~11 and 472-3 and Woodward, 1997. 121

467Interview with Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997.

46880th Mitsotakis and Samaras accepted in interviews on 10 April 1997 and 3 February 1997 respectively,
that a Serbian population transfer would have almost certainly also entailed a military attack against

FYROM
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by Mitsotakis in an interview on. iO April 1997 and is also confirmed by the minutes of
-an official meeting with his Italian counterpart Andreotti, during which he bluntly stated
that ‘in the beginning of the crisis, Serbia had proposed that we divide Skopje’4?

Prudently and wisely, Greece’s Prime Minister refused to pursue such
Machiavellian and opportunistic plans. Having done otherwise would have ensured
international condemnation, and would have probably brought his country perilously
close to becoming a direct participant in the Yugosiav War. Nevertheless, the mere
fact that these proposals were discussed suggests a special relationship between the
two states.

Given this relationship, the consistent participation in EPC’s condemnation and
penalisation of Serbia is surprising, since it resulted to the weakening of a state with
which history, religion, fears, interests, geopolitical outlook and information were shared.
Hence, an explanation of why Greece. unfailingly approved and never vetoed EPC’s
anti-Serb decisions is required and will subsequently be provided.

Explanation is also required for the series of Greek actions that amounted to a
rather moderate, flexible and ‘gentle” treatment of FYROM. Although there were
strenuous objections to FYROM being recognised with the name Macedoniq, this
position was more than counterbalanced by several cooperative and moderate
decisions. Most importantly, the Greek government consistently maintained a stance
allowing a compromise name such as Vardar Macedonia or Upper Macedonia, and did
not try to block any attempt by FYROM to request Community recognition.

In order to appreciate these actions, it must be kept in mind that FYROM was in
a very precarious position. With war raging in other parts of former Yugoslavia, there

was no certainty that it would not spread to this republic as well470 Also, the fact that

489Tarkas, 1995: 91 See also Perry, 1997: 232 In an interview on 3 February 1997, Samaras confirmed that the
population fransfer and partition proposals were essentially the same. See however Tarkas, 1995: 36,

470The intense fear of the war spreading to the republic during that period, was confirmed in an
interview with Mr Risteski on 29 September 1997. Similar points were made in interviews with Mr Arsovski

on 3 February 1997 and Mr Dimovski on 29 September 1997.
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FYROM's Albanian and Serbi;n minorities had boycotted the referendum for
independence, suggested the possibility of ethnic tension and strife.4” Furthermore,
FYROM was essentially defenceless, having a negligible army and a virtually non-
existent air—i.‘orce.472

Taking into account these redlities, it is surprising that a more forceful and
confident strategy towards the new state was not pursued by Greece. Given FYROM's
uncertain situation, the timing would have probably been opportune. A strategy among
these lines might have involved a “stick” option, such as the threat of an economic
embargo.4’® The question of why despite grievances and apprehensions, the Greek
government pursued a ‘gentle’ approach towards FYROM will be answered
subsequently.

Another puzzling instance of Greek cooperation involves the recognition of
Croatia. First of all, this decision was contrary to the 4 December Cabinet meeting
decision that had advocated a unified Yugoslavia. Secondly, the move towards
recognising Croatia constituted yet another blow to Serbia. This is because Serbia’s
enemy would have been entiled to all the benefits enjoyed by a recognised
sovereign state, while Serbia would remain unrecognised.

Most importantly, EPC’s decision was considered to be premature, with negative
effects for the region. Lord Carrington’s 2 December 1991 warning that recognition
‘would undoubtedly mean the break-up of the [Hague Peace] Conference and might
well be the spark that sets Bosnia-Herzegovina alight, was widely shared by Greek

decision-makers474 |t is noteworthy that the author has found almost no person in

4TFor subsequent accounts of strife among FYROM's ethnic groups, see The Fconomist, 26 July 1997: 28
and Eleftherotypia, 26 February 1997: 14.

4725ee Perry, 1992 16 and Perry, 1997: 267.

4BEmbargoes were eventually imposed by Greece on FYROM, though under different circumstances. For
example, when Greece imposed its most severe embargo in February 1994, the threat of the war
spreading to the new republic had receded substantially.

474woodward, 1995: 184.
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Greece who has expressed a fa'v;)urcble opinion of this decision. Comments about the
recognition of Croatia typically range from “criminal’ to ‘unfortunate’475

On the basis of the above, the problematic nature of a series of Greek
cooperative decisions becomes apparent. Explanations are .required for the country’s
failure to seriously pressure a vulnerable FYROM, its participation in EPC’s condemnation
and pendalisation of Serbia, as well as for the decisions to recognise Croatia and allow
the creation of the potentiailly damaging AC.

The desire to provide answers for such a record of decision-making almost
invites the application of the theory of institutionalism. As was analysed in Chapter 1,
the theory argues that regimes affect state behaviour by creating important incentives
for cooperation, despite ‘conflictling].perceptions of self-interest held by
governments. 476 [t will be shown that regime influence does offer an explanation to
most of the Greek cooperative decisions, including the problematic ones. However, a
brief examination of the Greek government’s most significant foreign policy objectives
will be presented first, because it was these regime-related goals that determined to a
considerable extent the country’s EPC foreign policy towards former Yugoslavia and

FYROM.

B. Greek Foreign Policy Objectives.

During the period of June 1991-January 1992, Greece’s government had
formulated in a coherent and pragmatic way a hierarchy of foreign policy goals. More
specifically, the geographic proximity to warring Yugoslavia had a negative impact on

the national economy: ‘With 40 percent of.trade passing through Yugoslavia, Athens

475The characterisation “criminal’ was made during an interview with Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996, In
an interview on 10 January 1997, Mr Papayannakis described the decision as ‘unfortunate’

476 eohane and Nye, 1977/1989; 259. See also Haggard and Simmons, 1987: 508.
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estimates losses up to $18 millior.{per day.#”7 As a result of this situation, an important
objective was to achieve an EPC decision providing monetary compensation.478
Thus, after a period of sustained cooperation, the 8 November 1991 annex of
the EPC Declaration on Yugoslavia stated that
If the economy of a member State is seriously affected by Yugoslav
counter-measures, then the Community and its member States will show their

solidarity by taking effective and concrete corrective measures towards the
member State concerned#’

This declaration amounted to an EPC commitment to compensate Greece.

An example of the granting of such aid can be found in a 25 February 1992
Council regulation48° It accepts the arguments made by the Greek government about
the negative results on sectors of the national economy that used the Yugoslavia route
for the export of products; and it specifically offers ECU 4 million as ‘temporary
compensation for the consequences of the situation in Yugoslavia on transport of some
fresh fruit and vegetables from Greece. %8

Another major goal that was to be achieved during the Maastricht Treaty

negotiations, was to obtain an increase of structural funding towards Greece#82 This

477The New York Times, 9 November 1991 Al It should also be noted that in a 17 January 1992 letter to his
EPC colleagues, Samaras claimed that "almost 60% of the total Greek exports are exported from
northern Greece via Yugoslavia, to Central and Western Europe.” See Appendix IL

48nterviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996, Mr Skilakakis on 15
April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.

419EPC Press Release P. 109/91, 8 November 1991 On 4 November 1991, ‘The Council had asked the
Commission to submit at the earliest opportunity proposals in favour of Greece, which is the Member
State most affected by the proposed measures and generally by the economic consequences of the
Yugoslav crisis, based on the notion of “disproportionate damage,” as the Twelve have assured
Greece of complete solidarity” (Council 8943/91 Presse 187-G 41191).

4805ee OJ No L 58/1, 3.392

48bid, For the subsequent Community implementation of this policy. see OJ No L 187/28, 77.92; OJ No L
350/1, 11292; OJ No L 96/22, 22493 and OJ No L 154/4, 21694.

482nterviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996, Mr Samaras

on 24 December 1996, Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 Aprit 1997.

123



objective, which is related to the Community’s regional policies, was of immense
importance for the state’s decision-makers and hence a brief explanation is required.
Regional problems are accentuated by a process of economic and monetary
| integration, partly because it ultimately deprives from countries the ability to use as an
economic tool the revaluation of their currencies8 Furthermore,
Economic integration may encourage concentration of new industry and
relocation of existing industry in certain areas of the economic union which

give superior infrastructure, lower fransport costs and availability of skilled
labour.484

Following years of discussions and planning, the Community eventually
managed to initiate a regional policy in 1975, with the creation of the European
Regional Development Fund (ERDF). The Community’s policy, aiming at reducing
regional disparities and problems, reached a new and more important plateau as a
result of the Single European Act (SEA)485 Its admonitions of the SEA were implemented
in 1988 with a series of reforms which resulted to the doubling of the Structural Funds for
the 1987-93 period8 |t was estimated that by 1993, structural appropriations would
‘increase to ECU 14 billion..or about 25 percent of the total Community budget 48’ The
practical implications of those reforms for a country like Greece were immense. For
example, funds were targeted to what were called Objective 1 regions, defined as

areas in which the per capita Gross Domestic Product (GDP) was less than 75% of the

4833ee Hannequart, 1992a: 1; Hitiris, 1988/1991 233 and O'Donnell, 1992 29. Regionat problems refer to
“disparities in levels of income, in rates of growth of output and employment, and in general in levels
of economic inequality between the geographic regions of a country” (Hitiris, 1988/1991: 232).

484Hitiris 1988/199% 234.

485gee Article 130.a. These policies were to be implemented through the Structural Funds, which included
the ERDF, the European Social Fund (ESF) and the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund
(EAGGF). The European Investment Bank (EIB) was also to be involved. See SEA, Article 130b.

485For an account of the reforms, see Commission, 1989.

487Marks, 1992 192,
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Community average8 Greece ds a whole fell under this category, and thus Objective
1 appropriations for the period 1989-1993 were ECU 6,667 million, which ref)resented 69,4
ECUs per inhabitant, as well as 18,4% of all such allocations.48?

The advent of the Maastricht Sumrﬁit was seen by Greece, as well as by the
other ‘poor’ EPC members, as an opportunity to achieve an increase in structural
allocations. Their desire for such an increase was clearly communicated. Eventually, the
TEU reaffrmed the goal of ‘strengthening.economic and social cohesion” and
furthermore established the Cohesion Fund which was an entirely new fund unrelated to
ERDF or to the other Structural Funds4% As described in the Protocol on Economic and
Social Cohesion that was attached to the Maastricht Treaty, the Cohesion Fund was to
provide funding for environmental and infrastructure projects to Community members
with GNP per capita of less than 90% of the Community average. In the words of the
Commission, the ‘Cohesion Fund given the go-ahead at Maastricht will be to..Greece,
Ireland, Portugal and Spain.what the structural policies are to the regions ' lIts
creation was clearly considered by Mitsotakis as an important victory.492

Probably the most important foreign policy objective of the Greek government
was to achieve the country’s accession to the WEU during the Maastricht Summit493  As
mentioned in Chapter 2, the WEU was born in 1955 from the ashes of the failed attempt

to create EDC 494

4880ther objectives were also included, though Objective 1 was the most important to Greece in terms of
monetary allocations. For a brief discussion of the other Objectives, see ibid: 206-10.

489These figures are taken from Urzainqui and de Andres, 1992 93.

490Title XIV. Article 130a.

49COM(92) 2000 final: 23.

492Dyring an interview on 10 April 1997, Mr Mitsotakis could hardly contain his pride while referring to the
establishment of the Cohesion Fund.

49Based on interviews with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997, Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr
Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996, Mr Skilakakis on 15 April
1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.

494The aim was to ‘make the WEU an active consultative body for the Europeans in security policy

matters, a kind of .EPC in the field of security’ (Wegener, 1991 272). The WEU remained dormant between
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Greece applied for WEU rhembership in 1987, primarily because of its Article V,
according to which
If any of the High Contracting Parties should be the object of an armed
attack in Europe, the other High Contracting Parties will, in accordance with
the Provisions of Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, afford the

Party so attacked all the military and other aid and assistance in their
power.49

It was believed that Article V would provide Greece with important security
guarantees against a possible attack by Turkey——guarantees that were impossible
under NATO rules where both countries are members#% Andreas Papandreou who was
in 1987 the socialist Prime Minister, summarised this logic during a parliomentary debate,
by succinctly stating that ‘our interest in applying to join the WEU was in order to be

able to face Turkey as a non-ally.4’

1973 and 1984. The declarations signalling and confirming the reactivation of the WEU were made in
Rome on 27 October 1984 and in Bonn on 23 April 1985. They can be found in Bloed and Wessels, 1994:
53-60 and 61-4 respectively. The fact that Denmark, Greece and Ireland were not WEU members was
considered an advantage, as these countries often posed particular challenges to EPC decision-
making. For additional reasons that led to the WEU's reactivation, see Cahen, 1989. -7 and Wegener,
1991 272-3.

495For the text of the entire Treaty that includes Article V, see Bloed and Wessel, 1994: 1-6. Article 51 of
the UN Charter states that ‘Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or
collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until the
Security Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace and security.
Measures taken by Member in the exercise of this right shall be immediately reported to the Security
Council and shall not in any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council under
the present Charter to take at any time such actions as it deems necessary in order to maintain or
restore international peace and security” ((UN] Department of Public Information, 1989; 27-8).

499In interviews with Mr Papaconstantinou on 10 January 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997, it was
stressed that the ianguage used in the WEU's Article V in support of a member that is being attacked
is stronger than that which is provided by NATO. However, its importance is lessened by the fact that
the WEU lacks NATO's integrated command, organisational structure and experience. See Cahen, 1989
27 and Wegener, 1991 273-4.

47The debate took place on 20 December 1991 Papandreou’s speech can be found (translated into

English), in Couloumbis and Veremis, 1992 283-5. This speech is stressed and commented in
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By the time of the Mcos;rficht Summit, WEU membership was also viewed as an
opportunify to participate in what was becoming a potentially more important actor in
international affairs.4%®  Arguments that the WEU should assume a larger role in the
Western institutional landscape dedaling with security and foreign policy issues, were
increasing in both volume and weight4® Greek decision-makers undoubtedly wanted
their country to be part of an enhanced in significance WEUS%

The importance bestowed upon gaining WEU membership is also illustrated by
the fact that Prime Minister Mitsotakis had communicated to his EPC partners that
accession to the WEU was essential in order for Greece to sign the Maastricht Treaty.50!
This strategy was publicly (if somewhat misleadingly), admitted by Samaras during a
Parliamentary debate on 20 December 1991, when he stated that ‘we declared that we
were not going to sign the entire Maastricht package unless we signed at the same
time the WEU agreement in its entirety.502 The Maastricht Treaty did not actually
involve any such signing ceremony, though an attached declaration included the
invitation leading to guaranteed membership that had eluded Greece since 1987. It
plainly stated that "States which are members of the European Union are invited to
accede to the WEU..or become observers if they so wish.’

The insistence to join the WEU also seemed vindicated by the fact that the
Maastricht Treaty created the potential for the orgcnisaﬁoh to assume in the near

future an important role as regards defence issues. According to Article J.4.2

Tsakaloyannis, 1996: 205 fn 27, who also presents an excellent discussion of additional reasons and
developments that prompted the Greek socidlists to apply for WEU membership in 1987. See ibid: 191-2

498see for example van Eekelen, 1991 for an account of the WEU's reaction to developments in the Gulf in
1987 and especially in 1990, though prior to the outbreak of war. Van Eekelen was the then Secretary-
General of the WEU.

499see for example the passages of a 1987 speech by Jacques Delors, cited in Cahen, 1989: 15.

500|nterviews with Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.

SOlnterview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997. In the same interview, Mitsotakis explained that he never
actually used the word veto; nor was he ever forced to threaten its use.

5023amaras was responding to a question asked by Maria Damanaki, the then leader party Synaspismos.

Their exchange can be found (franslated into English), in Couloumbis and Veremis, 1992 289.
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The Union requests the Western Union (WEU), which is an integral part of the
development of the Union, to elaborate and implement decisions and
actions of the Union which have defence implications.

Greece officially acceded to the WEU on 20 November 1992, although the
importance of membership had by then decreased dramatically.503 The 19 June 1992
Petersberg Declaration had provided the Greek “government with a bitter

disappointment, since it

Stressed that the security guarantees and defence commitments in the
Treaties which bind the member States within Western European Union and
which bind them within the Atlantic Alliance are mutually reinforcing and will
not be invoked by those subscribing to Part lll of the Petersberg Declaration
in disputes between member States of either of the two organisations.504

Given the fact that Turkey was a member of NATO (and was also en route to
becoming a WEU associate member), this wording amounted to the suspension of
Article V in case of hostilities between Greece and Turkey, thus cancelling the main

reason that membership had been desired by Greek decision-makers.505

503 or the Council of Ministers Communique that announces the accession of Greece to the WEU, see
Bloed and Wessel, 1994: 159-62.

504ibid: 143-4.

505_Fur’rhermore, insult was added to injury when Arficle X was suspended in the case of Turkish associate
membership. According to Article X, disputes between WEU members should be referred to the
Internationat Court of Justice (ICJ) at the Hague. Most Greek decision-makers consider that an ICJ
adjudication over Greek-Turkish disputes in the Aegean would almost certainly lead to a ruling
favourable for their country. Subsequently, the WEU concession to Turkey concerning Article X was
viewed as a further blow to Greek interests. For the WEU's Article X, see Cahen, 1989 72-3. For the
decision suspending Article X, see the first paragraph of the minutes of the 20 November 1992 WEU

Council of Ministers meetings, that can be found in Bloed and Wessel, 1994: 165.
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C. Institutionalist Relevance.

Institutionalist theory emphasises the role of institutions and essentially ignores
domestic politics. As regards this approach, the theory seems to be vindicated in
explaining Greece's foreign policy during the period between June 1991 and 17 January
1992. In these months, domestic politics simply did not play a significant role.

More specifically, there were almost no particular domestic developments that
determined or influenced to any important degree the politics of Greek cooperation
and moderation. The one major exception is related to Greece's failure to present an
acceptable nominee to the AC. The country lacks a Constitutional Court, and the
closest equivalent is the Council of the State (Semvouleo tis Epikrateias)306 Its President
Mr Vasilis Botopoulos, although perfectly qualified, was considered to be affiliated with
PASOK. As a result, he was side-stepped and Prime Minister Mitsotakis nominated a
more politically friendly Vice-President of the Council, Mr Konstantinos Degleris.>07

Not surprisingly, given the stipulation of the EPC decision that only Presidents of
Constitutional Courts were to be nominated, Mr Degleris failed even to be considered
for appointment, thus depriving Greece of a chance to have a national representative
on the AC. However, even if a proper candidate was nominated, there would have
been no guarantee of appointment.5°8

In analysing institutionalist relevance, it is crucial to stress that Greek decision—-
makers including the then Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, believed that it was
essential that their state be viewed by its EPC partners as contributing to the solution of
the Yugoslav conflict. They also desired to portray Greece as a country with

legitimate concerns in the region, the ultimate goal being to create a reputation of

506see Legg and Roberts, 1997: 124.

507This account is partly based on interviews with Mr Lengeris on 27 August 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on
23 December 1996, Mr Papathemells on 11 January 1997, Mr Tarkas on 9 April 1997 and Mr Vrahatis on 30
August 1997.

SO08This fact is often omitted from discussions of this episode. See for example Tarkas, 1995: 91
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trustworthiness and responsibilit-y, as well as a sense of debt, goodwill and
understanding.509

These reputational concemns and goals were ultimately produced by the
‘shadow of the future” cast by the regime EPC. Greek officials were fully aware that the
regime would be responsible for many subsequent decisions that would almost
certainly be of considerable importance to their country5© Such anticipated regime
decisions covered developments in Yugoslavia, as well as the foreign policy goals
analysed in the previous section.

Greek decision-makers aimed at ensuring that their country not acquire the
reputation of contfributing, or being a part of the region’s problems, and this prudent
goal dictated a series of cooperative decisions’!! Hence, the government never
considered vetoing the establishment of the Hague Peace Conference, or of the
Arbitration Commission.

The same rationale explains the participation in EPC's condemnation and
penalisation of Serbia. Despite the existence of common interests and history, Greece
did not want to be seen as a close ally actively aiding Serbia, given the perception
that the republic was primarily responsible for the war and its accompanying atrocities.
In other words, reputational concerns superseded the Greco-Serbian special
relationship. As Mitsotakis explained while referring to this issue:

[within EPC] there exists an interesting balance. No country can actually
follow exclusively its policies. One must often compromise or even follow

509%Based on interviews with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997, Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996, Mr Mitsotakis on
10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 10 January 1997, Mr Somorqs on 24 December 1996 and 3
February 1997, Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997. The degree of agreement
among them is remarkable.

S10Based on interviews with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997, Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996, Mr Mitsotakis on
10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 10 January 1997, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996 and 3
February 1997, Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.

SMinterviews with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997, Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996, Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April
1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 10 January 1997, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996 and 3 February 1997,
Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.
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policies with which one disagrees, in order to attain other more important
godls in the future512

Anpther example of Greek behaviour being influenced by reputational
concerns and EPC’s ‘shadow of the future’, was related to the goal of gaining
Community aid as compensation for the Yugoslav War's negative effects on the
national economy. The government considered its EPC behaviour and reputation as a
key test and condition for achieving such aid. It was believed that the securing of aid
would be greatly helped if Greece demonstrated its consistent willingness to cooperate
even on issues with negative consequences to some of the country’s interests. In this
way, the existence of the regime EPC with its continuous decision-making function
created incentives for cooperation.’®

The ‘gentle” stance towards FYROM was partly influenced by the fear
(mentioned in Chapter 3), that the possible descent into war and disintegration of the
new republic could have probably had detrimental effects, possibly producing a Third
Balkan War. However, EPC’s “shadow of the future” dlso influenced the flexibility on the
issue of FYROM's name, to the extent that a compromise name in the line of Upper
Macedonia was at the very least not rejected. Furthermore, EPC’s 'shadow of the future’
helps explain the failure to block FYROM from applying for EPC recognition, or
attaching conditions prior to 16 December 1991 In interviews with Samaras, the former
Foreign Minister boasted (with justification), and kept repeating essentially the same
rationale behind these cooperative decisions.

An example is illustrative. Concerning the 2 December 1991 Council document
referring to the Republic of Macedonia,” he emphasised that

| did not want to take what would have been perceived as an extremist
position. Such a position could have created the impression that Greece

Snterview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997; emphasis added.

SBBased on Interviews with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997, Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996, Mr Mitsotakis on
10 Aprit 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 10 January 1997, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996 and 3
February 1997, Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997
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could have teritorial ambitions against Skopje..Furthermore, | wanted to
create a positive climate [for Greece] with our European partners; and there
were also our goals at Maastricht514

Thus, it can be concluded that the institutionalist prediction that regimes ‘link
the future with the present,” create reputational concerns and thus ultimately increase
pressure for cooperation, stands vindicated5® Considerations of reputational concerns
and the ‘shadow of the future” though, do not suffice to explain entirely the politics of
Greek cooperation. An analysis of the 2 December 1991 document suggests additional
regime-related reasons of crucial importance. More specifically, it has already been
mentioned that Samaras referred in an interview to his government's goals at
Maastricht. A telegram of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs also explained that “although
Greece did not agree with this [2 December 1991] decision, it would not block a
decision, because of the upcoming Maastricht Summit’® The stated link between
cooperation and Maastricht deserves exdminction.

Institutionalist theory argues that goods provided uniquely by a regime, high
issue density and the possibility of side-payments help achieve and foster
cooperation. All of these regime-produced incentives were present at the Maastricht
Summit. WEU membership and the establishment of the Cohesion Fund were ‘goods’
that could have been provided uniquely by the regime EPC. In addition to the support
of the other ‘poor’ Community countries, the Greek government also believed that the
reputation of a cooperative state would increase the chances of achieving greater
monetary allocations from the Structural Funds. Furthermore, it was hoped that a
positive reputation and a cooperative stance on Yugoslavia and on other issues, would

assist accession to the WEUS7

S¥nterview with Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997.

SBAxelrod and Keohane, 1993: 94.

Sléskilakakis, 1995: 57; emphasis added. This telegram was sent by the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs to
the Greek Embassy in Belgrade on 3 December 1991 In an interview on 1 April 1997, Mr Skilakakis
revealed that although not in quotation marks in his book, this is the exact wording of the telegram.

57Based on interviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997 and Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997.
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The granting of Greece’s -.Maos’rrich’r foreign policy goals can be viewed as an
important side-payment which facilitated the signing of the TEUS® According to Greek
decision-makers, it also represented a reward for their country’s cooperation on
Yugoslavias® Institutionalism predicts that the existence of high issue density facilitates
such side-payments and thus increases the chances for cooperation52° This was
undoubtedly the case prior and during the Maastricht Treaty negotiations, when issue
density reached a peak.

Furthermore, institutionalist theory emphasises the importance of reciprocity.
This concept is helpful in explaining Greece’s agreement to EPC’s 15 January 1992
decision on the recognition of the former Yugoslav republics3? Greece did not veto
the recognition of Croatia on the condition that this cooperative action be
reciprocated by the refusal to recognise FYROM. In this instance, the state of Greek
domestic politics was used as an additional argument by Mitsotakis, who warned his
German and ltalion counterparts that the recognition of FYROM with the name
Macedonia would imperil the survival of his government.

Reciprocity can perhaps also be used in explaining Samaras” agreement to sign
the 16 December 1991 EPC decisions. For endorsing a document that he believed would
produce negative results for the region, Samaras achieved the three EPC conditions on
the recognition of FYROM. The former Foreign Minister claims that he was essentially
presented with a fait accompli because of Germany’s intransigence, and argues that

vetoing the declaration would have bestowed upon his state the reputation of a non-

S8The signing of the TEU by Greece could not have been considered as a foregone conclusion. This is
because there was little doubt that some of the Treaty’s articles, and especially those referring to
Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), would produce strains and hardship to the Greek economy and
society.

SYnterviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 10 January 1997 and Mr Samaras
on 3 February 1997.

520For example, see Keohane, 1983: 155 and Keohane, 1984: 91

52I5ee EPC Press Release P. 9/92, 15 January 1992
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cooperating member, and would' have also incurred the wrath of Germany.522 Possibly
then, reputational concerhé played arole in this decision as well.

On the basis of the above, it can be concluded that Greek cooperation is
largely explained by the theory of institutionalism. Institutionalist concepts such as the
‘shadow of the future,” high issue density, side-payments, reciprocity, goods offered
uniquely by regimes and regime-related reputational concerns, are central in
understanding Greek foreign policy towards former Yugoslavia and FYROM. The degree
of regime influence even superseded concerns that a series of cooperative decisions
would have had consequences that were contrary to perceived national interests.
Also, the fact that domestic politics played only a marginal role, further confributes to

the vindication of institutionalist anatysis.

D. The Decline of the Politics of Greek Cooperation.

The decline of the politics of Greek cooperation begins with the 17 January 1992
letter that Samaras sent to his EPC counterparts, the official English translation of which
is published here for the first time52 [ts tone is alarmist and the possibility that the war
in Yugoslavia might spread to the other Balkan states is suggested several times. The
tone of the letter is also very aggressive: Samaras accuses the AC for considering only
FYROM's arguments and criticises Bulgaria for the decision to recognise FYROM.

The most sustained and fierce attack is reserved for the new republic, or
‘Skopje” as it is repeatedly called5 FYROM is described as an artificial state which
Tito created in order to satisfy his imperialist goals against Greece and Bulgaria. The

country’s government is presented as engaging in hostile propaganda and making

5Znterview with Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997.

5233ee Appendix Il Mitsotakis claims that he was not informed about this letter at the time that it was
sent, although there was no subsequent public denunciation. More certain is the fact that the Greek
Cabinet was not informed of the letter immediately after it was sent (interviews with Mr Mitsotakis on
10 April 1997 and Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997).

S245ee Appendix IL
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territorial claims against Greecé. Importantly, the Foreign Minister concluded that
FYROM had failed to comply with EPC’s 16 December 1991 conditions. k

As regards FYROM's name, EPC’s Foreign Ministers were reminded that

For 45 years, the Macedonian name became the major vehicle for territorial
and cultural expansionism encroaching upon Greek territory. Because of the
continued use and abuse by Skopje of the hellenic civilization and traditions
in order to promote expansionist aims, any further use of the Macedonian
name by an independent state would ipso facto imply terrltorlcl claims
against Greece 5%

Given this argument, the letter concluded that

The term "Macedonia", if used in the denomination of the Skopje Republic,
is unoccep’rable as it contcuns by ltself an expanswmst notion..Thus. the

This passage contains a restrictive interpretation of EPC’s 16 December 1991 third
condition, thus signalling the abandonment of the flexible policy on the name issue.
Despite the attacks on FYROM, the letter also made it clear that Greece was
Prepared to help create a regional arrangement to meet the security needs
of Skopje, as well as those of its neighbours.in addition, Greece could
extend to the new Republic special economic privileges, open prospects for

an all round economic cooperation, and set in motion the process for a
solution to all bilateral issues.5

On 21 January 1992, Karamanlis sent a letter to ltaly’s Prime Minister Andreotti, in
which he objected to FYROM being named Macedonia, though there was no clear

adoption of the restrictive position on the name issues28 Importantly, Karamanlis

5251bid,

S2bid. The underlined section of this quotation is also underlined in the criginal document; emphasis
added.

527ipid.

528The letter is published in Valenakes and Dales, 1994; 83-4.
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attempted to explain Greece's ’\)ital national interest” in this dispute. More specifically,
the President accepted that the new republic did not pose a direct military threat, but
emphasised that ‘a combination of forces™ [ie. neighbouring countries] in addition to
FYROM, could constitute a threat for Greece’2?

Andreotti replied on 27 January, noting the importance bestowed upon
‘maintaining the EC’s cohesion,” and pointing out that Greece’s national interests were
taken into consideration to the extent that the AC’s recommendation was made
subject to a 'necessary political evaluation30 In other words, it was essentially
ignored. Andreotti also made an important reference to the issue of recognising the
"Macedonian Republic of Skopje,” thus suggesting a possible (and creative)
compromise name, aiming at ending the dispute33!

The acceptance of a name among the lines suggested by Andreotti would
have required the abandonment of the restrictive position on the name issue. However,
it was the hard-line stance that actually received a major boost as a result of the huge
demonstration that took place on 14 February 1992 in Thessaloniki, Greece's historic
second largest city5%2 It was organised by the Macedonian Committee, a non-

governmental organisation.5%

S29hid.: 83.

530gvolopoulos, 1997: 616, Vol. 12

53lbid. In @ memorandum that was written on 14 April 1993, Mr Kofos analysed the advantages and
disadvantages for Greece of the various names with which FYROM could have been recognised. He
considered the name Macedonian Republic of Skopje to have the advantage of allowing FYROM's
citizens to be called Skopjans. Kofos” memorandum which is of exceptional quality is published in
Tarkas, 1997: 171-4.

5%2The account of events related to the Thessaloniki demonstration is based on interviews with Ms
Damanaki on 30 January 1997, Mr Kofos on & January 1997, Mr Kosmopoulos on § February 1997, Mr
Lengeris on 30 August 1997, Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1997, Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr
Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1994, Mr Papayannakis on 10 January 1997, Mr Samaras on 23
December 1996, Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997, Mr Tsohatzopoulos on 3 August 1997, Mr Tzounis on 14
April 1997 and Mr Vrahatis on 30 August 1997. Of particular assistance was also the videotape Eimaste

Edo [We Are Here], produced in 1992 by Thessaloniki’s local administration TV station, TV 100. This
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The committee’s foundin>g declaration that was issued on 17 January 1992,
emphds"ised the Greek history and culture of Macedonia and Thessaloniki, and also
attacked the AC's ruling53 Significantly, FYROM was called several times the ‘Republic
of Skopje'3% The arguments and goals of this declaration set the tone and provided
part of the rationale for the decision to organise the Thessaloniki demonstration. One
of the committee’s major goals was to demonstrate that its positions on Macedonian
history and politics enjoyed tremendous popular support.

The decision to hold the demonstration was taken unanimously by the
Macedonian Committee. Earlier, Nikos Mertzos (a committee founder and
demonstration supporter), attempted to inform Mitsotakis that such a decision was
imminent. As a friend and advisor to the Greek Prime Minister for Macedonian-Thrace
issues, he felt that it was his duty to do so. However, Mitsotakis was on holiday in Italy,
and it proved impossible for Mertzos to get in touch with him.536

The undertaking of the demonstration was publicly announced on 7 February
1992 by the Mayor of Thessaloniki, Mr Kosmopoulos. It appeared somewhat misleadingly
as an initiative of Thessaloniki's local administration, though in a press conference Mr

Kosmopoulos did acknowledge that the Macedonian Committee had played an

tape, full of interviews and covering the entire event, is essential to an analysis of the Thessaloniki
demonstration.

5331ts membership was comprised of some of the most prominent and respected citizens of Thessaloniki.
Among them were Thessaloniki's Mayor Mr Kosmopoulos, the Aristotle University’s Chancellor Mr
Trakatellis, former Ministers Zartinides, Papathemelis and Tzitzikostas, as well as many successful and
important businessmen, such as Mr Bakatselos. They were affiliated with all the major Greek political
parties, with the exception of the KKE though the overwhelming majority had close ties with the then
governing party of New Democracy.

534The privately published and hard to obtain declaration is reproduced in Appendix Il 1t was written by
Mr Mertzos and includes a list of the committee’s members.

5353ee Appendix IL

S53%6According to Mertzos, this was both unfortunate and unacceptable: ‘Greece does not go on holiday’

he poignantly stressed in an interview on 18 December 1996.
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important roles37 [t also becarﬁe known that during the demonstration, the city's
universities, all public and private sector businesses, as Wéll as all schools would remain
closed. Finally, a scathing declaration was released, which included the following
passage: |

Macedonia is Greek..Righteous wrath is produced.[by FYROM'] insistence to

be internationally recognised with our name..The usurpation is evident, and

even more evident through this [usurpation] is imperialism. They take away
our name and..demand the international legitimisation of their crimel538

Mitsotakis met with the demonstration organisers in early February at the
Thessaloniki airport3? During their meeting, he expressed some concerns and
objections340 According to Mayor Kosmopoulos, the organisers eventually managed to
‘secure [the Prime Minister’s] silent agreement. 54 Publicly, Mitsotakis announced that the
planned demonstration ‘constitutes a national contribution.542

In addition to not having been informed in time of the decision to hold the
Thessaloniki demonstration, Mitsotakis was also not informed about its various details.
Most importantly, he was never aware of the exact phrasing of the resolution that the
organisers intended to pass34? Mayor Kosmopoulos though, had called Samaras and
read to him over the phone the text of the resolution. The Foreign Minister expressed no

objections.544

53’Makedonia, 8 February 1992 1 The role of the Macedonian Committee in organising the Thessaloniki
demonstration was much more crucial and central than what Mr Kosmopoulos implied in his press
conference, a fact that he accepted during an interview on § February 1997.

538Makedonia, 8 February 1992 7.

S¥Mitsotakis was en route to Athens, returning from Davos in Switzerland.

540Based on interviews with Mr Kosmopoulos on 5 February 1997, Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996, Mr
Papathemelis on 11 January 1997 and Mr Tsohatzopouios on 3 August 1997.

Sdlinterview with Mr Kosmopoulos on 5 February 1997.

542Makedonia, T February 1992 1

543Interview with Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997.

544gased on interviews with Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996 and Mr Kosmopoulos on 5 February 1997.
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On 14 February, the deméhstrcﬁon took place and its size and passion surprised
everyone, even the most optimistic of the organisers.345 1t is estimated that about one
million people participated, a fact that at the very least suggests the sensitivity of the
Greek people for the Macedonian Issue which is probably not un}elated with the
tumultuous and traumatic historical events in the region that were presented in Chapter
3. The overwhelming majority of the participants came from Thessaloniki and the
neighbouring provinces. Present were also officials representing the Greek Orthodox
Church, all the political parties, professional groups and local administration bodies.
The only notable absence was that of the KKE, which refused to be associated with the
event.

The KKE ignored any considerations of political cost. Furthermore, it resented
the fact of not having been consulted about the demonstration’s planning and content,
and condemned the organisational role played by the Macedonian Committee 546
Although the party castigated the propaganda practised by FYROM against Greece, it
concluded that the demonstration would probably concentrate on the republic’s name,
and would ultimately amount to a ‘nationalistic, chauvinistic, anti-Communist

delirium.’547

5453amaras’ reaction and interest in the Thessaloniki demonstration was described by Mr Kofos in an
interview on 5 January 1997. More specifically, Kofos says that he was in a meeting in Samaras” office
preparing for the 17 February Lisbon General Council meeting. A secretary informed them that the
demonstration was taking place in Thessaloniki. The various experts, Kofos included, did not pay
particular attention. The politician Samaras however, reacted differently: he abandoned the meeting
ond stayed glued in front of a television set, appearing very pleased.

548The analysis of the position taken by the KKE is based on Rizaspastis, 9 February 1992 3 and on an
interview with Mr Lengeris that was conducted on 27 August 1997. Mr Lengeris is a member of the KKE's
Central Committee, and is partly responsible for the party’s internationat relations section. During the
interview, it was explicitly and repeatedly clarified that all the views that he expressed, also
represented in an exact and accurate way, the views of the KKE's General Secretary Ms Aleka
Papariga. As | was told while trying to arrange KKE-related interviews: ‘there is only one view in the
party[lf

S47Rizospastis, 9 February 1992 3.

139



Despite such predictioné, there was almost something mystical about the
demonstration48 As people flooded Thessaloniki’s central square, many were in tears,
and most seemed to be declaring their Greek identity which they felt was being
threatened, usurped and falsified by FYROM349 |t should also be stressed that the
demonstration was entirely peaceful’3® The crowd heard speeches from the bishop of
Thessaloniki, and the mayor of the historic nearby. town of Veroia. The keynote
- speaker Mr Kosmopoulos provided in his address an eloquent summary of the
arguments used to prove that Macedonia has a Greek history spanning more than
three thousand years. Furthermore, what he considered to be the conduct of hostile
propaganda by FYROM was clearly condemned. A special plea was reserved for
Greece’s EPC partners, who were urged to act according to the principle of solidarity.
Towards the end, Kosmopoulos asked both rhetorically and emphatically: ‘If they are
named Macedonians, then what are we going to be named?55! Nevertheless, no
specific policy recommendations were contained in the speech.

The demonstration culminated with the reading and passing of a resolution
which condemned what was considered FYROM's attempt to usurp the Greek name of
Macedoniass? FYROM was also castigated for “hostility and expansionism against
[Greece] 553 At its very end, the Thessaloniki resolution contained a passage that
proved consequential:

The [Greek] government is called upon to stand by the spirit and message of

[this] resolution and demonstration. The people of Macedonia and
Thessaloniki request from the Foreign Minister that he continues to fight,

548n an interview on 24 December 1996, Mr Samaras called the demonstration “a Dionysian expression of
the Greek people’

549Having talked to many friends and relatives, | am amazed to report that most admit having cried at
least at some point during the demonstration.

550Characteristically, a huge banner read: Peace, Security, Cooperation in the Balkans.

55Based on the viewing of TV 100's Eimaste Edo, 1992

552The resolution had been collectively written and approved by the Macedonian Committee (interview
with Mr Kosmopouios, 5 February 1997).

553Makedonia, 15 February 1992 5.
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and not accept the recognition of the state of Skopje with a name or
designation that will include the name Macedonia5%

This phrasing clearly coincided and provided support for the position on FYROM's name
that was included in Samaras’ 17 January letter to his EPC counterparts.

The Thessaloniki mass demonstration linked the issue of FYROM's name with the
passion, patriotism and nationalism that only one million demonstrators could provide.
Prior to that date, all diplomatic efforts and positions were reached by diplomats and
politicians. The Thessaloniki demonstration however, courted and achieved the
participation and backing of almost a tenth of the country’s population on a particular
position. In effect, the people became important and active actors in Greece’s
diplomatic efforts. After 14 February, foreign policy, domestic politics and nationalism
begin a process of conflation.

Following the demonstration, Samaras flew to Lisbon for a General Council
meeting. EPC member states had pledged that the Greek government would be given
one opportunity to present its case on the dispute with FYROM at the intergovernmental
Council, regardless of any time constraints. Thus, the 17 February 1992 meeting
demonstrates once again EPC’s strong intergovernmental aspects. Many experts and
diplomats in the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs had worked on this presentation
(published here for the first time.) for several weeks, 555

Samaras’ address lasted for more than half an hour and was well researched
and argued. He explained that his country was not afraid of a smaller and essentially
unarmed republic, but rather was concerned that if FYROM ‘was given recognition in its

own terms it.will create great instability in the region.”%¢ The possible sources of this

554bid.; emphasis added. The specific mentioning of Greece's Foreign Minister and not of Greece’s Prime
Minister or government is noteworthy. It is perhaps explained by the fact that Samaras had been
informed of the resolution’s precise phrasing, and had explicitly expressed his support and approval. It
is doubtful whether Mitsotakis would have passed a similar judgement.

5553ee Appendix IV.

SS8Ibid.
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instability would be the ensuing sitrife among FYROM's various ethnic groups, or Serbian
attempts to dominate the new republic. Also de-stabilising would be a possiblé"
Bulgarian bid to ‘embrace” FYROM, given the country’s past territorial claims for the
region and recent position that a Macedonian nation doés not exist.5%7

Greece's Foreign Minister attacked FYROM for failing to meet EPC’s three
conditions and explained in detail that the various constitutional ‘amendments, passed
with the ease and speed of a simple government decree’ did not satisfy the condition
that FYROM refrain from making territorial claims.558 Furthermore, Samaras presented a
series of important examples of hostile actions and propaganda being conducted by
FYROM against Greece. Perhaps most sensational was the decision of FYROM's
Parliament to establish a navy, despite the fact that it is a landlocked country!

As regards the third condition, he argued that the name Republic of Macedonia
implied territorial ambitions against his -country, as well as an ‘assault on our Hellenic
cultural heritage.s®® Samaras then proposed several possible names that if adopted,
would have been consistent with his restrictive interpretation of the third EPC condition:

There are many good options. Prior to the Communist era, the administrative
name of the region.was Vardar Banovina. Immediately before that, during
the last phase of Ottoman rule, it was known as Skopje Sanjak. The Slav

insurgents of 1903 proclaimed it, the “Krusevo Republic” and there is much in
the name to unite its inhabitants without disturbing its neighbours.560

The Foreign Minister stressed that unlike other neighbouring countries, Greece
harboured no territorial ambitions ogdins’r FYROM. He dalso emphasised that if the
dispute was resolved, his government would be willing to assist financially the new
republic, as well as guarantee its security.

Towards the end of his presentation, Samaras made references to popular

passions and opinions; pointing out that the Thessaloniki demonstration was the

587pig,
558bid.
559bid.
560|biq,
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‘biggest demonstration ever held in Greece. 5 At the beginning of the meeting, he
had distributed to his counterparts an envelope which included photographs
documenting what was considered to be the provocative propaganda practised by
FYROM. Most importantly, the package included a copy of a Greek newspaper
featuring on its front page a splendid aerial photograph of the huge Thessaloniki
demonstration.562

According to Mr Evangelos Kofos who was present at the meeting, EPC's
impressed Foreign Ministers concentrated on the newspaper to such an extent, that
they seemed to simply ignore the first parts of Samaras™ presentation43 The Greek
Foreign Minister’s ultimate message, both visual and verbal, had thus been made clear.
in addition to having justice on its side, popular passions were of such magnitude that
it meant "that to grant Skopje recognition as Macedonia.{was] politically impossible for
any Greek government,64

Following Samaras” presentation, it was decided to postpone any decision on
the recognition of FYROM, and also agreed that the Portuguese Presidency would
undertake an initiative aiming to resolve the dispute between FYROM and Greece. This
is the origin of what eventually became known as the Pinheiro Package.” As is
customary, the meeting's decisions were made public through an EPC Press Release,
which in its original version acknowledged that there was discussion on the recognition
of the Republic of Macedonia. When Samaras was informed of this, he returned from
his way to the airport, protested and secured a change in the wording, as well as an

oral apology from the Portuguese Presidency, which was announced through

%lbid.

5625amaras distributed the 15 February 1992 copy of the newspaper Makedonia.

S3nterview with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997. Kofos believes that more that 50 per cent of the impression
produced by Samaras on 17 February 1992 was not caused by the elaborate and lengthy research and
work undertaken by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs experts. Rather, it was produced by the copy of the
newspaper that was distributed, since it made explicit the degree of popular passion on the dispute
with FYROM

544see Appendix IV.

143



-

speakerphones in the place whére the meeting was held. The final version simply
mentioned that The CSmmunity and its member States will continue to follow very
closely all developments concerning the possible recognition of other Republics. %5 In
a sense, this episode signals Samaras” adoption of a consistent, consequential and
often public hard-line strategy on the issue of FYROM's name that will be analysed in

the following chapter.56¢

565EPC Press Release P. 8/92, 17 February 1992
566The Greek press was informed of Somaras” intervention in altering the text of the EPC declaration. As

expected, his actions received favourable coverage. See Makedoniq, 18 February 1992 12
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CHAPTER 6

THE CHALLENGE OF SAMARAS
February-April 1992

A foolish consistency is the hobgoblin of little minds, adored by little statesmen and philosophers and
divines.

-Ralph Waldo Emerson.

A. The Political Parties Respond to Popular Discontent.

After returning from Lisbon, Scfnaras participated on 18 February 1992 in an
unusual meeting of the leaders of the Greek political parties that were represented in
Parliament3” This meeting was the first in a series of events that followed the
momentous 14 February Thessaloniki demonstration that belong firmly to the realm of
Greek domestic and partisan politics, and ultimately determined the country’s EPC
foreign policy towards former Yugoslavia and FYROM,

The 18 February First Council of the Political Leaders was chaired by the
President of the Hellenic Republic, Konstantinos Karamanlis. Participants included Prime
Minister Mitsotakis, the Leader of the Opposition Andreas Papandréou, Maria Damanaki,
leader of the small leftist party Synaspismos, and Aleka Papariga, General Secretary of
the KKE. This meeting, as well as the subsequent Parliamentary debate on 24 February

1992, represented the initial responses of the political parties to the rise of popular

567This was not the first time in modern Greek history that a Council of Political Leaders had been held.
For example, a similar Council had taken place in 1951, with the aim to achieve agreement on a
national strategy that was to be followed on Cyprus. In that instance, the Greek leaders exhibited a

high and unusual degree of prudence, moderation and agreement. See Lagakos, 1996: 44-6.
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emotions and to the Thessaloniki demonstration. In a sense, the Greek people had
succeeded in preceding and upstaging their elected representatives.

At the beginning of the meeting, Samaras gave an account of what had taken
place at the Lisbon General Council3® In the following four hours, all major foreign
policy issues were discussed in a civilised and calm manner. As regards the dispute
with FYROM, the Prime Minister suggested that a compromise on the name might
become necessary.5% Importantly, Karamanlis, Papandreou and Mitsotakis pronounced
the third EPC condition vague, thus indirectly criticising Samaras.

In the official announcement of the Presidency, it was noted that ‘convergence
of views was ascertained on vital national issues [however there] remain differences on
others.®’0  On the dispute with FYROM though, there was unanimous agreement that
Greece ought to pursue a settlement on the basis of the 16 December 1991 EPC
conditions. That there was agreement on this point, was made perfectly clear in the
press conferences given by the leaders after the meeting's conclusion. Mitsotakis
declared that ‘as regards the Balkans and [our] policy towards Skopje, there was
agreement. " Papandreou noted that there was agreement on the “Macedonian”

lissue] and on Balkan policy.72 Similar statements were made by Maria Damanaki and

568The account of this meeting is based on interviews with Ms Damanaki on 30 January 1997, Mr Lengeris
on 27 August 1997, Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996 and 3 February
1997 and Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997. Of particular assistance were Papandreou’s hand-written notes
of the meeting, published in Papandreou, 1997: 516-30 and also the account given in Skilakakis, 1995:
93-6. It is allegedly based on an “analytical presentation” (ibid: 93) that Mitsotakis made to Skilakakis
and has largely been corroborated in interviews. On the importance of Skilakakis” account of the
meetings of the Council of the Political Leaders, see footnote 651

S6%urther evidence on this point is provided by Papandreou’s hand-written notes of the meeting. See
Papandreou, 1997; 518,

ST0loannou, 1992 79. The “others’ referred to Greek-Turkish relations.

5"'Makedonig, 19 February 1992 1.

ST2pid: 12
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Aleka Paparigass It was also décided that given ‘extraordinary situations,” a similar
meeting could be held in the future:57

The leader’s views on foreign policy issues were discussed publicly during a
Parliamentary debate on 24 February 1992, the tone and conduct of which was
uncharacteristically serious, moderate, calm and non-demagogic5’S The agreement
on Greece's policy towards its dispute with FYROM was reiterated by all the speakers.
Mitsotakis emphasised this fact and could not resist the temptation to tease the KKE's
representative for his participation in this agreement (the KKE is usually a lonely and
contrarian voice in Parliament).

Despite any personal misgivings or privately expressed doubts, Mitsotakis also
declared that ‘the Foreign Minister did [on 16 December 1991] in Brussels a wonderful
job. 57 Furthermore, the Prime Minister completely overlooked the Thessaloniki
resolution’s argument that FYROM's name should not include the word Macedoniq,
judging the demonstration significant only to the extent that it informed the world
community about Greece’s arguments and disagreements with FYROM. This “public
relations” interpretation of the Thessaloniki demonstration ignored what appeared to be
genuine popular concern about FYROM's name.

Papandreou’s reference to the same event was rather vague. He stated that
‘Greece can not recognise the name Macedonia to Skopje. The enormous Thessaloniki
demonstration proved this. It was a reawakening of the nation¥”  Although
Papandreou paid lip service to what had happened in Thessaloniki, he was not clear

as to whether he actually accepted the contents of the Thessaloniki resolution. It can

S73gee ibid.

SM4bid: 1

515The speeches of Mitsotakis and Papandreou are reproduced in their entirety in Makedonia, 25
February 1992 1, 8, 9 and 14. The newspaper's coverage also includes important sections from the
speeches of Maria Damanaki and Mitsos Kostopoulos, the KKE's representative.

ST8bid: 8.

Sbig: 9.
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only be ascertained with certainty that he would have been opposed to FYROM simply
being named Macedonia. |

In his speech, Papandreou criticised the Greek government’s agreement in the
16 December 1991 EPC rﬁeeﬁng. His criticism though, only passingly implied that the
three conditions were inadequate. Rather, he primarily argued that Samaras should
have utilised his veto power and thus blocked a decision that essentially sanctioned
Yugoslavia's break-up. Finally, the Leader of the Opposition condemned the
government’s decision to allow the creation of the Arbitration Commission, as well as its
failure to ensure that the country was represented on it.

This Parliamentary debate revealed broad agreement on Greece's strategy
and godls in the dispute with FYROM. The various dissensions that were expressed
concerned primarily tactics. Mitsotakis never defended or even presented the Greek
position on FYROM's name that was included in Samaras™ 17 January 1992 letter to his
EPC counterparts; and the opposition’s representatives were either vague or silent
about supporting a maximalist position on the name issue. Nevertheless, and despite
not being advertised, the official Greek stance on FYROM's name remained maximalist.
It remained so though more as a diplomatic manoeuvre than a position ‘cast in
stone.’8 Mitsotakis commented on the potential flexibility of this position during an
interview, by stressing that ‘a country does not enter a dispute arguing for the minimum
of its demands.”

Greece’s governing and opposition parties had thus responded to popular
concerns without resorting to populism, nationalistic rhetoric, or even a clear adoption
of the restrictive position on what FYROM ought to be named. In doing so, they
underestimated the radicalism and passion of at least a certain segment of the
population; and at any rate, their positions and discourse soon changed in a dramatic,

undisputed and consequential way.

5788ased on interviews with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997, Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Samaras on 23
December 1994, Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.
ST9nterview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997.
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Perhaps more in accordonce with the people’s feelings was the official
sanctioning of some limited trade difficulties against FYROM, that provide the first
indication of what eventudlly became the politics of Greek confrontation. More
specifically, the Greek border authorities created a number of bureaucratic
obstructions in an attempt to prevent or delay goods from being brought into FYROM
via Greece. Their actions ‘delayed or halted cargoes of food, oil, medicine and other
imports bound for Skopje. %8 The consequences were potentially harmful for the new
republic, since the totality of its oil requirements, as well as many other vital products,
were imported from Greece. However, as would have probably been expected of any
such enterprise undertaken in the Balkans, even these limited measures were
implemented in a less than full-proof and exemplary way.58

On 26 February, Karamanlis responded privately to developments by sending a
note to Samaras that referred to the situation in the Balkans and to Greece’s dispute
with FYROM3#2 The key paragraph and argument (which is subsequently elaborated in
the note), stated that

Reason thus demands that all the measures that will avert major disturbances
in the Balkans, be taken; and at any rate nothing should happen which could
deteriorate the situation; and what would certainly undermine stability and
perhaps even peace in the Balkans would be the recognition of Skopje with
the name Macedonia. Such an action would not only constitute the

falsification of history..Above all it would undermine security and peace in
the region.583

Samaras says that he often utilised the arguments presented in this note, which
he regarded as supportive of his position on FYROM's name. A closer examination
though, reveals that Karamanlis” wording does not coincide with an endorsement of the

Thessaloniki resolution and Samaras™ preferred stance. The President only states his

580The New York Times, 1 April 1992 A18. See also The Fconomist, 8 February 1992: 56.

58For revealing documents that strongly suggest that this was the case, see Tarkas, 1995: 140-5.
582See ibid: 120-3.

S83bid: 121
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opposition to FYROM being naméd Macedoniq, while he maintained an ambiguity on
names such as for example Vardar Macedonia. By doing so, Karamanlis seems to
have been signalling his support, or at least was not rejecting the possibility of a
compromise name that would had resolved Greece's dispute with FYROM. During an
interview, Samaras conceded that this is the correct interpretation based on the actual
phrasing of the note. However, he stressed that the period when it was written must
also be taken into account, and hence ‘one must necessarily conclude that the note
must be interpreted as something that denies a synthetic name for FYROM.584

On the day that Karamanlis was communicating his note to Samaras, George
Trangas, an important journalist, judged that Denmark, ltaly and Holland were rather
unresponsive and unfriendly to Greece’s positions and concerns over FYROM's name.
He thus urged the listeners of his morning radio show to boycott imported products
from these countries. His recommendation was taken seriously, and a spontaneous
nation-wide boycott began to take place. One of Greece's largest supermarket
chains facilitated the boycott by placing signs that indicated products originating from
the targeted countries. At the same time, one of the best private hospitals proudly
and very publicly declared that it would seize having any sort of transactions with
Holland385 |t was estimated that in less than two days, demand for ltalian and Dutch
products had decreased by 25 per cent58

The boycott represents the clearest possible indication that the dispute with

FYROM elicited passionate popular reactions. For the second time in the month of

S84interview with Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996. Samaras also gave a football analogy to support his
interpretation of Karamanlis' note. Although obscure to anyone not familiar with Greek football, | have
decided to report it. More specifically, in emphasising the importance of the period that the note was
written, Samaras told me: ‘It is like saying that Panathinaikos [a popular Athens football club] is not
playing well. This does not suffice. One has to clarify whether this comment is being made when
Zaets or Rotsa is {the club’s} manager.

585see Makedoniq, 27 February 1992 12

586see Makedoania, 28 February 1992 1. The boycott began to decline in effectiveness and intensity in
early March 1992
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February, the people had precedéd and upstaged their political leaders, albeit now in
a less than responsible and p-r‘oductive way. The government's spokesperson
condemned the boycott by saying that ‘these spontaneous initiatives express some of
the péople’s feelings.[However] the government does not agree and recommends self-
restraint. %87 This stand was endorsed by the EP in a resolution that noted
That it is totally unacceptable for political disagreements between Member
States to be pursued by economic means; [the EP] welcomes the

condemnation of popular initiatives of this sort by the authorities of the
Member State concerned.5s8

The fact that the non-intergovernmental EP had expressed its opinion on this issue,
illustrates that it does play a certain role, thus ensuring that the defining norm of the
regime EPC is not that of strict intergovernmentalism.

A contrary opinion was held by Samaras, who was supportive of the boycott.
In a letter to the Greek Prime Minister written on 17 March 1992, he described it as
“spontaneous, pure and patriotic.’%? Samaras considers himself fortunate to have been
given an opportunity to express publicly his support39° He claims that he came across
by chance a Reuters wire report mentioning that according to sources in the Dutch
Foreign Ministry, he had condemned the boycott of Dutch products. This being untrue,

he instructed that the Foreign Ministry issue the following statement:

The Minister of Foreign Affairs Ant. Samaras expressed to his Dutch
counterpart that [the boycott involves] spontaneous popular reactions which
are happening for the first time in Greece. [These] reactions however are
due to the diffuse perception [concerning] Holland's total stance on our
national issues, and especially on the Skopje [one]59

587Cited in loannou, 1992: 79.

5880) No C 94/295, 13492,

589skilakakis, 1995: 269.

590|nterview with Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996,

Moannou, 1992 80.
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This statement does not 6nly fail to condemn the boycott, but actually passes
the blame to the Dutch government because of its position on Greece’s dispute Wfth
FYROM. In other words, it accepts Trangas” rationale for the boycottl Furthermore, the
difference with the government’s official position is 'enormous. Thus, an additional
indication was provided of the growing rift between Samaras and Mitsotakis.

Given these developments, rumours of a Samaras resignation began to
circulate, though the Foreign Ministry’s spokesperson denied them on 27 February
1992592 Samaras” high-stakes campaign to ensure that Greece adopt permanently his
restrictive stance on FYROM's name was nevertheless being pursued, his strongest
weapon being the threat of resignation. At this point, it must be explained that such a
development was expected to have serious political ramifications. Coming from a
patrician family, charismatic, well educated, eloguent, wealthy, and having attained
some of the highest political offices at a remarkably young age, Samaras was the
‘coming man’ of the Greek Centre-Right5% An indication that he was at the height of
his power and popularity is offered by the fact that a Samaras speech at the Athens
Hilton Hotel was attended by some seventy government MPs594 Since New
Democracy’s 1562 MPs constituted a majority of only two, fears that his resignation

would bring down Mitsotakis” government can be properly appreciated5%

592The relevant statements can be found in Tarkas, 1995: 126.

593see Seitanidis, 1997: 255-63.

594This was despite the fact that the government urged MPs to attend the Parliamentary session and thus
ignore Samaras” speech. The speech took place in early April 1992. See Lygeros, 1992 121 fn 69.
Another indication of Samaras” popularity is that in June 1992, 62,7 per cent of all voters and 86,8 per
cent of New Democracy voters held a favourable opinion towards him. In November 1992, the
numbers were 68,4 per cent and 80,5 per cent respectively. See Loulis, 1995: 397.

59%papandrecu’s PASOK had governed Greece during the 1981-89 period. Sensing a defeat in the polls,
the ailing and scandal-ridden socidlist leader changed the electoral law, making it considerably more
difficult for a single party to achieve an absolute majority in Parliament. This was the case in the June
1989 election, which resulted in an unprecedented conservative-communist coalition government. New
elections were called in November 1989, only to lead to the formation of a short-lived all-party

government, under the octogenarian Xenophon Zolotas. Eventuadlly, in the April 1990 elections
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B. Samaras Attacks His Government.

In the beginning of March 1992, the Greek government was facing a potentially
explosive situation. Its responses to developments stemming from the dissolution of
Yugoslavia were rapidly being reduced and dominated by the issue of what would be
an acceptable name with which FYROM should be recognised, while all other
considerations were becoming of secondary (if any), importance3% At the same time,
the citizens seemed to be supporting a hard-line and passionate stance, demanding
that the word Macedonia be excluded entirely from FYROMs name’Y” The
government’s own Foreign Minister considered this to be the only appropriate and
defensible policy, and began campaigning for its permanent and uncompromising
adoption, not being covered by the 17 January 1992 letter that represented his country’s
maximum but negotiable position on FYROM's name’®8 On the other hand, Mitsotakis
favoured a compromise on this issue. For Greece’s Prime Minister, probably the only
encouraging developments were that the President and opposition parties had not yet
accepted or campaigned publicly for a non-negotiable hard-line position.

On 5 March 1992, US Secretary of State James Baker sent a letter to Samaras

which is published here in its entirety for the first timeS5% Baker suggested a meeting

Mitsotakis” New Democracy captured 150 seats. A defection from a small right wing party and an
Elections Court decision raised the number of conservative MPs to 152

S9The existence of this situation was explained in many interviews, including the ones with Mr Mitsotakis
on 10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 10 April 1997, Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997 and Mr Tzounis
on 14 April 1997.

S97popular passions had many outward manifestations.  For example, it was reported that ‘the
Macedonian star, the emblem of the ancient empire, appears in stickers on shop windows and street-
lamps. Men wear the star in their lapels, and women have them on brooches and earrings’ (The New
York Times, 17 April 1992 A9).

598This was confirmed in an interview with Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997.

599See Appendix V.
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with his EPC counterparts in order- to discuss the issue of recognising Serbia and Bosnia-
Herzegovina. He olsd ‘supported the recognition of Macedonia (he did not use the term
FYROM):
I must tell you that it is our judgement that failure to recognize what is now
known as Macedonia in a reasonably timely fashion will contribute to
instability and encourage other Yugoslav elements to adventurism which
could rapidly escalate to open conflict. This .surely would not be in the

interest of Yugoslavia's neighbors, the European Community, or the United
States.600 :

This letter alarmed the Greek government, and a meeting chaired by Mitsotakis
was called on the following day, aiming to discuss how to respond to the new
development©! It must be stressed, that this meeting did not and could not reach any
definitive conclusions concerning Greece’s official policy towards FYROM and its name,
since such decisions could only be taken by the Cabinet or by the Council of the
Political Leaders. The meeting's value lies in the fact that it reveals the policy and
tactical preferences of its most important participants.

Mitsotakis suggested that the possibility of a compromise on FYROM's name be
discussed, because his Foreign Minister might be confronted with such a proposal
during his forthcoming meetings with Baker and Genscher, as well as at the US-EC
Foreign Minister's meeting. Samaras adamantly opposed any discussion on the basis of
a compromise, requested that he receive written instructions on how to handle any
discussions, and argued that an even better solution would involve written instructions

emanating from a new meeting of the Council of the Political Leaders.

600Ibid. Although Baker favoured FYROM's recognition, he was also aware of Greece's opposition to such
a decision. See Baker, 1995: 640-2

60IAlso present during the meeting were Samaras, Mr Moliviatis who represented President Karamanlis, Mr
Tzounis who was a diplomatic advisor to Mitsotakis, Mr Ailianos, Head of the Greek Foreign Ministry’s
Balkan Affairs Division, Mr Karagiannis, Greek Ambassador to Belgrade and Mr Tsilas, head of the Prime
Minister’s diplomatic office. The account of this meeting is based on interviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10
April 1997, Mr Moliviatis on 9 January 1997, Mr Samaras on 3 February 1996, Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997, as

well as on the account given in Tarkas, 1995: 157-61
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His insistence on written instructions was calculated to avert the franslation of
moderate views into official policy. Samaras correctly sensed’ that given popular
feelings and passions, advocates of a more moderate approach towards FYROM's
name would be unwilling to comn;it their position in an official document providing
instructions to the Foreign Minister. At the end of the meeting, it was decided that Mr
Moliviatis seek out in writing the positions of Karamanlis and Papandreou on a possible
compromise. Not surprisingly, a series of meetings and discussions in the following few
days failed to produce any written instructions for Samaras.02

The Greek Foreign Minister flew to Brussels feeling confident that a combination
of his country’s veto power and the undergoing Pinheiro initiative would neutralise any
US pressure for the recognition of FYROM. He was vindicated in his analysis. In the
words of James Baker: ‘since it was clear that the Greeks would continue to veto any
EC move on Macedonia, | backed off .and devoted my energies to Bosnia. ¢©3 Thus,
the 10 March 1992 US/EC declaration merely stated

That positive consideration should be given to the requests for recognition of

[Bosnia-Herzegovina and FYROM], contingent on the resolution of the
remaining European Community questions relating to those two republics.$©4

Returning from this meeting, Samaras continued his campaign to commit the
Greek leadership to a non-negotiable hard-line course. His next ‘target’ was the
President. Karamanlis was the founder of the New Democracy party and one of the

greatest statesmen in modern Greek history.205 Samaras” attempt to influence such an

602These meetings and discussions are described in Tarkas, 1995: 162-71 Incredibly, transcripts of
telephone conversations between Samaras and Moliviatis are included in these pages! However, they
do not contain any information of great importance.

603Baker, 1995: 642

6O4EPC Press Release P. 32/92, 10 March 1992

605¢ aramanlis served as Prime Minister of Greece longer than any other politician. He was Prime Minister
during 1955-63 and 1974-80 and dlso President during 1980-85 and 1990-95. Perhaps the greatest
achievement of his long and controversial career was ensuring his country’s accession to the EC. He

also managed the bloodless and exemplary transition to democracy in 1974, establishing for the first
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‘Olympian” figure involved a ;dmewhct audacious action. During a meeting with
Karamanlis on 13 March 1992, he ‘forgot’ an envelope containing an important and
critical letter.606

In this letter, Samaras referred to the March 6 meeting and emphasised that all
the other participants were favourably disposed towards a compromise solution on
FYROM's name. Most importantly, he criticised the President for failing to take a position
on such a course of action®? He wrote: ‘Mr Moliviatis failed to receive any specific
view on the burning issue of the name by the President of the Republic or by the
Leader of PASOK,” and thus implied that Karamanlis possibly favoured a
compromise.608

Samaras demanded the immediate meeting of the Council of the Political
Leaders chaired by the President, in order to ‘develop a final position” on FYROM's
name®? The use of the word final provides further evidence that the maximalist
position included in Samaras” 17 January 1992 letter to his EPC counterparts was

negotiable. This demand also represents an inadvertent and indirect admission that the

time a truly democratic and republican Greece. Many books have been written about Karamanlis. For
what amounts to an account of his soul by an intimate friend and also President of the Hellenic
Republic, see Tsatsos 1984. Karamanlis' political philosophy is analysed in Tzermias, 1990. Useful
selections of the statesman’s letters, speeches and documents can be found in Kartakis, nd. and
Lambrias 1995. For a collection of important (and favourable), essays analysing Karamanlis’
statesmanship and personality, see Ahrweiller et al, 1995. See also the brief but extremely perceptive
and balanced comments in Diamantopoulos, 1996 52-6. Finally, Karamanlis’ recently published
magisterial twelve-volume "Archives’ (Svolopoulos, 1997--they are in a sense his memoirs), provide
essential material on the statesman’s thoughts and actions.

608The text of the letter can be found in Tarkas, 1995: 177-81

607This provides indirect confirmation that Karamanlis' 26 February 1992 note was not supportive of a
restrictive interpretation of the third EPC condition.

608|bid: 180. Samaras is correct only to the extent that he did not receive any written instructions
approved by the President. It is misleading though, to imply that Karamanlis was completely silent on
the issue of FYROM's name. The previously presented interpretation of his 26 February 1992 note to
Samaras suggests that he had communicated his views.

609bid: 181; emphasis added.
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third EPC condition was rather'\;cgue, since otherwise no new meeting would have
been required to specify Greece’s position on FYROM's name.

The letter ended with a thinly veiled threat of resignation. The Foreign Minister
warned that unless ‘a stance of no compromise is adopted.l can not be the one who
represents the country in the imminent crucial meetings.¢© Samaras was suggesting
that by failing to take a clear (and hostile) stance towards a compromise with FYROM,
. the President would dlso be held responsible for his resignation. The conveying of this
message was probably the essence of his letter.

The content and consequences of Samaras preferred policy of 'no
compromise” were soon elaborated in his lengthy 17 March 1992 letter to Mitsotakis.ét
Samaras emphasised that FYROM's name is ‘the key that unlocks and locks the three
[EPC] conditions.®2 After presenting a historical analysis of FYROM's provocations and
dangers for Greece, he urged

The unanimous decision of the Council of the [Political] Leaders to seal and
make official to every direction the weighty message that we do not accept
a compromise on the name issue. Hence, it must become most clear that

Greece does not discuss any variation, alternation, use, connection, or any
synthetic finding which will refer to the name Macedonia.$®

The meaning and wording of this policy recommendation is similar to the
Thessaloniki resolution. The Foreign Minister recommended that the Council of the
Political Leaders decision be communicated to the EC states, the US, CSCE members,
as well as to all UN member states. These states would also be warned that Greece
would block FYROM's entry to international organisations, by relying on its veto power
where possible.

Samaras” intended hard-line stance was not limited to such measures. He

suggested that if the Pinheiro initiative failed, a series of punitive measures be

6Obid,

MThe letter can be found in Skilakakis, 1995: 264-85.
2bid. 265.

SB¥Ibid: 275.
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adopted, that were to include";he closing of the border with FYROM. A blockade
though would not be sufficient, and it was hence further recommended that the Greek
government close down its General Consulate in Skopje, and also expel all FYROM
citizens residing in Greece.

Samaras judged that these measures were both feasible and desirable. They
would cause the isolation and destruction of FYROM's economy, and thus force the
republic’s capitulation to Greek demands. Hence, the Foreign Minister's strategy is
revealed: while threatening to resign, he believed that a non-negotiable restrictive
position on the name issue, supported by tough measures falling just short of a military

intervention, would bring victory to Greece in the dispute with FYROM.

C. The 'Pinheiro Package” and the Break with Samaras.

On 1 April 1992, Samaras had a meeting with the Portuguese Foreign Minister
Joao de Deus Pinheiro and Ambassador Jose Cutileiro.®¥ He was presented with a plan
to end the dispute with FYROM, which has subsequently been referred to as the
‘Pinheiro Package.®® Pinheiro’s initiative and proposals provide another example of a
decision-making procedure of the regime EPC, and also offers evidence of the
important role played by the intergovernmental Presidency.

Following the 16 December 1991 meeting, this was the second major EPC attempt
to address the dispute. According to the minutes, Pinheiro clarified that his plan was
being submitted on a ‘take it or leave it basis.® It was a package deal that FYROM

and Greece would have to accept or reject as a whole.

S4ambassador Jose Cutileiro had been appointed by his country’s Presidency as the Community
Coordinator for the International Conference on Yugoslavia.
6BThe main parts of the Pinheiro Package” can be found (in English), in Valenakis and Dales, 1994: 87-90,

6lskilakakis, 1995: 282
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In order to satisfy the first EPC condition, the plan envisioned the signing of a
Treaty between the two states. The main points on which agreement was to bé"

reached were as follows:

Article 1

The two States Parties to this Treaty hereby confirm their common existing
frontier as an enduring and inviolable international frontier.

Article 2 :

The two States Parties undertake to respect the sovereignty, the territorial -
integrity and the political independence of each other.

Article 3

The two States Parties shall refrain from threats or the use of force aimed at
the violation of the common existing frontier...

Article 4

The two States Parties will work together and cooperate to maintain and
ensure an open frontier for the lawful and free passage of goods and
persons.57

Samaras was in agreement with this part of the plan, and also viewed positively
Pinheiro’s proposal that FYROM make additional changes to its constitution in
accordance with Greek demands. Agreement was then reached on the suggestion that
the republic receive Community assistance. It was clarified that it would be conditional
upon friendly relations with Greece, and would furthermore be directed via the
neighbouring EPC member. In Pinheiro’s words: we will try] to find ways to help you, so
that you can help them.¢®

During the meeting there was disagreement on two areas. The first involved
Pinheiro’s suggestion on exactly how FYROM's government should satisfy EPC’s first and
second conditions. He proposed that it send a legally binding letter, its key part stating
the new republic’s willingness to

Take promptly effective measures in order to discourage any acts of hostile

activity or propaganda against Greece that are likely to incite violence,
hatred and hostility against the Greek people and may offend their cultural

67valenakes and Dales, 1994: 88-9.
618skilakakis, 1995: 284,
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and historical values or ‘may place in jeopardy the Greek identity and
undermine the loyalty of Greek citizens towards the Greek State.s®

Samaras requested that a more negative phrasing be included, which would deny in a
clear and forceful way the existénce of a 'Macedonian” minority in Greece. Portugal’s
Foreign Minister agreed to accommodate this request.

The second area of disagreement focused on Pinheiro’s attempt to find a
solution that would satisfy the third EPC condition, by suggesting that FYROM be named
New Macedonia. Not surprisingly, Samaras strongly objected to such a name, arguing
that it ‘was not in accordance with the interpretation that Greece gives to the third
condition.920  Ambassador Cutileiro in a rather remarkable exchange with Samaras,

implied that the Greek Prime Minister was in favour of a compromise:

Mr Cutileiro: | hope that the decision of Greece's political leadership on the
issue of the name will eventually be different than yours.

Mr Samaras: You understand why | do not want to comment on what you
are saying.

Mr Cutileiro: | said it as a jokelt?!

Pinheiro also insisted that FYROM's and Bosnia-Herzegovind's recognition be
discussed together in the upcoming 6 April EPC meeting. Samaras wanted to avoid
such a development, because it would increase considerably the pressure on the
Greek side. A persuasive excuse was found, since Mitsotakis was going to be away on
an official visit to Hungary, and the Greek Foreign Minister thus argued that not enough
time existed to discuss the proposed package deal and reach a decision. Pinheiro
agreed, but pointed out that he would stress in the meeting that a final decision must

be reached by 1 May 1992,

6¥valenakes and Dales, 1994; 89.
6205kilakakis, 1995: 284.
62bid.
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Two days after the meéﬁng, Samaras sent new letters to Karamanlis and
Mitsotakis. In his letter 16 the President, he argued that his negotiating credibility was
weakened because of the lack of a national position on the issue of FYROM's name.$22
He urged Karamanlis to undertake an initiative to call a second meeting of the Council
of the Political Leaders on Tl April 1992, suggesting somewhat vaguely that such a
gathering on that date would allow some twenty days for an ‘extraordinary special
programme aimed at averting unpleasant developments on our national issue.623

In the letter to Mitsotakis, he pointed out that his position regarding FYROM's
name had been consistent, clear and vocal—-unlike the Prime Minister's silence.$%
According to Samaras, Mitsotakis' evasive stance had prevented the ‘crucial
clarification” of the third EPC conditioné? [t is noteworthy that the vagueness of the
third condition is once again inadvertently implied and accepted. The Foreign Minister
then wondered why Mitsotakis did not ‘proceed to my immediate replacement’ if he
held an opposing view.626

The letter ended with a repetition of the proposal made to Karamanlis for a
new meeting of the Council of the Political Leaders on Tl April 1992. The rationale
remained the same, though in this letter it was linked to an ultimatum:

If this does not happen, Mr President [of the government], you will have to

agree with me, that my staying at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs beyond this
date, would be aimless, not to say decorative.$?

Given the government’s slim Parliamentary majority and grim electoral prospects, this

was a serious threat.s28

622The letter is published in Tarkas, 1995: 240-2

6Bhid: 242

624The letter can be found in Tarkas, 1995: 242-6.

629|hid: 244

626ibid,

627lbid: 246.

6280n 30 March 1992, Mikis Theodorakis decided to abandon the ranks of New Democracy and sit in

Parliament as an independent deputy, thus reducing the government’s majority to one. The
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The Prime Minister respor'KTied on § April, explaining that he was ‘astonished” by
“Samaras’ letters? Despite previous public praise, he accused him for failing to
achieve a clear and satisfactory condition on FYROM's name.$3© The Foreign Minister
was also condemned for not studying the consequences of a possible Greek rejection
of EPC’s package proposal, in which case a series of undesired unilateral recognitions
would be likely. Most importantly, Mitsotakis rejected Samaras™ ultimatum, stressing that
the. Council of the Political Leaders was not a constitutionally recognised decision-
making body, though the possibility of a meeting at a later date was left open.
Mitsotakis added that he would interpret any ‘premature resignation” as a cowardly
attempt to ‘avoid battle’—a stance that he would have to condemn publicly.$3! The
description of a possible resignation by Samaras as ‘premature” essentially accepted
that such a development was becoming increasingly likely.

Samaras’ request was also rejected by the President in the letter of 7 April 1992,
in which he pointed out that an initiative to convene the Council of the Political
Leaders required their unanimous consent;432 and the consent of at least Mitsotakis was
clearly lacking. Karamanlis also poignantly suggested that such requests ought to be
submitted by the Prime Minister himself, and not by mere Ministers. Furthermore, the
President judged the third EPC condition vague, and implied that given his differences

with government policy, Samaras should consider resigning.

government’s unpopularity had become manifest in a by-election that took place on 5 April 1992, in
Greece’s largest and bell-weather constituency of B Athens. New Democracy had decided not to
contest the election, but on a heavy turnout of 68 per cent, PASOK received 66 per cent of the vote--
almost a third more than it had received in the previous election. For further analysis, see Loulis, 1995:
350-4 and Lygeros, 1996: 213-5. For the most comprehensive and sophisticated analysis of the decline
of the popularity of Mitsotakis” government, which begins in November 1991 and ends with the October
1993 electoral defeat, see Loulis, 1995: 318-73 and 393-475.

6WMitsotakis’ letter can be found in Tarkas, 1995: 249-52

6301bid: 249.

63lbid: 251

632k aramanlis’ letter can be found in Tarkas, 1995: 253-4.
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While his confrontation \;/ith Mitsotakis and Karamanlis was rapidly reaching a

crisis point, Samaras travelled to Brussels for an EPC Ministerial meeting on 6 April 1992.
According to the minutes, Lord Carrington supported the recognition of Macedonia
(the term is used throughout the minutes)$® Samaras stated that ‘on Macedonia he |
would only be able to a go a limited way in terms of a declaration’®3#¢ The
representatives of the UK, Luxembourg, Belgium, the Netherlands and Denmark
signalled their desire for an early recognition of FYROM. However, they certainly were
aware that Samaras was equipped with veto power, and that EPC-sponsored
negotiations were being conducted. Pinheiro suggested that the negotiations would be
concluded in two weeks; and the Greek Foreign Minister assured his counterparts that
‘a package deal was possible on or about 1May.s% [t should be pointed out though,
that this statement did not provide a clear guarantee that the negotiations would be
completed successfully by that date. The meeting’s declaration stated that

The Community and its member States also heard a report from the

Presidency about its efforts to reach a solution on the issue of the recognition

of another republic [FYROM] They expect these efforts to produce results
soon.$36

The issue of Bosnia-Herzegovina's recognition was also discussed in the same
meeting. In the previous months, war had subsided in Croatia, where the deployment
of a UN peace-keeping force had beguné¥ However, the situation in Bosnia was
correctly assessed to be explosive. The most ethnically mixed of all the Yugoslav

republics, Bosnia had held a referendum on 1 March 1992, which had ominously been

633They are published in Skilakakis, 1995: 288-90.

6341bid: 289.

6354hid: 290.

636EPC Press Release P. 40/92, 6 April 1992

637This force was established by the 21 February 1992 UN Security Council Resolution 743 (see 31 LM 1447-
9,1992). Its full deployment began on 16 March. For an andlysis, see Gow and Smith, 1992 40-6.
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boycotted by the republic’s Serb Population$® On a turnout of 64,4 per cent, 99,7 per
cent had voted for independence 9%

Despite the prospects for instability and the beginning of hostilities among
Bosnia’s ethnic groups, EPC’s Foreign Ministers decided to recanise the republic as an
independent state.$40 Samaras cooperated in this decision notwithstanding the fact
that he judged such an action ‘premature” and believed that it would produce
negative consequences for the region64!

Returning to Athens, Samaras sent new letters to Karamanlis and Mitsotakis. To
the former, he denied that the third EPC condition was vague and argued that given
FYROM's previous name (Socialist Republic of Macedonia), only the word Macedonia
could imply territorial threatsé42 As was previously explained, this logic does not
necessarily apply to names such as Upper Macedonia or Northern Macedonia.
Samaras also castigated the President for failing to publicly declare his position on
whether the word Macedonia should be part of FYROM's name.

In the letter to Mitsotakis, the Foreign Minister reiterated his demand for a
meeting of the Council of the Political Leaders on Tl April$4 Most importantly, he used
language that was unapologetic, rough and offensive, thus almost seeking a final

break in their relation4 The Prime Minister was accused for “political hypocrisy” for

638For an illuminating map of Bosnia's ethnic distribution by district, see Woodward, 1995: 226-7. For
Bosnia’s history, see Malcolm, 1994. Two important books on the war in Bosnia are Rieff, 1995 and
Vulliamy 1994,

639The data is taken from Cohen, 1993: 237.

640see The New York Times, 7 April 1992 A3,

4Interview with Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997. The characterisation of the decision to recognise Bosnia
by Samaras as ‘premature” has been recorded in the minutes of the 6 April 1992 meeting. See
Skilakakis, 1995: 289.

642The text of Samaras 8 April 1992 letter to the President can be found in Tarkas, 1995; 258-60.

643For the text of the letter, see ibid: 260-7.

644Cyriously, in an interview Samaras denied that this was the case. Although he admitted that the
language was tough, he stressed that it was a private letter. ‘I did not give [the letter] to anyone else

at that time” he revealingly added in an interview on 3 February 1997.
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claiming to having supported Samaras.®4S His interpretation of the third EPC condition
constituted “a gift to the opposing [i.e. FYROM's] propaganda” and is almost ‘laughable,’
as was the charge that Samaras was attempting to avoid battlet4  Furthermore, for
raising doubts on the feésibility of closing the Greek borders, Mitsotakis was charged
with putting on the same level ‘country and counting-office.¢4

This letter is also significant béccuse it contains one of the most clear and
succinct explanations of Samaras” hard-line stance on FYROM's name;

Among the three [EPC] conditions, the commanding guarantee is the

eradication of the name ‘Macedonia’, which when eradicated, essentially kills
the danger of territorial claims, as well as that of propaganda.$48

In his 9 April written reply, Mitsotakis announced his intention to end the
practice of exchanging letters with Samaras, given their ‘unacceptable tone.#4? The
Prime Minister stressed that the governfnent had not reached a decision on how to
respond to developments, urged Samaras to participate and contribute to the
decision-making process, and resign only if he disagreed with its outcome. He
reminded his Foreign Minister that Turkey and not FYROM constituted the most
important security threat to Greece, and maintained his judgement that the third EPC
condition was vague by stating that otherwise there would have been no need to
exchange letters today.%%© Finally, Mitsotakis granted Samaras demand for a new
meeting of the Council of the Political Leaders (eventually scheduled to take place on

13 April 1992).

645Tarkas, 1995 262
6463ee ibid: 262-6.
471bid.: 265.

648lbid: 264.
649Tarkas, 1995: 268.
630Ihid: 270.
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D. The Point of No Return: 13 April 1992.

The consequences and aftermath of the Second Council of the Political
.Leoders constitute the kind of paradox that makes the study of politics fascinating. On
13 April 1992, Samaras’ hard-line view on FYROM's name finally became Greece’s
official, non-compromising and near unanimous policy. However, on the very same
day of his policy friumph, he was.dismissed from office.

The Foreign Minister entered the meeting together with Mitsotakis, gave a brief
analysis of recent developments, and then presented the participants with a document

containing seven proposals$! The first suggested that the Council issue an

63The account of this meeting is based on interviews with Ms Damanaki on 30 January 1997, Mr Lengeris
on 27 August 1997, Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Moliviatis on 9 January 1997, Mr Papathemelis on 11
January 1997, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996 and 3 February 1997 and Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997.
Also of great assistance was the account given in Skilakakis, 1995 133-43, that was completely
corroborated in interviews and is supposedly based on the notes that Mitsotakis took during the
meeting. The fact that Ms Damanaki and Ms Papariga (as Mr Lengeris explained) do not dispute a
single word of these ‘notes” is significant. As was hinted in the interviews with Mr Mitsotakis and Mr
Skilakakis, and was made more explicit in the interview with Mr Lengeris, these notes are actually part
of the meeting’s official minutes. Because the participants agreed to keep the minutes unpublished, it
was impossible for Skilakakis to claim that he was simply quoting from them. The rather ingenious
solution was to claim that his account was based on notes that the then Prime Minister supposedly
kept. It is noteworthy that in the recently published Karamanlis Archives the account of the 13 April
1992 meeting is almost exclusively comprised from an extensive quotation of Mitsotakis” notes” as they
appear in Skilakakis” book. See Svolopoulos, 1997: 632-4, Vol. 12 Skilakakis also utilised Mitsotakis’
notes for his account of the 14 June 1992 third meeting of the Council of the Political Leaders. Again,
not a word has been disputed, and | strongly suspect that the ‘notes” are again part of the official
minutes. Even if this is not the case, on the basis of the interviews that were conducted for this thesis, it
must be concluded that Mitsotakis is a gifted and exceptionally accurate keeper of notes. On the 13
April 1992 Second Council of the Political Leaders, see also Tarkas, 1995; 282-91.  Crucially, extensive
excerpts from Papandreou’s hand-written notes from all three meetings of the Council of the Political
Leaders have been published in his last wife’s memoirs. See Papandreou, 1997: 516-39. These are
normal, brief notes, and they must be contrasted with Mitsotakis’, who in comparison comes across as
a person with the skills of a stenographer. Furthermore, what can be deduced from the excerpts of

Papandreou’s hand-written notes, does not contradict in any way the account given in Skilakakis. As
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announcement making it cbsolutély clear that 'the name Macedonia is non-negotiable
under any form.%%2 The second proposal recommended that in the case that Greece’s
demands were not met, border passages with FYROM be closed. At the same time,
Samaras urged that Greece utilise its veto power to block FYROM's Community
recognition, though this policy recommendation ignored the possibility of EPC member
states recognising FYROM unilaterally.

The remaining proposals aimed at informing important states and actors of
Greece’'s position. Mitsotakis was to call an extraordinary meeting of the European -
Council, while an extraordinary session of the Greek Parliament would pass a resolution
and distribute it to the national Parliaments of the EC states, as well as to the European
Parlioment. The Greek political leaders were urged to meet with their EC counterparts
and Jacques Delors, Cyrus Vance and Lord Carrington would be invited to Athens in
order to receive a comprehensive briefing. Finally, the President of the Hellenic
Republic would inform the EC Ambassadors, and Samaras would brief his EC
counterparts.

Having concluded his presentation, Samaras became the target of a verbal
outburst by Karamanlis. Most likely, the elder statesman considered inappropriate the
fact that a mere Minister who was four decades his junior, was giving policy
recommendations to both him and to the other political leaders. Samaras” proper role
in the meeting should have been to simply provide information concerning
developments. Although Samaras claims that he had received permission from
Mitsotakis, the Prime Minister was not responsible for making such a decision for a

meeting that was chaired by the President 33

regards the document containing Samaras” proposals, it can be found in Valenakes and Dales, 1994:
92 '

652bid. 91

633samaras made the claim that he had received permission from Mitsotakis during an interview on 3

February 1997.
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After Samaras was excuséd, the meeting began in earnest. Mitsotakis submitted
a ‘top secret’ memorandum written by the 72-year old diplomat loannis Tzounis which
examined the consequences of three possible scenarios following a Community
recognition of FYROM with the name Macedonia$54 According to the memorandum, a
Greek refusal to recognise FYROM both de jure and de facto would produce a series of
negative consequences, and would certainly fail to alter the position of the other EPC
member states. Furthermore, qualified majority voting would allow the new republic to
develop economic relations with the Community, and even decisions subject to a
Greek veto could eventudlly be implemented on the basis of a series of bilateral
agreements. Tzounis also argued that Greek enterprises located in FYROM would suffer
considerably, while the closing of the borders would affect negatively tourism and
Greek trade with the Community.

A decision to deny the de facto and de jure recognition of FYROM would force
the closing of the Greek Consulate at Skopje, an important source of information; and
it would push FYROM towards friendship with countries considered hostile to Greece like
Turkey. Tzounis argued that ultimately, such a policy position would degenerate into
having "the fate of the Hallstein doctrine. 655

A de facto recognition of FYROM would keep the Consulate open, and
ameliorate the negative consequences described in the previous scenario. However, it

would not pressure FYROM to change its name. But even this approach would

654 Although the memorandum discusses a Community [ie. an EPC] recognition of FYROM, this would have
been impossible given Greece’s veto power. Tzounis was actually referring to the possibility of all EPC
states recognising FYROM as Macedonia unilaterally. Despite its top secret status, it was leaked to the
press the following day. The journalists had a field-day asking questions to a hapless government
spokesperson, who described the memorandum as a ‘working document’ containing “scientific and not
political appraisals’ (see Eleftherotypia, 15 April 1992 6). However, memoranda of such a nature are not
labelled "top secret” and distributed to leaders of political parties at an extremely crucial meeting. The
memorandum can be found in Eleftherotypia, 14 April 1992 16.

655|bid. According to the Hallstein Doctrine, West Germany refused to recognise diplomatically any state
that had recognised East Germany, with the sole exception of the Soviet Union. See Hanrieder, 1989

160.
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eventually have results similar to the long-standing non-de jure recognition of Israel.
The final scenario of Greece doing absolutely nothing is dealt with in a brief sentence
emphasising its ridiculous and absurd nature.

Tzounis ended his memorandum by arguing. that given the existence of
‘nationalistic frenzy” in Greece, FYROM's recognition by the US and the EC states would
unleash anti-American and Anti-European feelings with unfortunate results5¢  Given
the prospect of a serious diplomatic defeat, he concluded that the ‘persistence in our
present policy offers no exit and leads to an impasse [and to] total self-entrapment.¢57

In the discussion that took place afterwards, there was no decision in
accordance with the policy implications of the Tzounis memorandum. There was also
disagreement on what punitive measures should possibly be applied against an
uncooperative FYROM. Papandreou adopted a hard-line stance, arguing for the validity
of Samaras” second proposal, but was met with the objections of Mitsotakis, Damanaki
and Papariga. It was decided to discuss this issue in a subsequent meeting of the
Council of the Political Leaders.58

During the meeting, Mitsotakis argued that in case the Greek stance on
FYROM's name led to diplomatic failure, a proposal that FYROM be named 'Northern
Macedonia” or "Vardar Macedonia” be submitted and accepted, but there was no
agreement on this point® Furthermore, the meeting's substantive decision seriously
undermined any such future approach. This was because Greece's

Political leadership, with the exception of the KKE, decided that Greece will
recognise an independent Skopje state only if the three conditions that the

6S8gleftherotypia, 14 April 1992 16.

657|bid.

658The commitment to hold such a meeting was made clear in their joint communique. See Valenakes
and Dales, 1994: 93.

659Northern Macedonia™ was Mitsotakis’ proposal according to Skilakakis, 1995: 140. On the basis of

Papandreou’s hand-written notes, it was "Vardar Macedonia.” See Papandreou, 1997: 539.
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EC set on 16 December 91 ere kept, with the self-evident clarification that in
the name of this state the word Macedonia will not exist.56°

The consequences of this decision were immense. lts phrasing marks the
official and non-negotiable hardening of the Greek stance towards FYROM's name.
We can perhaps even talk of its ‘ossification,” since this position did not change in the
subsequent years; and this despite EPC’s pressure and incentives, the Prime Minister’s
desire to change it, and Greece’s international reputation éonstcmﬂy reaching new lows.

A second consequence was the automatic rejection of the Pinheiro Package’
that had advocated the name New Macedonia. Finally, the Second Council of the
Political Leaders signalled the clear and public adoption of a hard-line stance by

Andreas Papandreou. Afterwards, he even stressed to reporters that Samaras™ ‘positions

660valenakes and Dales, 1994: 93; emphasis added. After the meeting's conclusion, Papariga managed a
rambling anti-US and anti-EU tirade. She rhetorically asked ‘who has enunciated the EC to the UN of
the Balkans?” (Makedonia, 14 April 1992 1); and insisted that ‘true patriotism is to raise your voice
against the EC’s hegemonic forces, [and] against the United States’ (ibid.). The KKE's stance in this
meeting is explained by a number of reasons. The party’s past actions and positions on the
Macedonian Question, as well as the desire to satisfy party activists in Western Greek Macedonia and
be perceived as a progressive party, were certainly important in determining its stance. See
Karakasidou, 1993b. The KKE has consistently argued that focusing on FYROM's name was a mistake.
Apparently, it seems that the party concluded that after 16 December 1991, a restrictive position on the
name issue would ultimately be unattainable. According to Papandreou’s hand-written notes of the 13
April meeting, Papariga had claimed that ‘the issue was closed” (Papandreou, 1997: 538). Subsequently,
as far as the KKE was concerned, Greece should have concentrated on issues of propaganda
practised by FYROM This analysis of the KKE's stance (partly explained during an interview with Mr
Lengeris on 27 August 1997) is mostly devoid of ideological constraints and is primarily based on a
Realpolitik evaluation of developments. Surprisingly, it is very close to the positions taken by the US
and other EPC member states. It is also noteworthy that the KKE's consistent adherence to its original
analysis and positions was praised in interviews with (among others), Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr
Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996, Mr Tzounis on 14 Aril 1997
and Mr Vrahatis on 30 August 1997. Although most said that the KKE had the correct position for the
wrong reasons, a feeling of envy was palpable. This is because the KKE was able to stick to its
position, ignore considerations of political cost, and not face any significant internal dissension. As a
result, the KKE is the only Greek party (albeit a rather small one), that can claim a consistent and

uniform position on Greece’s dispute with FYROM
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correspondent..to ours, such a Cofrespondence exists. %! By doing so, the Leader of the
Opposition was essentially declaring that his relative silence and unusual self-restraint
over the government’s handling of the "Skopje Issue” were coming to an end. He was
now competing with Samaras on hard-line views, and cleverly positioning himself to
reap popular dissatisfaction in case of a compromise or ignominious diplomatic
defeat. The adoption of this position by Papandreou radically limited Mitsotakis™ ability
for diplomatic manoeuvres, since he was being forced to confront hostility and
criticism by PASCK, as well as from within his party by Samaras and his allies.

After the meeting's conclusion, Mitsotakis announced that he was personally
replacing Samaras, while loannis Tzounis was named second Deputy Minister for Foreign
Affairs$%2 The Prime Minister implied that Samaras was being removed for posing
unacceptable ultimatums to the government, and also admitted for the first time
publicly the existence of more than one policy preferences within his administration.663
In a sense, this ‘double talk” ended by the adoption of Samaras™ policy on the issue of
FYROM's name. By accepting this view (which was in accordance with popular will but
contrary to his own), Mitsotakis denied the young politician any pretext to overthrow
the government4 Given the new popular policy, any such attempt would have been

perceived as grounded on base personal motives.

6Makedonia, 4 April 1992 10. Papandreou did remain critical of Samaras handling of a series of
decisions, such as the 16 December 1991 EPC conditions and the failure to achieve Greek
representation on the AC.

662During their meeting, Mitsotakis had informed the other leaders of the political parties of his intention
to dismiss Samaras. He did not reveal that he was going to replace him personally. Tzounis remained
on his post until 7 August 1992 The other Deputy Foreign Minister was Mr Papastamkos, who was
responsible for issues concerning the Hellenic Diaspora.

683ror Mitsotakis’ comments, see Makedonia, 14 April 1992 1, 10.

664Mitsotakis acknowledged the fact that the Greek people supported the decision of the Second
Council of the Political Leaders on FYROM's name, during a Parliomentary debate on 27 March 1993,

See Kyrkos, 1994: 11-2 fn 1
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Amazingly given his previous correspondence with the Prime Minister, Samaras
was surprised by his dismissal$ Clearly disappointed, he was reduced to endorsing
the decision of the Council, and vaguely warning that eventually ‘a compromise will be
baptised a victorye¢ Mitsotakis” strategy had worked—for the time being. His
government was secure, and he won a Parliamentary vote of no-confidence in the
following days. The price however was the politics of limited Greek cooperation and

eventually confrontation.

E. The Beginning Of Institutionalist Breakdown.

The January-April 1992 period is characterised by the gradual decline of the
politics of Greek cooperation, the rise of popular passions and the dominance in
importance of the issue of FYROM's name. All other issues arising from the dissolution
of Yugoslavia became of lesser and subordinate significance, or simply irrelevant.
During this period, the value of institutionalism in explaining Greek foreign policy is
reduced substantially. The reason is related to the immense rise in importance of
domestic and partisan political developments and considerations.

Institutionalism can perhaps make a claim in at least explaining part of the
policy contained in the 17 January 1992 letter that Samaras sent to his EPC counterparts.
By adopting a restrictive position on FYROM's name, this letter signalled the beginning
of the decline of the politics of Greek cooperation. At that point though, it did not
represent a non-negotiable positioné’ According to Greece’s Ministry of Foreign

Affairs resident-expert on the Macedonian Question:

665when asked in an interview on 24 December 1996 if he expected his dismissal, Samaras simply and
revealingly replied to me: "Of course not’

666Cited in Tarkas, 1995: 289.

667Confirmed in interviews witﬁ (among others), Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997, Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997

and Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996.
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No one, but no one, had ever thought that it was possible for the name of
this state [FYROM] not to include the word Macedonia or a derivative [of this
name]. No one. | had not even heard such a thing from Samaras.648

In addition to the tough but negotiable position on FYROM's name, the letter
also contained an offer to meet the republic’s _security needs and provide financial
assistance. This seems to have been influenced by EPC’s ‘shadow of the future” the
Greek government desired to create a favourable reputation and impression within EPC
since the regime would certainly be dealing again with disputes or issues related to
Greece and FYROM®? |t was judged that the offer of assistance would contribute
towards the attainment of a reputation of a reasonable country willing to reach a
compromise and end the dispute.

Institutionalist theory can also make a justified claim in explaining the Greek
vote for the recognition of Bosnia at the 6 April 1992 EPC meeting, a decision that is
almost universally condemned in Greece$’© Characteristically, Mitsotakis argues that it
had much worse consequences for the war in Yugoslavia than the decision to
recognise Croatia®” In an interview, Samaras explained that his government’s decision
was not based on the principle of solidarity. Rather, the aim was to “procrastinate in
reaching [an EPC] decision on the name with which Skopje was to be recognised. ¢
This rationale is consistent with the institutionalist concept of reciprocity: the Greek
government agreed on a decision that it considered as being seriously mistaken and
premature, in order to achieve a postponement in discussing the name with which
FYROM was to be recognised. This also provides a good illustration of how, as far as the
country’s foreign policy was concerned, the issue of FYROM's name had subordinated

all other issues arising from the disintegration of Yugoslavia.

6%8Interview with Mr Kofos on 5 January 1997. He is referring to the period prior to 77 January 1992
669nterview with Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997.

67ONo person whom | have interviewed has expressed a positive opinion of this decision.
7lnterview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997.

672nterview with Mr Samaras on 3 February 1997. Samaras actually used the word procrastinate in English.
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Despite Bosnia's recognitibn and some of the policy provisions contained in the
17 January 1992 letter, institutionalist theory proves entirely inadequate in explaining all
other events and developments, since they are firmly rooted in domestic politics. The
Thessaloniki demonstration and the boycott of Dutch, Dénish and ltalian products
constitute important examples. Both are events whose undertaking and execution was
completely unrelated to any EPC influence. They are crucial however, for
understanding why the 17 January 1992 hard-line but negotiable position on FYROM's
name became Greece's official and uncompromising position on 13 April 1992,

Domestic developments showed that there was tremendous and almost
exclusive popular interest and sensitivity on the issue of FYROM's name. Furthermore,
the demonstration of popular opinions and passions unequivocally and overwhelmingly
supported the restrictive view on FYROM's name. Inevitably, the Greek government
and political parties were forced to bestow particular importance on the position that
the populace favoured overwhelmingly.

The defining significance of domestic and partisan considerations is also
evident in the 13 April 1992 Council of the Political Leaders, which adopted the non-
negotiable hard-line position on FYROM's name, and thus caused the automatic
rejection of the Pinheiro Package.

Mitsotakis who signed the 13 April decision even though he was in
disagreement, offers three reasons that purport to explain and justify his actioné?® First
of all, a restrictive interpretation of the third EPC condition was consistent with the will
of the people. In democratic regimes, politicians ought to respect and take under
serious consideration popular opinions. Secondly, failure to adopt this position would
have caused his government’s downfall. By sacking Samaras and agreeing wifh most
of his positions, he got rid of what he considered a politically dangerous and over-

ambitious Minister, while preserving New Democracy’s hold on power.

6BInterview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997.
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The former Greek Prime Minister admits that leadership and convictions often
require making politically unpopular decisions with negative consequences for
someone’s political career.  However, he argues that there were not enough votes in
Parlioment to pass the Pinheiro Package™ and thus honourably end the dispute with
FYROM. Such an attempt would have also cost him the next general election. In an
interview, he stressed:

If [my government] fell then, there would be elections, and the elections
would take place with the issue of Skopje open. And the Greek people
would express themselves. How..? They would express themselves in favour
of the extreme national position that the word Macedonia must not be in the
name of this young republic. Result: not only would I not help the country,

but | would..capture it in a policy, which would not then be able to change
for many years.$74

In other words, Mitsotakis argues that the third reason for agreeing on 13 April was that
otherwise a general election would have been fought in an atmosphere of nationalism,
and would have produced a PASOK government with views at least as hard-line as
those of Samaras.

History will eventually evaluate the merit of Mitsotakis” apparently sincere yet
tortured arguments. For the purposes of this study, it will suffice to stress that all of the
reasons behind Mitsotakis™ rationale to endorse the 13 April decision lie solely in the
realm of domestic and partisan politics. There is not even a hint of regime influence or
importance. Furthermore, there seems to be an almost universal acceptance among
politicians and decision-makers of the fact that the Pinheiro Package” was rejected

because of domestic political reasons’™ Interestingly, when asked in an interview why

6740ikonamikos Tachydromos, 5 October 1995: 5. Mitsotakis made the same argument in a letter that he
sent to the same magazine on 22 February 1994, and can be found in Valenakes and Dales, 1994; 201-
2. The former Greek Prime Minister reiterated the same argument during an interview on 10 April 1997.

679nterviews with Ms Damanaki on 30 January 1997, Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996, Mr Mitsotakis on 10
April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996, Mr Papayannakis on 10 January 1997, Mr
Papathemelis 1 January 1997 and Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997.
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his initiative failed, Pinheiro cor{sidered as responsible ‘reactions inside Greece, which
were represented with determination by Antonis Samaras, 76

Domestic and partisan considerations also influenced the decisions by
Papandreou and Damanaki to sign the 13 April decision. PASOK’s leader probably did
not want to be superseded in nationdlistic rhetoric by the young and popular Samaras.
In addition, the restrictive position was extremely popular (at least at that point), within
his party’s ranks. As one of his closest and most trusted political associates remarked
during an interview: ‘within PASOK, there was virtually no disagreement’¢77  Finally,
according to perhaps Papandreou’s most important advisor on this issue, it was his
‘instinct” that showed him the proper (and politically advantageous it should be
added), way 678

Damanaki today is self-critical about her role in the 13 April Council, readily
accepting that she miscalculated about the possibility that the Council's decision
would have changed soon. Furthermore, she stresses that 1 also had to confront my
infra-party problem.%” In the words of a leading Synaspismos member. ‘Maria's
[Damanaki} hands were tied. She could not resist. %8 Both are referring to the fact that
many party heavyweights favoured the restrictive position on FYROM's name, thus

denying Ms Damanaki any room for flexibility.%® Also, given the fact that many

S76Eleftherotypia, 5 July 1993: 7.

Tinterview with Mr Tsohatzopoulos on 3 August 1997. The same point was made during an interview with
Mr Papathemelis on 11 January 1997.

78nterview with Mr Papathemelis on 11 January 1997.

"nterview with Ms Damanaki on 30 January 1997. Ms Damanaki much later managed to change her
party’s position, by publicly declaring that achieving two and a half out of the three EPC conditions
would suffice (see Kyrkos, 1994: 60 fn Tl). What she had in mind, was a name for FYROM that also
included the word Macedonia. As Damanaki explained to me in an interview, she passionately
believes that this position cost Synaspismos its parliamentary representation in the October 1993
elections. Damanaki subsequently resigned her position as Party President.

580nterview with Mr Papayannakis on 10 January 1997.

681sych a position was certainly favoured by Mr Lentakis (who later joined Mr Samaras” party), and Mr
Androulakis. Ms Damanaki in an interview on 30 January 1997 and Mr Papayannakis in an interview on

10 January 1997, suggested that the restrictive position on FYROM's name was also supported by
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Synaspismos members (including 'Ms Damanaki), were previously affiliated with the KKE,
it was important that their new party be differentiated from its communist rival, since a
position coinciding with the one taken by Ms Papariga might have created confusion,
and opened a debate about the role and exact ideology of Synaspismos.582

On the basis of the above analysis, it can be concluded that the institutionalist
explanatory relevance largely breaks down during the January-April period.
Institutionalism possibly manages to explain the decision to recognise Bosnia, and
probably also explains some of the 17 January 1992 positions of the Greek government.
On the other hand, institutionalist theory can not account for momentous and
consequential events such as the Thessaloniki demonstration, or the spontaneous and
popular boycott. Furthermore, it can not explain the 13 April non-negotiable adoption
of the restrictive position on FYROM's name and thus the rejection of the Pinheiro
Package.” Had Pinheiro’s attempts proved successful, substantial evidence would have
been produced of institutionalist importance and influence. However, it was rejected
because of considerations based on domestic and partisan politics.

The neglect of such politics is the main reason for institutionalism’s reduced

explanatory power. This “Achilles Heel of institutionalism will prove central in the

Synaspismos” subsequent President, Mr Konstantopoulos. In support of this argument, see Ia Neq, 25
November 1997: 7. In an interview on 30 August 1997, Konstantopoulos” Chief of Staff Mr Vrahatis,
argued that no public speech (his emphasis), statement or article exists, in which Mr Konstantopoulos
made a hard-line argument. Although it is impossible to determine with absolute certainty what was
said in closed Synaspismos meetings during the period covered in this thesis, it is most likely that Mr
Konstantopoulos had originally adopted, or at least not rejected the restrictive position. His later
opposition strategy towards Ms Damanaki also included the issue of what party body was responsible
for taking decisions on foreign policy issues. More specifically, Konstantopoulos argued that the party’s
Parlicmentary group should not be responsible for taking decisions on foreign policy issues. At any
rate, the result was that Ms Damanaki undoubtedly faced constraints in formulating the party’s
positions because of inter-party opposition.
682This argument was suggested in interviews with Mr Papayannakis on 10 January 1997 and Mr Vrahatis

on 30 August 1997.
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analysis of the politics of limited Greek cooperation and confrontation that will be

presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 7

THE POLITICS OF LIMITED GREEK COOPERATION AND
CONFRONTATION
April-December 1992

Statesmen are not called upon only to settle easy questions. These often settle themselves. It is where the
balance quivers, and the proportions are veiled in mist that the opportunity for world-saving decisions
presents itself.

=Sir Winston S. Churcill, The Gathering Storm, 1948

A. Limited Greek Cooperation: The Road To Lisbon.

The months following the sacking of Samaras were consequential for Greece’s
EPC foreign policy towards former Yugoslavia. As will be analysed in this chapter, a
series of major EPC decisions in Guimaraes, Lisbon and Edinburgh as well as the O'Neil
initiative, influenced developments and also proved the crucial significance of EPC’s
intergovernmentalism. At the same time, the Greek government pursued politics of
limited cooperation within EPC and confrontation against FYROM, that were ultimately
the result of domestic and partisan politics.

In late April, wishing to exploit his enhanced status as the only EPC Foreign
Minister who was also a Prime Minister, Mitsotakis had meetings with the Foreign Ministers
of Germany, ltaly, Portugal and the UK. They produced results that were rather
favourable for Greece. In deference to Greek concerns, de Michelis noted that “there
is no reason to be in a hurry.%8 Genscher (who was Mitsotakis™ personal friend),
stressed that ‘when countries have vital interests..they can count.every time on our

support. 8 Portugal’s Prime Minister and Foreign Minister exhibited an important degree

$83Makedonia, 16 April 1992 1
%84Makedonia, 17 April 1992: 17. This statement was made after Genscher had a meeting with Karamanlis.

The extremely interesting minutes of their meeting are published in Svolopoulos, 1997; 639-40, Vol. 12
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of understanding for Greek con.cerns.‘”’5 After their meeting, Mitsotakis insisted that
Greece was primarily interested in finding a solution to the dispute with FYROM, and
also confirmed the paramount importance bestowed upon FYROM's name: ‘the issue of
the name we separate, in. an absolute way’ he declareds® Finally, Douglas Hurd
insisted that ‘it was certain that we do not wish to create difficulties for Greece on this
issue. %’  According to the former Greek Prime Minister, this outpouring of support by
EPC’s Foreign Ministers represents an illustration of EPC’s principle of solidarity 688

With these meetings, Mitsotakis prepared the ground for the informal gathering
of EPC’s Foreign Ministers in Guimaraes on 1 and 2 May 199248 [t produced the first EPC
declaration devoted solely to Greece’s dispute with FYROM, and also provides another
example of important EPC decisions being made in intergovernmental bodies.$?° During
the meeting, it was originally suggested by Genscher that FYROM be recognised under
the name Republic of Skopje. As the meeting proceeded, Mitsotakis felt anxious,
hoping that there would be no alteration of this suggestion. Unfortunately, the French
and ltalian Ministers revisited the issue, raising certain important objections that did not
centre on the specifically proposed name. They argued that it was inappropriate and
unacceptable for EPC’s Ministers to choose a name and ‘baptise” FYROM, without
having first consulted with the republic.

Eventually, the EPC member states decided that they

Are willing to recognise that State [FYROM] as a sovereign and independent
State, within its existing borders, and under a name that can be accepted by
all parties concerned®

%85see Makedonia, 21 April 1992 1

8ol

$87Makedoniq, 24 April 1992 9.

88nterview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997.

%89The account of the meeting at Guimaraes is primarily based on an interview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10
April 1997, the important report in Makedonia, 5 May 1992 1 and on Skilakakis, 1995; 158,

690see EPC Press Release P. 53/92, 4 May 1992

S9EPC Press Release P. 53/92, 4 May 1992; emphasis added.
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This constituted a new EPC position, since for the first time it was clearly stipulated that
any solution to the name dispute would be conditional upon FYROM's acceptance.

An additional indication of EPC’s growing frustration and disappointment with
Greece was related to the declaration’s praising of the Pinheiro Package.” Greece and
FYROM were urged to ‘do their utmost to resolve the pending questions on [its] basis.¢92
Given his favourable opinion of the package, Mitsotakis could endorse such language,
though he was unable and unwilling to alter the decision of the second Council of the
Political Leaders and thus rescue’ Pinheiro’s initiative.

After the conclusion of the Guimaraes meeting, it became absolutely clear to
Mitsotakis that Greece’s reputation and credibility with its European partners had
reached a very low point®®? He thus decided to pursue actions that would allow
Greece to be portrayed as a cooperative partner, believing that this would help his
country achieve the best possible result in the dispute with FYROM$94 In other words, he
aimed at reproducing the politics of cooperation and moderation that were
successfully practised during the period between June 1991 and January 1992. Such
politics now had to take into account the limits imposed by the combination of a slim
Parliamentary majority, a hostile Samaras and Papandreou, and the 13 April 1992
decision. As a result, the scope for cooperation was severely restricted.

On 9 May 1992, Mitsotakis sent a letter to Gligorov.6%% Using language that was
similar to the 17 January 1992 letter, it offered security guarantees and financial
assistances9 A previously unpublished document reveals the scope and extent of

projects and actions that Greece wanted to pursue in a joint and mutually beneficial

92bid.

693Mitsotakis makes an important reference to this negative climate in a crucial speech that he
delivered on 21 October 1992. See Makedonig, 22 October 1992 12 He made the same point during an
interview on 10 April 1997.

694Interview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997.

695see Tarkas, 1995: 307 and Valenakes and Dales, 1994: 229.

69For the 17 January 1992 letter see Appendix L
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way with FYROM%7 They incluc.iéd the pursuit of schemes in the Vardar-Axios valley,
‘substantial financial assistance,” and even support for the signing at a later date of an
association agreement between FYROM and the Community.¢%8 Mitsotakis™ offer though,
demanded that FYROM accept a name that would be consistent with the restrictive
Council of the Political Leaders interpretation of the third EPC condition. Not
surprisingly, it was turned down by Gligorov.

Greece’s dispute with FYROM was discussed at the T May General Council
meeting in Brussels$? Despite the Guimaraes decision, the Danish and Dutch Foreign
Ministers suggested that FYROM ought to be recognised in accordance with the
recommendations of the AC. As was undoubtedly expected, the Greek Prime Minister
objected and the issue remained unresolved.

On 15 May, Mitsotakis sent a telegram to the Greek Embassies in all EC member
states, as well as to various other countries. This previously unpublished telegram
provided arguments and guidelines that were to be utilised in discussions concerning
FYROMOO [t is important for two reasons. First, it provides further evidence that the
Greek position on FYROM's name was non-negotiable: ‘It is not a simple negotiable
position of the Greek government, but a demand of all the Greek people.’®

Secondly, the telegram includes an interesting comment by Mitsotakis on the
Guimaraes decision, in which he states that

The postponement of reaching a decision does not constitute a solution. The
only solution is the recognition [of FYROM] that Greece desires as much as
[our EPC] counterparts. The necessary prerequisite for this to take place is, as

was decided in GUMARAES, that Greece agrees on the name of this new
republic.70?

697See Appendix VL

698bid.

699The account of this meeting is based on Makedonia, 12 May 1992 15; Tarkas, 1995: 308 and To Vima, 17
May 1992 Al6. The last provides the most authoritative account, which at times is both amusing and
tfroubling.

7O0For the text of the telegram, see Appendix VIL

7Olsee ibid.

102|hiq,

182



This appears to be a somewhat incredible statement, which seems to fail to
grasp the significance of what had taken place in Guimaraes. Greece was always in a
position to veto any EPC decision, especially one linked to an issue that .was
considered of extreme importance to the country’s population and decision-makers. [t
was FYROM, a non-recognised and non-EPC member state that lacked this capability;
and it was precisely this capability that was given to FYROM (as regards its name), in
Guimaraes.

Despite the awkward and misleading phrasing of the telegram, the Greek Prime
Minister had actually achieved a victory of sorts. The Guimaraes decision obliged
FYROM to seek a name within the EPC framework, where Greece had veto power.
Hence, the young republic could not simply reject an EPC proposed name and then
seek UN recognition under the name Republic of Macedonia’03

After Guimaraes and the subsequent developments, Mitsotakis decided that
Greece should participate in the intensification of EPC sanctions against Serbia and
Montenegro. During the preceding months, the Bosnian Serbs had embarked on an
offensive aimed at conquering 65 per cent of Bosnia’©4 This campaign involved some
of the worse atrocities perpetrated in Europe since the Holocaust’©® Most notable was
the practice of ‘ethnic cleansing: an orchestrated and murderous effort to drive the
Muslim and Croat population out of certain areas. Confronted with these events,

Mitsotakis agreed with his EPC partners that

7O3This explanation of the Guimaraes decision is based on interviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997
and Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997. In an interview on 29 September 1997, Mr Risteski argued that it was
FYROM's mistake not having abandoned earlier the pursuit of an EPC solution, and suggested that his
couniry ought to have requested immediately UN recognition.

104366 Glenny: 1992 167.

705For a judicious documentation of crimes committed in Bosnia during this period, see Helsinki Watch

Report, 1992
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By far the greatest share of the blame falls on the JNA and the authorities in
Belgrade which are in control of the army, both directly and indirectly by
supporting Serbian irregulars.’06

Serbia was also seen as the main culprit by the UN Security Council, which on
30 May 1992 passed Resolution 757, aiming at imposing a severe trade embargo on
Serbia and Montenegro.’©? The most important of the measures that were decided
included the prohibition of the importing and exporﬁng of all products with these
republics. An ‘air’ embargo was also imposed, prohibiting aircraft from flying to, or
originating flights from these territories. Exceptions to this strict embargo were made
only for humanitarian flights, as well as for foodstuffs and products related to medical
purposes.

On the next day, EPC’s member states announced their willingness to enforce
these measures/%8 The UN Security Council was additionally requested to adopt ‘an
embargo on oil and petroleum produéts...cnd to freeze assets, financial transactions
and payments” with Serbia and Montenegro’©? Mitsotakis agreed to all these
measures, despite the Greco-Serbian special relationship that was analysed
previously.

Another Greek cooperative decision of this period benefited Turkey. For over
two years, the Greek government had vetoed

The adoption of the so-called redirected” or renovated Mediterranean
policy.because it wanted to ensure that Turkey would not benefit from the
latter's ‘horizontal aspect” envisaging financial assistance to all the |,

Mediterranean countries linked by association or cooperation agreements
with the EC710

TO6EPC Press Release P. 56/92, 11 May 1992

7071t can be found in 31 ILM: 1453-8 (1992).

7O8EPC Press Release P. 63/92, 1June 1992 For the Council regulations implementing this decision, see OJ
No L 151/4, 36.92; OJ No L 151/7, 3.6.92; OJ No L 151/20, 3.692 and OJ No L 166/35, 20.692

109Council 6774/92 (Presse 99-G), 4 June 1992

TOloakimidis, 1996: 77.
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This veto was lifted in late June 1992, and Turkey was made eligible for
receiving some 300 million ECUs over five yecréﬁ that were to be used primarily for
environmental projects. Nevertheless, even this limited cooperative gesture was
criticised harshly by‘ PASOK. A party spokesperson declared that Greece appeared as
a “totally unreliable [country].susceptible to all kinds of pressures on all our unresolved
[national] issues. !

Prior to the Lisbon European Council ‘meeting, Mitsotakis made one more
important proposal that he considered as being somewhat cooperative and capable
of providing a reasonable solution to the dispute. It involved a dual name for FYROM:
the republic would receive an official UN name that would not include the word
Macedonia, while for internal purposes Greece would allow and tolerate FYROM to use
any name of its choice. The expectation was that the name chosen would be the
Republic of Macedonia. However, the most significant part of the dual name proposal
(FYROM's official UN name) was consistent with the hard-line decision of 13 April 1992,
This undermined considerably the proposal's alleged cooperative intention and
character.

On 14 June, Mitsotakis informed the participants of the third Council of the
Political Leaders about his intention to pursue a solution on the basis of the dual name
formula’!2 The meeting lacked the drama and consequences of the previous one, no
decision to dlter the restrictive stance on FYROM's name was taken, and the dual name

formula was not adopted’™ Only Ms Damanaki spoke in support of it7 The new

TiMakedonia, 27 June 1992: 15.

2The participants of the third Council of the Political Leaders were the same who were present at the 13
April meeting, with the exception of Samarcs. It should also be added that Mitsotakis had mentioned
briefly and essentially rejected the dual name formula during the first meeting of the Council of the
Political Leaders that had taken place on 18 February 1992 According to Papandreou’s hand-written
notes, such a formula was then judged to have only ‘small chances” of success. See Papandreou, 1997,
518.

"8The account of this meeting is based on interviews with Ms Damanaki on 30 January 1997, Mr Lengeris

on 30 August 1997, Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997 and Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997. Of particular
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element in the leader’s commun.iﬂc}ue was the declaration of their “steady decision..[that]
Greece avoid any military entanglement in the Balkans. 7

Mitsotakis first informed EPC's Foreign Ministers of his intention to propose a dual
name formula during the 15 June General Council meeting, by suggesting that FYROM's
UN name should be Vardar Republic® The republic would then be allowed to select
for domestic purposes any name that it desired. The French Foreign Minister
subsequently mentioned this proposal publicly, and thus the Greek press took notice
and attempted to get an answer from the Foreign Ministry’s spokesperson Mr
Avramopoulos, who indirectly confimed the proposal’s existence’ Andreas
Papandreou reacted with a public and harsh condemnation, emphasising that ‘the
ridiculous is now added to the handlings of the government.we will lose any trace of
authority in the international community with proposals of this kind. 7%

Mitsotakis reiterated the dual name proposal in a letter that he sent to his EPC
counterparts on 23 June 1992, whose tone was utterly alarmist’® The Greek Prime
Minister stressed several times the danger of the war spreading to the North of
Yugoslavia unless the dispute with FYROM was solved ‘before it is too late.72° He even
noted that Gligorov had recently admitted the existence of extreme nationalist groups
in his country that were beyond his government’s control. Mitsotakis warned that if
these groups undertake “action.) simply tell you that no one will be in a position to

control the reaction of the Greek people.’? He had in mind reports that FYROM's

imporfance was Skilakakis, 1995: 167-70. His account of the meeting was based on ‘notes” that
Mitsotakis kept. For an analysis of the exact nature of Mitsotakis” ‘notes,” see footnote 651

Mnterview with Ms Damanaki on 30 January 1997. This point was confirmed by Mr Mitsotakis in an
interview on 10 April 1997.

TSvalenakes and Dales, 1984: 96,

Ténterview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997.

"Vsee Makedonig, 19 June 1992 15.

TBCited in Skilakakis, 1995: 170.

"9The letter can be found in Valenakes and Dales, 1994: 97-9,

20pid: 99.

"bid: 97.
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nationalist party (VMRO-DPNE) had held meetings to discuss terrorist bombing attacks
in Thessaloniki/2

Mitsotakis also indicated some willingness to compromise, by admitting that a
decision at the upcoming Lisbon European Council meeting did not have to “satisfy

[the Parties involved] totally.72 Most importantly, he suggested that

1The Community can simply state that it is ready to recognise Skopje under
any name that this Republic chooses, with the condition that it will not
include [the name] Macedonia. [or]

2We can tell to Skopje that we will recognise them with any name that they
choose, which will not include [the name] Macedonia, but they will have the
freedom to call themselves any name that they desire.’24

The latter option amounted to an official proposal of the dual name formula.
The Prime Minister stated that given a speedy decision, he would be able to persuade
the Greek people of the virtues of such a compromise. By doing so, he essentially
implied that there was not sufficient public support for a solution among these lines.

On the eve of the Lisbon European Council, Papandreou raised the tone of his
criticisms to the level of demagoguery. He flew to Thessaloniki and announced that
the government was ‘selling off parts of our country..The people do not stand any
more this sell-out and submissive policy.72% He also demanded the immediate holding
of national elections. A serious defeat in Lisbon would have undoubtedly strengthened
the impact of such demands and rhetoric.

Somewhat more encouraging to Mitsotakis was an EP resolution on the issue of

FYROM's name. The resolution, which provides evidence of the actions of the non-

nterviews with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1997 and Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997.
Significantly, VMRO-DPNE's discussions of possible terrorist attacks were not denied during interviews
with Mr Arsovski on 3 February 1997 and Mr Dimovski on 29 September 1997. However, it must be
stressed that FYROM's government never encouraged, endorsed or participated in such discussions.

"2yalenakes and Dales, 1994: 97.

7245ig: 98, '

T25Makedonia, 27 June 1992 1
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intergovernmental bodies that ‘dilute” the intergovernmentalism of the regime EPC,
declared:
As for the name by which [FYROM] may be recognized internationally, [the EP]
believes that the conditions set by Greece are aimed at safeguarding

peace, cooperation and stability throughout the region, and are therefore of
crucial importance for the European Community.’26

However, this resolution did not refer to the dual name formula7?
The intergovernmental European Council that took place in Lisbon on 26 and 27

June 1992, produced an important declaration on Greece’s dispute with FYROM:

The European Council reiterates the position taken by the Community and its
Member States in Guimaraes on the request of the former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia to be recognized as an independent State. It expresses its
readiness to recognise the republic within its existing borders according to
their Declaration on 16 December 1991 under a name which does not include
the term Macedonia. It furthermore considers the borders of this republic as
inviolable and guaranteed in accordance with the principles of the UN
Charter and the Charter of Paris.728

This declaration was interpreted by Mitsotakis as a great national triumph, who
explained that it was the ‘final and definitive” EPC decision on the dispute. Having
achieved the ‘main reason for which | became Foreign Minister, he announced his
intention to resign the post’?® Despite the fact that the Lisbon Declaration made no
reference to the dual name formula, Mitsotakis seized the opportunity to reiterate
publicly this proposal. He depicted the decision as the fulfiment of the first (and most

important to Greece), part of the dual name solution. The Prime Minister then explained

7260) No C 176/201, 13792 The resolution was made on 1l June 1992

2The dual name formula also won the backing of the US. Mitsotakis was informed of this support during
the Lisbon European Council. See Tarkas, 1995: 320.

T28Bull. EC 6-1992 22; emphasis added.

19Cited in Makedonia, 28 June 1992 40. For the entire transcript of Mitsotakis’ speech and press

conference after the conclusion of the Lisbon European Council, see ibid.
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that the people of FYROM cc.rAw"'domesticclly use.any name that they want” and
pledged that ‘we will help them financially so that they will SUrVive. 730

Samaras said that he was full of joy” for this decision. Such sentiments were not
shared in FYROM, where the republi.c's Foreign Minister Dr Denko Maleski resigned.®! The
same fate awaited the Prime Minister Nicola Kljusev and his Cabinet, who resigned on 7
July 1992. The only person who seemed sceptical of the Lisbon decision was Andreas
Papandreou./32 Responding to the jubilant statements made by Mitsotakis, he suggested
cavtion, and reminded journalists of the celebrations following the 16 December 1991
EPC conditions and Greece’s WEU accession that had proved painfully unjustified.
Papandreou’s scepticism was vindicated. Celebrations in Athens and despair in Skopje
proved premature.

The Lisbon Declaration was perceived as a victory in Athens because it
seemed to be endorsing the Greek restrictive and non-cooperative stance on FYROM's
name. However, one of its key parts stating that the European Council.reiterates the
position taken..in Guimaraes” was not properly analysed.”®® This reference amounted to
an EPC signal that the Lisbon and Guimaraes declarations were to be read in
conjunction. As previously argued, according to the Guimaraes declaration any
resolution of the conflict would have required the agreement of both FYROM and
Greece. In other words, although the decision in Lisbon was that the word Macedonia
should not be part of FYROM's name, this provision also had to be accepted by FYROM.

On 3 July 1992, FYROM's Assembly rejected the part of the Lisbon Declaration
that referred to the republic’'s name’34 Nevertheless, based on interviews, the claim
has been forcefully made that at that point, Gligorov was sending to Athens strong

signals that he was ready to compromise on a name such as New Macedonia or

30pid.,

SCited in Skilakakis, 1995 175.

32For Papandreou’s comments, see Makedonia, 28 June 1992 40, See also his subsequent statements in
Makedonia, 30 June 1992 13, in which the attack on the dual name formula should be noted.

733gyll, EC 6-1992 22

734For the text of the Assembly’s declaration (in English), see Valenakes and Dales, 1994 103-5.
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perhaps even Slavomacedonia’  This has also been fully confirmed by the then
Prime Minister Mitsotakis.’¢ At cnY’ rate, the Greek government rejected these
overtures since they were not consistent with the 13 April decision. The politics of

Greek confrontation were to follow.

B. Greek Confrontation.

On 30 July 1992, President Gligorov sent a letter to the UN's General Secretary,
requesting that the organisation recognise his country;”’ and on 1l August, FYROM's
Parliament passed a law endorsing a new national flag. Its design depicted the "Star of
Verging,” which was found in Philip the Second’s tomb and is considered to have been

the emblem of the Macedonian dynasty.”® Crucially, no Slavs lived in the region during

"Binterviews with Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996, Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996, Mr
Samaras on 3 February 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997. Mr Kofos, in an interview on § January 1997
further stressed that President Gligorov was on record saying that the ‘game of the name” was at times
almost lost. Kofos argues that such a possibility was faced by FYROM after Lisbon, (as well as after 16
December 1991).

38nterview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997. The former Greek Prime Minister acknowledged Gligorov's
overtures, but did not mention the exact compromise names that had been suggested. In an interview
on 29 September 1997, Mr Risteski characterised the Lisbon Declaration as ‘useful but not fully
accepted (emphasis added). The use of the phrase not fully accepted’ in this carefully worded
comment, suggests that a compromise name that included the term Macedonia was at the very least
contemplated by FYROM's government. This is probably why Mr Risteski did not state that the Lisbon
Declaration was rejected at that time in its entirety. If this is indeed the case, his comment provides
further (though indirect), evidence in support of the claims made by Greek decision-makers
concerning FYROM's post-Lisbon cooperative gestures.

31The letter can be found (in English), in Papaconstantinou, 1994; 429-30.

38For a depiction of FYROM's flag, as well as for a pictorial representation of the ancient Star of Vergina,
see Appendix VIL See also Donforth, 1995: 163-74 for a discussion of the flag issue. A magisterial
biocgraphy of Philip I is Hammond 1994. For an exciting account of the tomb’s discovery by the
renowned archaeologist Manolis Andronikos, see his private notes published in Ta Neq, 16 October 1997

24-5.
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the reign of Alexander the Gredt’s father. In Gligorov's words: 'We do not have any
rélation to Alexander the Great. We are a Slavic people who arrived here [in
Macedonia] in the sixth century. 7 Given this fact, FFROM's adoption of a new flag

was perceived by the incensed Greeks as a serious provocation.’40

79Cited in Danforth, 1995: 46. Not all FYROM citizens accept Giigorov’s argument. For a devastating
criﬁdue of the more ridiculous and outrageous claims concerning the Slav "descendants” of the ancient
Macedonians, see Kofos 1986. In an interview on 29 September 1997, Mr Risteski admitted that claims
directly linking his people with the ancient Macedonians were examples of revolutionary romanticism’
and ‘mythology’. He then proceeded to partly accept these false claims, on the basis that they
nevertheless constitute a real part of his people’s tradition, and hence a necessary and important
component of their identity. This "true lies” argument not only stretches credulity, but is also revealing
of the degree of historical distortion, falsification and logical implausibility that is required in order to
mount arguments whose basis is admittedly spurious. Mr Risteski somewhat qualified his position by
stating that the ancient Macedonians are “part of our history but also belong to the Greeks” Mr
Arsovski on 3 February 1997 and Mr Dimovski on 29 September 1997 made exactly the same point,
which requires some elaboration. The thesis that is advanced is that through intermarriage with the
descendants of the non-Greek barbarian ancient Macedonians, all late-comers to the region can
make a claim to the ancient Macedonian cultural and historical heritage. Perhaps to someone not
familiar with the regioﬁ's history, this all-inclusive argument might seem appealing. The problem is that
it is based on spurious and unacceptable assumptions. Although a thorough refutation would require a
separate thesis, it is sufficient to note that given the argument’s ‘logic’, anyone residing in geographic
Macedonia can make equally compelling claims to simultaneously being a descendant and sharing
equally in the history and culture of Albanians, Armenians, Bulgarians, Greeks, Jews, Pomaks, Roma,
Serbs and Turks (to name just a few). In other words, and taken to its extreme logical conclusion, this
‘multicultural’ argument collapses from its own audacity, improbability and basis on historical
falsification.

740In an interview on 3 February 1997, FYROM's Head of Mission in Greece Mr Arsovsky also accepted that
the adoption of the flag could have been viewed as provocative by the Greeks. Interestingly, in an
interview on 29 September 1997, FYROM's former Assistant Minister of Foreign Affairs Mr Dimovski
stressed that FYROM's flag only contained an imitation of the Star of Vergina. An examination of
Appendix VI allows for an evaluation of this claim. Also, during an interview on 29 September 1997
with the then Vice President of FYROM's government Mr Risteski, a fascinating account of former (and
in some cases much older) flags utilised by nationalist groups was presented. They contained a star or
a sun, and one even had a unicorn that apparently represented Alexander the Great's horse

Buchephalas. However, no previous flag contained the actual Vergina symbol.
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The response of the Greek government was harsh. It condemned the action as
a ‘shameless, provocative, and unacceptable usurpation of a Greek historical
symbol;74 and most importantly on 21 August Mitsotakis announced that ‘Greece
temporarily suspends the passage of oil products towards the North.742 This decision
was supposed to end international criticism that Greece had been violating the UN
embargo and permitting oil shipments into Serbia. In redlity, it amounted to the
imposition of an oil embargo against the new republic. Mitsotakis has explained that
international criticism simply provided an adequate pretext for Greece to implement
punitive economic measures against FYROM/43

The effects of the embargo were mitigated by oil shipments entering FYROM
via Bulgaria’4 Nevertheless, the Greek governments attitude had become
confrontational, a fact that is well illustrated by the “story of the labels. 745 It originated
in a series of proposals made by the Commission, in order to increase the
effectiveness of the Community embargo against Serbia’46 Based on these proposals,
the Council of Ministers decided that

The export to the Republic[s] of Bosnia..Croatia as well as the territory of the

former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia of all commodities and products
originating in or coming from the Community shall be subject to the

T4cited in Lygeros, 1992 210 fn 129. This statement was issued after the adoption of the new FYROM flag
and before the imposition of the Greek oil embargo. As a result, the claims of Ljupco Georgievski,
leader of VMRO-DPNE in Le Monde Diplomatique, that ‘the Greeks revolted only 8-10 months [after
the adoption of the flag, otherwise].we would have chosen the lion” (cited in Tsirkinldis, 1994: 332), are
lies.

142Cited in Tarkas, 1995: 327. This decision was consistent with the decision in Council 6774/92 (Presse 99-
G). 4 June 1992

T43\itsotakis admitted this logic behind the embargo in an interview on 10 April 1997, as well as during a
crucial speech to his party’s MPs. See Makedonia, 27 October 1992 12

744part of a document that provides evidence for this fact was published in Tarkas, 1995 331 See
Appendix IX. This practice was also confirmed in an interview with Mr Arsovsky on 3 February 1997.

7;‘5Pcpaconstontinou, 1994: 71. See also the previously unpublished letter that Papaconstantinou sent to
his EPC counterparts on 12 October 1992, that can be found in Appendix IX.

74850 COM(92) 424 final, 1 August 1992
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presentation of a prior - authorization for export.to be issued by the
competent authorities of the Member States.#

It is noteworthy that after intense Greek pressure, FYROM is merely described as
a territory. Furthermore, the Greek government later ensured thé explicit Community
clarification that the name that was supposed to be used in all such authorisations was
that of FYROM.748

The practical consequences of this policy would have been extreme for
FYROM, since the republic’s authorities label products with the words Republic of
Macedonia. As a result, strict adherence to the Community policy would have caused
the end of all Community trade with the republic! Mitsotakis realised that insisting on
this policy would have been both problematic and counterproductive. Thus, he did
not object to the other Member States de facto ignoring these provisions.’4?
Nevertheless, the political capital that Greece spent on a technical issue in order to
succeed to characterise the republic as a territory, and cause the maximum possible
problems in its trade, is indicative of Greek policy and feelings during this period.

Meanwhile, as war was raging in Bosnia, the UK (which had assumed the
Community Presidency on 1July), and the UN, organised the London Conference on 26
and 27 August 1992. More than thirty countries were represented, in what was another
example of the conference diplomacy decision-making procedure of the regime
EPC73C The dispute between FYROM and Greece was not central to the proceedings,

and was not mentioned in any of the speeches by the representatives of the US or of

7410J No L 266/217, 12992; emphasis added.

748see OJ No L 276/18. 19992

1495ee Lygeros, 1992 217.

750Among them were representatives from the US, Russia, and Japan, as well as the leader of the Bosnian
Serbs, Radovan Karadzic. All of the speeches, statements and interventions can be found in the
academic edition of David Owen's 1995 Balkan Odyssey CD-ROM (hereafter Owen-CD). Passages

will be cited according to the CD-ROM reference.
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the EPC member states’s The séx;ne applied to the Russian Foreign Minister, despite his
country’s recent recognition of the republic.’52

Greece was represented at the London Conference by the new Foreign Minister
Michalis Papaconstantinou’s® He was fiuent in several languages, author of numerous
books (several of which on Macedonian history and politics), and unusually well
educated for a Greek politician. In his intervention, Papaconstantinou reaffirmed his
country’s cooperation and support for the UN sponsored arms and trade embargoes.’s4
In tune with mainstream Western opinion, he condemned the use of violence and
emphasised the importance of protecting minorities, delivering humanitarion aid, and
ensuring that the conflict be at least contained. He also stressed that if FYROM
complied with the Lisbon Declaration, ‘Greece will be ready to extend its full
cooperation and friendship to the new Republic.755 The tone of the intervention was
pragmatic and devoid of any references to the glorious but ancient Greek history in
the region. It was thus characteristic of Papaconstantinou’s approach to the dispute,
though it was not inconsistent with the Greek hard-line policy on FYROM's name.

Kiro Gligorov who also participated in the Conference, made a passionate plea
for recognition® He noted that FYROM was a democratic society respecting human
and ethnic rights, and also emphasised that

We have acquired our independence and sovereignty and we control our
own frontiers, we have preserved peace and internal stability within the

Republic. This situation has prevented the escalation of war.For the peace
and democracy for which the Republic of Macedonia had received high

TSiThe issue of FYROM's recognition was raised however by Serbia’s Prime Minister Milan Panic, and the
Foreign Ministers of Bulgaria and Slovenia. See Owen-CD, 1995; T: LC 26/8/92 Ganev statement and T:
LC 26/8/92 Rupel statement. Papaconstantinou claims in his memoirs that they were asked by
Gligorov to address 1h.is issue. See Papaconstantinou, 1994; 81-2.

752Russia recognised FYROM as the Republic of Macedonia on 5 August 1992 It appears that the decision
was made somewhat suddenly and whimsically by Russian President Boris Yeltsin. See Crow, 1992

53pgpaconstantinou who was 73 years old, was sworn as Greece’s Foreign Minister on 8 August 1992

7543ee Owen-CD, 1995: T: LC 26/8/92 Papaconstantinou intervention.

S9ybid,

7860wen-CD, 1995: T: LC 26/8/92 Gligorov statement.
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marks by the whole international community, it has also gained silently an
unseen punishment: it remained the last to await recognition.’s’

Gligorov used this opportunity to reject once again the Lisbon Declaration, arguing that
an‘y change of name was ‘insulting” and would amount to his country ‘defacing itself.7%8

The London Conference was significant to the extent that it signalled the UN's
taking over the leading role from EPC as regards developments in Bosnia. However,
EPC would remain primarily résponsible for dealing with the dispute between FYROM
and Greece until December 1992, The Greek government supported the Conference’s
conclusions which made no reference to FYROM’¥ Thus, Greece once again
participated in a harsh verbal condemnation of Serbia: ‘If..Serbia and Montenegro..do
not comply [with the Conference’s decisions] the Security Council will be invited to
apply sanctions leading to their total international isolation. 760

On 12 September, EPC's Foreign Ministers met at Brocket Hall in England. After a
suggestion by the British Presidency, it was decided to enlist the services of the retired
British diplomat Robin O'Neil, who was to undertake an initiative aiming to solve the
dispute between Greece and FYROM¢ This initiative also represents the capability of
the intergovernmental Presidency to provide new decision-making procedures and to
a degree set the agenda. At any rate, it must be stressed that according to O'Neil, his
mission was ‘unusual, difficult and impertinent. 762

At the same time, pressure to end the Greek oil embargo against FYROM was
mounting’% A thinly veiled criticism was even included in the 16 October 1992

declaration of the European Council meeting in Birmingham:

T¥Tbid.

98pid,

795ee 31 LM 1537-43 (1992). The Conference also decided that Lord Owen, a former UK Foreign
Secretary, would replace Lord Carrington,

70Cited in Silber and Little, 1995/1996; 262.

761see Papaconstantinou, 1994: 115. For O'Neil's account of his initiative, see O'Neil, 1997.

702bid: 7.

163nterview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996.
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In the light of the deteriorating economic situation in the former Yugoslav
republic of Macedonia, the European Council stressed the need for
appropriate measures to prevent this republic from bearing the unintended
consequences of UN sanctions.’¢4

While O'Neil was making a series of trips to both Greece and FYROM, there was
renewed talk in Athens about ending the dispute on the basis of the dual name
formula’65 Samaras objected strenuously to such a compromise and declared it a
‘dual theft76¢ Faced with this opposition, Mitsotakis called on 21 October 1992 a
meeting of New Democracy’s MPs aiming to receive their backing for his preferred
foreign policy positions.

The meeting was dramatic, lasted for seven hours and is of particular
importance because it influenced subsequent foreign policy developments’s’ [t also
marked the beginning of the process that eventually led to the creation of a poalitical
party by Samaras (Politiki Anixi), as well as to the downfall of the Mitsotakis

government,’¢8

764Byil. EC 10-1992 10. In Birmingham, there was also an informal meeting of EPC’s Foreign Ministers, that
discussed Greece's dispute with FYROM  Most notably, the Danish Foreign Minister asked for the
republic’s recognition. As expected, Papaconstantinou reacted negatively to this suggestion, and thus
no decision was made. See Makedonig, 17 October 1992 13 and Papaconstantinou, 1994: 1778-82.  Also
based on an interview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1997.

765According to O'Neil, one of his most immediate problems was how to travel to Skopje. Finding train
travel slow and uncomfortable, he eventually opted for a Greek car driving him to the border, at
which point he was picked up by an official FYROM car. O'Neil also provides evidence of the
consequences of the oil embargo, noting that in one of his 100 mile long trips from the Greek border
to Skopje, he only saw three cars. See O'Neil, 1997: 2 and 4.

786Cited in Lygeros, 1992 220 fn 139.

T67particularly good coverage of the meeting can be found in Eleftherotypia, 22 October 1992 1-14.

7880n 7 and 9 September 1993, two New Democracy MPs defected to Samaras™ Politiki Anixi, forcing
Mitsotakis to call a general election. On 10 October 1993, a triumphant PASOK received 46,88 per
cent of the vote and 171 seats (out of 300). New Democracy received only 39,30 per cent, Politiki
Anixi 4,87 per cent and the KKE 4,54 per cent. Synaspismos failed to win Parliamentary representation.

See Lygeros, 1996: 242-3 and 251
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In his speech, the Primé'MinisTer somewhat mildly criticised Samaras for his
handling of the 16 December 1991 EPC condiﬁdhs, and supported the dual name
formula by arguing that the republic’s official UN name was what really mattered’¢? An
exasperated Mi’tsotdkis stressed that to deny FYROMSs citizens the right to call
themselves for domestic purposes what they wish would confirm ‘what they write about
us [unjustly,] that we are a paranoid country.770

Mitsotakis threatened MPs that a rejection of his proposal would force him to
call an early national poll. Given the government’s unpopularity, this was a serious
threat””! He concluded by suggesting that MPs opposing the dual name formula for
reasons of conscience should resign their seats, in order not to jeopardise New
Democracy’s Parliamentary majority.

In his previously unpublished speech, Papaconstantinou stressed that the issue
of FYROM's recognition had to be resolved as soon as possible’”?2 He revealed that
Greece had faced considerable hostility from the Danish Foreign Minister in
Birmingham, and clarified that there were no indications concerning the prospects of
O'Neil’s initiative.

Papaconstantinou argued that the pressure that Greece exhorted on FYROM
was of particular importance. Political and financial circles within the young republic
had begun to request the normalisation of relations between the two states.
Furthermore, FYROM had failed to secure membership in any international organisation
and had committed an almost universally condemned error by adopting the Star of
Vergina on its flag. At the end of his speech, the Greek Foreign Minister warned that

he was ‘afraid that unless we achieve a solution of this issue [at the upcoming

7695ee Makedonia, 22 October 1992 1,12 and 15

10lbid:; 15.

Mproof of the government's unpopularity was a nation-wide poll that was released in November 1992
Only 25,1 per cent of respondents declared their willingness to vote for New Democracy, whereas 33, 5
per cent opted for PASOK. See Loulis, 1995; 423.

M25ee Appendix X.
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European Council meeting] at Edinburgh, we will then have to confront our own
isolation. 773
Samaras” speech (extensive excerpts of which are published here for the first
time), was less structured but far more dramatic and consequential’”’4 He proposed that
the dual name formula be rejected because its acceptance would imply that FYROM's
arguments concerning the use of the name Macedonia were at least partly justified.’”s
There was also ‘a clarification of his intentions in case the proposal failed:
| consider that its rejection will have, for me at least, direct political
consequences. In matters of conscience, there is no room for majority. If the
Parliamentary group has not been persuaded by what | have said, if | am [in

the] minority, | hold my basic obligation, human, ethical, political.to resign
from the office of Member of Parliament..”’

Samaras’ proposal received only four votes, the overwhelming majority of MPs
expressing their support for ‘the decisioﬁ of Lisbon according to which the recognition
of [FYROM] is only accepted with one name not carrying.the name Macedonia for all
its foreign relations [sic]77

Despite the fact that the Lisbon Declaration made no such distinction, this was
a victory for Mitsotakis, especially since Samaras resigned later that afternoon his seat
as an MP. However, it was only a pyrrhic victory for the Greek Prime Minister, given that
the three MPs who had joined Samaras in rejecting the dual name formula sufficed to

bring down the government’’® This was a crucial fact that had to be taken into

Mibid,

T14see Appendix XL Samaras also submitted three supporting documents. The first was the previously
analysed 23 June 1992 letter that Mitsotakis sent to his EPC counterparts. The others are published here
for the first time. For Samaras” speech, and his various exchanges with New Democracy MPs, see also
Skilakakis, 1995: 191-2 and 194-6.

Sinterview with Mr Samaras on 24 December 1997.

6 Appendix X1

TTMakedonia, 22 October 1992: 1; emphasis added

78 an interview on 24 December 1996, Samaras explained that he had specifically advised his closest

alies not to vote with him against the dual name formula, but three of them ignored his explicit
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consideration by Mitsotakis, bef.dre any compromise was reached on the basis of the
dual name formula.

On 3 November 1992, Papaconstantinou sent a letter to his EPC counterparts
(published here for the first time), clarifying Greece’s positions”? Referring to
Ambassador’'s O'Neil initiative, Papaconstantinou noted that “to this day, no apparent
progress has been registered. 78 This amounted to almost an understatement, after the
disastrous meeting that had taken place between Papaconstantinou and O'Neil on 12
October 1992781  O'Neil claims that he warned the Greek government that the oil
embargo was actually hurting their aims, and that by insisting on a hard-line policy on
FYROM's name, they risked the state being eventually recognised as Macedonia.’82

On the other hand, the Greeks had concluded that O'Neil lacked objectivity
and discussed arbitrarily only a one name solution, abandoning entirely the dual name
formula.’®  The retired British Ambassador also seemed to ignore the various aspects
of the 'Pinheiro Package. 784

An dlarmed Papaconstantinou attempted to rectify these negative
developments with the 3 November letter, in which FYROM is accused for adopting the
Star of Vergina flag, as well as for “atfributing to [Greece] aggressive intentions and
territorial claims. 78 The Greek Foreign Minister suggested that FYROM might have been

under the impression that the Lisbon Declaration could be reversed in Edinburgh, and

request. Samaras argues that in addition to them, many more were in support of his position. Given
subsequent defections to his party, this is almost certainly an accurate assertion.

195ee Appendix X1

780bid,

Blnterview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996.

7825ee O'Neil, 1997: 6.

7830'Neil essentially confirms the legitimacy of this complaint. He argues that following his visits to Skopje.
he concluded that only the names Macedonia (Skopje) or FYROM (the latter though as a “possible fall-
back position”), could provide plausible solutions to the dispute. See ibid: 6. Both are single names
that are incompatible with the Lisbon Declaration.

784pased on an interview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996.

85 Appendix Xl
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recommended that ‘we should take care that no mixed signal reach Skopje. 7% He
then made the following recommendation:
The Portuguese Presidency prepared a “package deal” which, in addition to
the name problem, could resolve all the outstanding issues connected with

recognition. This package should be part of the discussions currently being
carried out by Ambassador O'Neil7¢

Papaconstantinou was not suggesting a compromise on the basis of the name
New Macedonia, which would have been contrary to the 13 April Council of the Political
Leaders decision. The pragmatic politician was actually making an important and
commendable (if futile), effort to depart from the absolute focus on the name issue, to
which even O'Neil seemed to have succumbed. He was thus attempting to ensure that
the issues of FYROM conducting hostile propaganda and making territorial claims
against Greece return on the agenda.

Greece’s Foreign Minister made certain cooperative gestures towards FYROM,
by implying in somewhat unclear terms his government’s support for a dual name
formula, and by reiterating Greece’s willingness to guarantee FYROM's security. He
clarified that given the satisfaction of certain technical conditions, oil shipments
towards the new republic would resume. Humanitarian shipments of oil would also be
available upon FYROM's request’® Ominously though, Papaconstantinou warned that
‘we have reached the “end of the rope.” 78

Meanwhile, Ambassador O'Neil was still in search of a compromise. In late
November, he stated that 1 believe we are as close to a solution as you can be. 1t is

for the government of Skopje to take the decision.7?° This was an entirely misleading

T8pid.

T87bid.

788|n an interview on 10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou clarified that FYROM never made such a request.

78Interview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 10 April 1997.

790Fnancial Times, 24 November 1992 4. O'Neil made this statement knowing that Gligorov was willing to
accept the name Macedonia (Skopje). See O'Neil, 1997: 8. However, he ought to have been in a

position to guess the negative Greek reaction to such a proposal.
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statement, perhaps though fitfing for what was becoming an exercise in futility. As
regards the Greek government, the most crucial meeting between O'Ne.ii and
Papaconstantinou had taken place on 22 November. The British retired diplomat
announced that FYROM was willing to accebt the name Macedonia-Skopije.
Papaconstantinou claims to have explained that the Greek government would not be
in a position to accept such a name’?

O'Neil delivered his report on 3 December 1992792 The fact that the Greek
government had been almost entirely informed in advance about its contents,
constitutes evidence of the principle of information of the regime EPC.93 The O'Neil
Report provides a somewhat lengthy account of the major EPC—relotéd developments
in the dispute between Greece and FYROM. The 16 December 1991 conditions, the
opinion of the AC, the efforts of the Portuguese Presidency and the decisions at
Guimaraes and Lisbon are all revisited. -

Having presented this background information, O'Neil enters the more
substantive part of his report, by arguing that FYROM is in an especially precarious
situation: the republic’'s economy is suffering from the oil embargo, as well as from
observing the UN embargo against Serbia, and ethnic tensions with the Albanian
minority seem to be rising.794

Given this rather grave situation, the British diplomat informs that FYROM is
willing to accept a compromise name, with the full expectation of Community

recognition at the upcoming Edinburgh European Summit 'The Government of

Mnterview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996. This point is confirmed by O'Neil. See
O'Neil, 1997 8.

792His report can be found (in English) in Papaconstantinou, 1994; 431-9.

193nterview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996,

941t was estimated that “Skopje’s enforcement of UN sanctions against Serbia cost.$19 billion per year’

(Perry, 1995: 44),
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FYROM.[is].ready to accept the ‘ridme for the state of Republic of Macedonia (Skopje)
Jor all international purposes.’9

This sentence contains the essence of his initiative. It is noteworthy that unlike
the proposal presented’ to the Greek government on 22 November (Republic of
Macedonia-Skopje), FYROMs proposed name in the Report is distinguished by a
parenthesis’®  Furthermore, the clarification that this name would be utilised for
international purposes constitutes an acceptance of the dual name formula. However,
neither this formula, nor a name containing the term Macedonia was part of the Lisbon
Declaration. O'Neil accepts this awkward fact, and states that ‘this offer does not
correspond to the positive offer expressed in the European Council declaration at
Lisbon;”?7 and he has also admitted that his ‘task was to persuade Macedonia to
change its name to something new which did not include the word Macedonia, not to
suggest that the EC should change its mind. 798

By ignoring the terms of his mandate, O'Neil essentially judged that the
arguments made by FYROMSs officials had particular merit, and especially that
changing their name in a more radical way could not have achieved the required
Parliomentary support. More importantly, by virtue of his proposal, the Ambassador
had accepted that

The term Macedonia describes accurately the national identity of the

majority of the population, that it describes accurately the geographical
situation of the Republic, and that the name Macedonia has been chosen

9%papaconstantinou, 1994: 437; emphasis added. FYROM's government also accepted to change Article
49 of the constitution. It was to contain the following language: ‘The Republic cares for the status and
rights of Macedonians living abroad, assists their cultural development and promotes link with them’
(ibid: 438).

9n an interview on 23 December 1996, Mr Papaconstantinou argued that this change made O'Neil's
proposal even less appealing to the Greek government. However, based on O'Neil, 1997, there is no
indication that the originally proposed name was Macedonia-Skopje. Perhaps though, reference to
this change might have been considered as an unnecessary and technical detail for his audience.

97papaconstantinou, 1994: 439.

798O'Neil, 1997: 4.
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and approved by dll the ‘minorities, who are not themselves of Macedonian
stock.”99

Not surprisingly, the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs was instructed on 4
December to issue a brief statement noting that the O'Neil Report was not considered
objective80 This suggests the bitter disappointment felt towards the British diplomat. In
an interview, Papaconstantinou kept repeating that 'the man [O'Neil] was biased. 80!
Mitsotakis also made-similar comments and stressed that the Greek arguments were
entirely ignored892 Furthermore, according to Papaconstantinou, positive initiatives
taken by the Greek government were only given brief mention in the O'Neil Report. He
primarily had in mind the Greek-organised 12 November 1992 declaration of all
neighbouring to FYROM countries, that they would respect the young republic’s
territorial integrity and borders803

The dispute between Greece and FYROM was discussed extensively at the 7
December meeting of EPC’s Foreign Ministers, which began with a brief intervention by
Ambassador O'Neil8%4 Papaconstantinou then gave a lengthy, passionate and at times

furious speech attacking the O'Neil Report as being ‘in bad faith and unreliable.®©5 He

99bid: 437.

800Interview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996,

8CTnterview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996, Papaconstantinou personally issued those
instructions. It is also noteworthy that in his lavishly illustrated memoirs, the only photograph showing
him grim-faced was taken during a meeting with O'Neil. In the same interview, when confronted with
this observation, he admitted that it was done intentionally.

802nterview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997.

803see Makedonia, Tt November 1992 1 and Makedonia, 12 November 1992 1 Although somewhat ignored
by O'Neil, this initiative of the Greek government was praised in more certain terms by the EP. See OJ
No C 337197, 211292, paragraph 17.

804The account of this meeting is based on Papaconstantinou, 1994: 220-44, on an interview with Mr
Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996 and on the lengthy and important report in Makedonia, 8
December 1992 1 and 12 It must be noted though, that EPC’s official press release though, merely
states that "The Ministers.held a discussion on the subject [of O'Neil's Report]” See Council, 10523/92
(Presse 235-G), 7 December 1992

805Makedonia, 8 December 1992 1
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then presented several criticism.s; focusing primarily on the fact that the retired British
diplomat had ignored his mandate® The Greek Foreign Minister communicated in
categorical terms his country’s intention to reject the O'Neil Report at the forthcoming
Edinburgh European Council.

Papaconstantinou concluded his speech by suggesting that FYROM be named
Vardar Republic, and also repeated the by then standard Greek offers of financial aid
and security guarantees, given a favourable to Greece resolution of the dispute. Faced
with Greece’s infransigence, Douglas Hurd suggested that the issue be discussed at the
subsequent Edinburgh meeting.

Prior to the Edinburgh Council, Karamanlis and Mitsotakis sent letters to their EPC
counterparts. The purpose of Karamanlis' 24 November 1992 letter was to avert any
EPC abandonment of the Lisbon Declaration®’ The Greek statesman dismissed the
argument that the non-recognition of FYROM may lead to the war spreading to that
republic, and poignantly stressed that the recognition of Croatia and Bosnia produced
no improvements but rather ‘complicated [things] dangerously.8°8

The President emphasised that his country had no interest in FYROM's dissolution,
and suggested that financial help and security guarantees to FYROM would follow a
satisfactory resolution of the dispute He then proceeded to stipulate a grave threat. If
the Lisbon Declaration was abandoned

In order to protect its security and national dignity [Greece would be forced

to] close its borders [with FYROM] with painful results for Skopje and
unpleasant [ones] for Greece and the Community.80?

806see Papaconstantinou, 1994 221-2.  Also based on an interview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23
December 1996. For O'Neil’s response to these criticisms, see O'Neil, 1997: 8. O'Neil 'took comfort from
the fact that the Greek government had, incidentally, criticised and dismissed in almost identical
terms [the AC’s opinion] (ibid.).

807}t can be found in Valenakes and Dales, 1994: 108-10.

808bid: 109.

8%bid,
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The fact that this warning was rhdde by the immensely respected and ‘moderate” on
this dispute Karamanlis, illustrates the potential extent and quality of the politics of
Greek confrontation.

In his 10 December 1992 letter, Mitsotakis reiterated Karamanlis’ condiﬁondl offer
to FYROM, but made no explicit reference to the possibility of closing the borders8©
He also emphasised the importance that Greece attached to EPC maintaining the
Lisbon Declaration. In doing so, he essentially rejected the substance of the letter that
Kiro Gligorov had sent to him on 2 December.

In this previously unpublished letter, Gligorov urged that his republic be
recognised, since it had fulfilled all EPC conditions®" Furthermore, FYROM's President
rejected the Lisbon Declaration and castigated Greece:

The Lisbon Declaration requires from us to erase the term Macedonia from
the name of our country. This is' a precedent in the history of nations and
beyond the international standards. This request by the Republic of Greece

was being followed by economic pressures and blockades on the Republic
of Macedonia8?

Despite this rejection and prior to the Edinburgh meeting, Gligorov ignored
considerations of political cost and proceeded in undertaking a major cooperative

action813 On 9 December 1992 he went to his republic’s Parliament, declaring that his

810see Makedonia, 12 December 1992 1 Mitsotakis also warned that an abandonment of the Lisbon
Declaration would ‘cause the tragic destabilisation of our region” (ibid). Read carefully and in
conjunction with the 24 November 1992 Karamanlis letter, it may be argued that this phrase hints to the
closing of the borders with FYROM. Admittedly though, it is less than absolutely clear.

8lsee Appendix XIL During my research, | have not found any proof of this letter having been published
in any Greek or English publication. However, it has been impossible to find out whether it has been
published in any unofficial FYROM publication.

82bid,

8B3That such a decision entailed political cost should not be doubted. Characteristically, FYROM's current
Assistant Minister of Foreign Affairs stressed that any ‘politician who agrees to a change of FYROM's
constitutional name could say good-bye to his political career (interview with Mr Dimovski on 29

September 1997).
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government intended to accept- the name Republic of Macedonia (Skopje)84 This
name was to have been adopted ‘for all international purposes..not just for relatioﬁs
with the EC. The legal [ie. for domestic purposes] name of the Republic of Macedonia
would not however be changed.8!5 Gligorov warned tﬁct if this name was rejected in
Edinburgh, he would then request UN membership under the name Republic of
Macedonia816  According to the then government's Vice President Mr Risteski, this
decision was also reached as a result of ‘certain internal circumstances. Our country
had not yet stabilised politically or economically, nor was it recognised yet,” he
stressed in an interview 817

On the following day, a huge demonstration took place in Athens. Organised
by local administration authorities, it successfully followed the blueprint of the 14
February 1992 Thessaloniki demonstration® Some 1,300,000 people assembled in
what was probably the largest gathering of people to ever take place in Greece's

capital. The main (and somewhat misleading) slogan was ‘Macedonia is Greek.” 819

84see Makedonia, 10 December 1992 18,

850'Neil, 1997 8.

8%In an interview on 29 September 1997, Mr Risteski explained that not having gone directly to the UN
requesting recognition was probably a mistake on behalf of FYROM's government.

8nterview with Mr Risteski on 29 September 1997 It should be noted that 1992 was [financially] anything
but a successful year for [FYROM] The gross social product decreased by 15 per cent and investment
by 24 per cent, while the real depreciation of salaries was 34 per cent.As a result of Resolution §77 of
the United Nations alone, [FYROM's] economy..suffered damage to the extent of 1,3 billion [US] dqllors.
The damage caused by the Greek embargo amount[ed] to an additional 1 billion [US] dollars’ (Réuter,
1999: 39). Of importance is also the fact that Mr Dimovski provided precisely the same explanation
with Mr Risteski during an interview on 29 September 1997. The fact that Gligorov clearly and publicly
accepted a compromise name other than Macedonia, has proved an embarrassment for FYROM's
hard-line politicians who argue that the name Macedonia ‘is our identity, our existence’ (interview with
Mr Risteski on 29 September 1997), thus implying that no compromise is possible. The problem of
course is that having accepted once precisely such a compromise, evidence exists that the name
Macedonia has not always been ‘sacred” or non-negotiable.

818primarily responsible for the organisation of the demonstration was the Central Committee of
Municipalities and Communities in Greece (KEDKE).

89For an astute analysis of the slogan’s logic, problems and implications, see Kofos 1999: 235.
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Little doubt was thus left abou.fthe passions, sensitivities and interests of the Greek
people. The success and emphasis of the Athéns demonstration probably minimised
any room for diplomatic manoeuvre and cooperation in Edinburgh.

The politiéal parties (except the KKE) were represented, as were most
professional and labour unions and the Greek Church. The keynote speaker was the
Mayor of Athens, Leonidas Kouris, who stressed the importance and Greekness of the
name Macedoniq, and also warned of the danger of Turkey increasing its influence in
the region as a result of the crisis80 The resolution that was subsequently passed
condemned what were perceived to be provocations by FYROM, but made no
reference to a solution on the basis of the dual name formula. Following the October
meeting of New Democracy’s MPs, that had become a dangerous (for the government)
option.

The most crucial passage of the Athens resolution, the wording of which is
consistent with the essence of the resolution in Thessaloniki, stated the ‘demand that
the three conditions of the Lisbon decision be confirmed and imposed. 8 However, the
Thessaloniki resolution created considerable pressure for the non-negotiable adoption
of the restrictive position on FYROM's name, whereas the Athens resolution merely
confirmed stated Greek policy, though it did ensure that any bold cooperative action
in Edinburgh would meet with popular disapproval, and almost certainly guarantee the
government’s downfall,

At the T December 1992 Edinburgh European Council, and as regards the
dispute with FYROM, Greece was essentially alonef? At the parallel meeting of the
Foreign Ministers, an intransigent Papaconstantinou was the target of a sustained

attempt by all EPC members to persuade him that a compromise on the name issue

820For his speech, see Makedonia, 1l December 1992 15. This point was also reiterated by the various
other speakers. See ibid.

82lbid.

822However, some two hundred Greek mayors had flown to Edinburgh in order to demonstrate their

support for Greece's restrictive position (interview with Mr Kosmopoulos on 5 February 1997).
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was necessary. On the followiné 'dcly, there was a renewed attempt among the same
lines. Feeling isolated and frustrated, Papaconstantinou threatened to veto the
declaration on the former Yugoslavia that the meeting was expected to produce, and
implied that Greek non-cooperation on issues relating to Yugoslavia would be
extended, perhaps indefinitely82 His threat illustrates the importance of the
fundamental rule of consensus of the regime EPC, and if actualised would have
destroyed any semblance.of EPC solidarity on Yugoslavia.

Faced with this development, Hurd asked for a brief break and attempted to
persuade Papaconstantinou in private. The Greek Foreign Minister was especially
revealing in explaining to his British counterpart why a compromise on the name issue

was not possible:

Our government will fall and that which will come [into office] after the
elections will not be able to follow another policy. With the people’s verdict
being recent it will be even tougher on its stance 824

Given Greece’s intransigence, the Edinburgh declaration on former Yugoslavia
did not include a rejection of the Lisbon Declaration, though it made evident EPC's
concern over FYROM's fate and precarious condition82 A Security Council resolution
establishing a UN force in the republic was welcomed?8? Furthermore, the European
Council ‘stressed the need for appropriate measures to prevent [FYROM] from bearing
the unintended consequences of UN sanctions. 827 This constituted a thinly veiled
criticism of Greece’s oil embargo, as well as to the Greek attempts to prevent FYROM
from benefiting from international organisations. Evidently, the Greek government's

decision to Telease 40,000 tons of the embargoed oil prior to Edinburgh” had failed

823Interview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996,

824papaconstantinou, 1994: 231; emphasis added.

8255ee Bull. EC 12-1992: 10.

826This was UN Security Council Resolution 795, that can be found (in English) in Valenakes and Dales,
1994: 125-6.

827Byll. EC 12-1992 10.

208



to assuage its EPC partners.s28 %i‘nclly, it was decided that FYROM would receive from
the Community financial assistance worth some ECU 50 miillion.

Referring to these decisions, Mitsotakis declared that ‘we managed finally to
win the battle8 This was frue only to the extent that there was no abandonment of
the Lisbon Declaration. However, after Edinburgh, there were no other important EPC
initiatives to solve the dispute between Greece and FYROM. The ‘war moved away
from Europe to New York, and the UN became the battlefield were FYROM attempted
to achieve recognition. A study of these events would reveal new protagonists and
concerns, as well as a Greek diplomacy acting skilfully and often brilliantly.830 Such an

analysis though, belongs to a different inquiry.

C. The Continuation of Institutionalist Breakdown.

The period between April-December 1992 is characterised primarily by the
politics of Greek confrontation. The Greek government insisted unfailingly on a
restrictive position on FYROM's name, was involved in the “story of the labels,” imposed
an oil embargo and threatened to close its borders with the new republic, rejected the
O'Neil Report and Gligorov's gestures after Lisbon, and even threatened to veto the
decisions on former Yugoslavia in an EPC meeting. It will subsequently be demonstrated
that these acts were ultimately the result of domestic and partisan considerations.

During the same period, a record of limited cooperative Greek decisions also
exists. For example, Greece continued to participate in EPC’s condemnation of Serbia,

which involved agreement to various harshly worded declarations, the adoption of

828petkovski et al, 1993: 34,

829Makedonia, 13 December 1992 1

830when | first contacted Papaconstantinou in order to arrange some interviews, | explained to him over
the phone that my thesis would deal with events up to the Edinburgh European Council. Although he
was in complete agreement with this cut-off point, he commented on the fact that the UN battle

would not be included by saying: ‘This is unfortunate.this is unfortunate.”
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strict sanctions on 31 May 1992, ;:5 well as agreement to the conclusions of the August
London Conference. Mitsotakis explains that these cooperative actions were
undertaken in order to persuade EPC members that Greece could be a reasonable
and cooperative partner8d The aim was to attempt to change the country’s horriblé
reputation as nothing less than EPC’s ‘black sheep.’832
Importantly, Papaconstantinou had adopted a different analysis of Serbia’s

strategic importance to Greece. In an interview, he stressed that

With Serbia we have nothing in common. | do not think [that we have any

common interests]. The Serbs would not be very much interested in Turkey,

and | do not think that it would be possible to agree [with them] on

Albania.and after all [FYROMs citizens] and Bulgarians are also Christian
Orthodox.83

This observation is significant to the extent that it lessens the value of Greece’s
cooperation in EPC’'s condemnation of.Serbic. If the perception was that no or few
common interests were involved, then such cooperation could not have possibly
damaged national interests, and was thus much easier to be pursued.

Another cooperative gesture involved the Greek government’s decision to lift
its veto and allow Turkey to receive some ECU 300 million from the Community’s
renovated Mediterranean policies. Mitsotakis makes it absolutely clear that this

concession to his country’s main regional rival was a gesture aimed at pleasing the

8linterview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997. The same argument was made (among others) by Mr
Tzounis in an interview on 14 April 1997.

8325ee Skilakakis, 1995: 147-53.

833nterview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996, The former Foreign Minister did stress
however that Greece should have good relations with Serbia, ‘as with all countries’ (ibid.).
Papaconstantinou’s argument is partly based on the fact that the Eastern Orthodox Churches have
tended to be closely associated with the state to which they belong. See Karakasidou, 1997b: 82-3.
They have subsequently failed to act as a force limiting antagonism and hostilities among the various
Orthodox countries. Greece and Bulgaria provide a significant historical record and illustration of
warring Orthodox nations. Such examples are underestimated by Samuel Huntington, who in his theory
of the "Clash of Civilisations” talks about a Slavic-Orthodox civilisation, to which Greece seems to

belong. See Huntington 1993 and Huntington 1996: 126~7 and 162-3.
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other EPC states and altering hi'stcountry's reputation as an obstinate troublemaker 834
Crucially, Mitsotakis” government was fully aware that the Maastricht Treaty would have
allowed these monetary contributions to be made on the basis of qualified majority
voting, thus ensuring the by-pass of the Greek véto.835 Furthermore, Greece did not lift
its veto on the far more important Fourth Financial Protocol between the Community
and Turkey, which involved some ECU 800 million.83%

Some cooperative aspects can also be found in the letter that Mitsotakis -sent
to Gligorov on 9 May 1992, as well as in Papaconstantinou’s previously unpublished 3
November letter to his EPC counterparts. Both demanded a resolution of the dispute on
the basis of the 13 April decision on FYROM's name. This lessened significantly their
cooperative nature, despite the fact that they offered financial assistance and security
guarantees to FYROM,

The first letter was part of the Greek attempt to achieve the Lisbon Declaration,
while the second aimed at maintaining it. These letters were influenced by EPC’s
'shadow of the future; and both fried to achieve their goal by incorporating
cooperative measures that would help present Greece as a reasonable country. This
would have reduced reputational costs and helped ensure that future EPC decisions
were favourable to Greece’¥ The same goal was behind Greece’s 12 November 1992
initiative to persuade FYROM's neighbours to announce their respect for the new

republic’s borders.838

834|nterview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997.

835Admittedly though, at that time the ratification of the Maastricht Treaty was not necessarily a
foregone conclusion. This is because in the 2 June 1992 referendum, the Danish people had rejected
the TEU. They subsequently reversed their decision in the 18 May 1993 referendum. See Duff et al, 1994
54-5 and 63,

8363ee Makedonia, 27 June 1992 15.
837Based on interviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997 and Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996,

838Bgsed on interviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996, Mr

Skilakakis on 15 April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.
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It can perhaps also be c;rgued that Greece’s proposal for a dual name formula
may be viewed as being somewhat cooperative. ‘According to several key Greek
decision-makers, it constituted a sincere effort aiming to resolve the dispute and
demonstrate that Greéce was not part of the problem in Yugoslavia83® The ultimate
goal was to reduce reputational costs and alter a situation of relative isolation within
EPC8#0C The cooperative importance of the dual name formula was however lessened
substantially, since it insisted that FYROM's official UN name should not include the word
Macedonia.

On the basis of the above, it can be concluded that institutionalism can claim
to explain a few Greek cooperative decisions during the April-December 1992 period.
The institutionalist emphasis on reputational concerns and on the ‘shadow of the future’
proved to be of some relevance. Nevertheless, it must be stressed that these
cooperative actions were always of limited and reduced significance. They included
offers of financial assistance to FYROM and Turkey, and the dual name formula that
provided for all international purposes a vindication and implementation of the 13 April
Council of the Political Leaders hard-line decision. Furthermore, although the
participation in EPC’s condemnation of Serbia continued, the country’s alliance and
strategic importance to Greece was judged by the new Foreign Minister as of limited
value; and at any rate, these regime-influenced cooperative actions were dwarfed in
degree and consequence by the Greek government's politics of non-cooperation and
confrontation, that were determined by domestic politics.

The decision to impose an oil embargo against FYROM, as well as the “story of
the labels,” illustrate the threatening quality of Greek confrontation. Both measures
aimed at wrecking the economy of a new and virtually unarmed republic, which was

facing the possibility of war spreading inside its borders. According to both Mitsotakis

839Based on inferviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 10 April 1997, Mr
Skilakakis on 15 April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.
840Based on interviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 10 April 1997, Mr

Skilakakis on 15 April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.
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and Papaconstantinou, there w.atsv continuous pressure from Greece's EPC partners to
end these conffontational tactics, as well as various hints that the Lisbon Declaration
might be overturned84 The Greek government simply ignored pressures and
reputational concerns and refused to cooperate; and on 24 November 1992 in a letter
to his EPC counterparts, Karamanlis even threatened the closing of his country’s borders
with FYROM. These confrontational actions were part of a strategy of pursuing a
resolution of the dispute, while continuing to adhere to the decision of 13 April. As was
analysed in the previous chapter, this fundamentally important to all developments
decision was the result of domestic and partisan politics.

The significance of domestic politics was also manifested in the December
Athens demonstration, which showed that popular passions and concerns about the
dispute with FYROM remained important. At the level of domestic and partisan politics,
PASCOK's role should be emphasised. The largest opposition party was always extremely
critical of even minor cooperative acts. Harsh condemnations were reserved for the
decisions to allow minor Community monetary allocations to Turkey, or pursue a
solution on the basis of the dual name formula.

Domestic and partisan considerations condemned the prospects of a solution
based on the dual-name formula. Although Mitsotakis won the backing of New
Democracy’s Parliamentary Group on 21 October 1992, the three MPs that had voted
with Samaras against the formula sufficed to eliminate the government’s parliamentary
majority. In an interview, Samaras proudly revealed that he subsequently sent several
messages to Mitsotakis, explaining the implications for the government's future if there

was any agreement based on this formula®42 Eventually, he even sent to Mitsotakis a

84interviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997 and Mr Papaconstantinou on 10 April 1997. These pressures
were also reflected in various EPC decisions. See for example Bull. EC 10-1992 10.

842Interview with Mr Samaras on 24 December 1994,
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letter on 15 March 1993, which is bbblished here in its entirety for the first time, ominously
stating that “any idea of a compromise on the Skopje issue must be abandoned.®43

Hence, the Greek government’s room for a diplomatic compromise, or pursuit
of significant cooperative actions, became exitremely limited. This was the result of the
combination of the continual adherence to the 13 April Council of the Political Leaders
decision, popular passions, harsh criticisms by PASOK, and a slim Parliomentary majority
constantly threatened by Samaras and his loyalists. This situation (produced exclusively
by domestic and partisan considerations), meant that the acceptance of Gligorov’'s
post-Lisbon compromise gestures or of the O'Neil Report and hence the name
Macedonia (Skopje), would have guaranteed the government’s downfall8# As
Papaconstantinou stressed, he was essentially “‘chain bound,” and thus even obliged to
threaten to veto the decisions of the Edinburgh EPC meeting on 12 October 1992845

In conclusion, it becomes apparent that institutionalism fails to elucidate to a
satisfactory degree Greek foreign policy during the April-December 1992 period. [t
only provides an explanation for a series of rather minor, peripheral and limited
cooperative decisions. As was the case for the period between 17 January and April
1992, domestic and partisan politics prove more important than institutions, in
explaining the politics of Greek confrontation, non-cooperation and adherence to a
hard-line stance on the name issue. Given this serious failure, amendments to the
theory’s conditional nature will be discussed and proposed next. They will be followed
by some conclusions and lessons on the often problematic nature of Greek foreign

policy-making.

8435ee Appendix XIV. In an interview on 24 December 1997, Samaras explained that he had in mind any
name or formula not strictly adhering to the decision of the 13 April Council of the Political Leaders.

8441nterviews with Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996, Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on
10 April 1997, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996, Mr Skilakakis on 15 April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April
1997. It must also be stressed though, that O'Neil did not assist his initiative by managing to be
perceived by Greek decision-makers as a biased diplomat.

845|nterviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997 and Mr Papaconstantinou on 23.December 1996 and 10

April 1997.
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Chapter 8

CONCLUSIONS

It was an extraordinary period of testing, but statesmen do not have the right to ask to serve only in
simple times.

-Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval, 1982

A. The Theory of Institutionalism Reconsidered.

The application of institutionalist theory required that EPC be viewed as an
international regime. Thus, in the thesis’ concluding section, this argument and its
ramifications will be evaluated, and a more comprehensive account of the regime EPC
presented. However, this discussion will be preceded by an examination of the
theoretical consequences for institutionalism, emanating from the empirical research
that was undertaken.

More specifically, in the previously analysed case-study, the desire that the war
raging in parts of former Yugoslavia not spread to FYROM constituted the most
fundamental common interest that also satisfied institutionalism’s conditional nature.
Given the presence and actions of EPC, and the existence of various other common
interests during the entire period of June 1991 to December 1992 (as presented in
Chapter 3), the practice of cooperation could have been expected on the basis of
institutionalism. However, it was precisely when shared interests became more
significant, that the politics of limited cooperation and confrontation were practised346

Subsequently, certain serious problems arise for the theory, though it can not be

846por example, as was explained in previous chapters, these politics took place when the war in Bosnia

endangered FYROM's territorial integrity and Greece's reputation was reaching an ali-time low.
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discarded entirely since it largely explains Greece’s foreign policy towards former
Yugoslavia and FYROM between June 1991 and 17 January 1992,

As was shown in Chapter 4, during these months the Greek government
practised politics of cooperation, moderation and flexibility, signing all EPC decisions
on Yugoslavia and never threatening to use its veto power. Furthermore, EPC's
condemnation and penalisation of Serbia was endorsed, regardless of the special
Greco-Serbian relationship. Greece also agreed to the establishment of the Hague
Peace Conference and the creation of the Arbitration Commission, while the
formalisation of Yugoslavia's dissolution was accepted despite grave misgivings.

Concerning FYROM, Mitsotakiss government pursued a rather ‘gentle’ and
moderate policy, arranging a meeting between representatives of Greece’'s and the
new republic’s Foreign Ministries aimed at resolving the dispute, and perhaps most
importantly, maintaining a moderate and flexible position on the name issue. Although
a name consisting solely of the word Macedonia was clearly rejected, the option of a
compromise name related to FYROM's geographical location (i.e. Upper Macedonia or
Northern Macedonia), was consistently maintained.

In Chapter 5, it was shown that this cooperative record is explained by
institutionalism. During this period, domestic politics (which are ignored by the theory),
played only a limited role, while concepts used in institutionalism such as reciprocity
and the ‘shadow of the future” proved consequential. More precisely, Greek decision-
makers were conscious of the fact that EPC would be responsible for reaching most
subsequent decisions on Yugoslavia and on their country’s dispute with FYROM—-a
realisation that made reputational concerns particularly acute, and hence dictated the
concerted efforts aimed at creating goodwill and achieving for Greece a reputation of
a trustworthy and responsible partner. This is how the flexible poliﬁy pursued towards
FYROM, the acceptance of the AC and the Hague Peace Conference, and the
participation in Serbia’s condemnation are primarily explained.

Reputational concerns deriving from EPC's ‘shadow of the future” were also

connected to the pursuit of some specific and significant Greek foreign policy goals
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that included accession to the WEU, monetary compensation for damages to the
national economy due to the Yugoslav War, and the creation of the Cohesion Fund.
These were ‘goods’ that could only be provided by EPC; and the attainment of most of
them was actually possible during the Maastricht Treaty negotiations which were
characterised by high issue density and by the increased possibility of side-
payments84 Together with acute reputational concerns, they created considerable
(and successful), incentives and pressure for the Greek government to pursue politics
of moderation and cooperation.

Finally, the concept of reciprocity proved important in explaining the decision
to recognise Croatia, given the implicit agreement that there would be no EPC
recognition of FYROM as the Republic of Macedonia, despite the AC’s opinion.
Furthermore, reciprocity explains Samaras agreement on 16 December 1991 to
Germany’s positions on former Yugoslavia, since during the same meeting he achieved
the three conditions on the new republic’s recognition. Certain reputational concerns
connected with the possible wrath of Germany against a non-cooperating Greece,
probably also influenced the stance of the young Foreign Minister.

The decline of the politics of Greek cooperation begins with the letter that
Samaras sent to his EPC counterparts on 17 January 1992, arguing that the word
Macedonia had to be excluded entirely from FYROM's name. At that point, this was
the maximalist but negotiable position of his government. As analysed in Chapter 6, it
became non-negotiable after the conclusion of the 13 April 1992 Second Council of the
Political Leaders, in which all of them (with the exception of the KKE's General
Secretary), espoused the restrictive interpretation of the third EPC condition.

The immediate result of this agreement was the rejection of the Pinheiro
Package,” according to which the new republic would have l;een named New

Macedonia. A subsequent EPC effort carried out by the retired British Ambassador

847These conclusions contradict Smith 1996, who has argued that EPC is "'not used as a forum for making
side payments, threatening sanctions against each other, or linking issues into package deals that

occurred in other EC policy sectors or during [Inter Governmental Conferences] (ibid: 9).
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Robin O'Neil under the auspices of his country’s Presidency, met with the same fate. His
report suggested that the name Macedonia (Skopje) be adopted for FYROM, and was
thus also contrary to the 13 April decision. During the EPC meeting in Edinburgh on 12
December 1992, Foreign Minister Michalis Papaconstantinou not only rejected the O'Neil
Report, but actually threatened to veto the meeting’s conclusions on Yugoslavia (and
possibly subsequent ones as well).

The politics of non-cooperation were not limited to the issue of FYROM's name.
As Chapter 7 showed, a more direct confrontation was pursued with the imposition of
an oil embargo against the new republic in August 1992. Furthermore, the “story of the
labels” and threats of sealing the borders, illustrate the degree and qudlity of Greek
confrontation which aimed at seriously damaging FYROM's already fragile economy.

During the period between mid-January and December 1992, there were also
cooperative decisions, though their scope and significance were rather limited. Perhaps
most importantly, Mitsotakis” government agreed to EPC’s recognition of Bosnia, despite
near certainty that the results would be catastrophic. As was shown in Chapter 6, this
decision is explained by the concept of reciprocity: the aim was to procrastinate and
thus postpone an EPC decision on the name with which FYROM was to be recognised.
This episode reveals the fact that Greek foreign policy towards former Yugoslavia was
being almost completely dominated by the name dispute with FYROM.

A second action of this period that can be viewed as being cooperative
involved the proposal of the dual name formula. its cooperative nature was lessened
however, since FYROMs international name had to be consistent with the 13 April
restrictive interpretation of the third EPC condition. The making of this specific proposal
seems to have been connected to reputational concerns deriving from EPC’s “shadow
of the future. The same concerns also influenced the frequent o}fers to guarantee
FYROM's security and provide financial assistance, given of course a resolution of the
dispute that was favourable to Greece; and they also affected the continuous

participation in EPC’s condemnation and penalisation of Serbia.
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Despite such partial ‘successes, institutionalist theory fails to provide an
adequate explanation for the major developments of this period. By ignoring domestic
politics, it is unable to incorporate into its analysis events such as the Thessaloniki
demonstration of 14 February 1992, or the subsequent spontaneous and popular boycott
of Dutch, ltalian and Danish products. These events, clearly belonging to the realm of
domestic politics, demonstrated the nature and intensity of popular passions.
Furthermore, at the same time Samaras began his high-stakes campaign to force his
government to accept a non-negotiable restrictive position, while the Leader of the
Opposition gradually began to raise the tone of his rhetoric and to publicly converge
with the Foreign Minister’s views.

The result of these domestic and partisan developments was the consequential
decision of 13 April and the elimination of Mitsotakis™ ability to achieve a diplomatic
compromise. The Prime Minister had to confront the opposition tactics of both Samaras
and Papandreovu, feared the overthrow of his government that was based on a slim
Parliamentary majority, and faced near-certain electoral defeat in such an eventuality.
Subsequently, Mitsotakis was pressured into endorsing the politics of confrontation and
limited cooperation. Thus, it can be concluded that after mid-January 1992, as regards
the causation of Greek foreign policy, almost all significant decisions are explained
and produced at the domestic level. EPC’s influence on the country’s foreign policy
towards former Yugoslavia (which at that point had been reduced to the name dispute
with FYROM), can at best be judged of limited consequence.

In addition to explaining cooperation on the basis of regime influence, it was
demonstrated in Chapter 1 that institutionalism is connected with liberal theories and is
severely criticised for its approach towards the issue of relative gains. As regards the
‘emasculated liberalism” that characterises the theory, it can be crgued that it proved
of limited consequence to events84 The potential for mutual economic gains

(analysed in Chapter 3), within an environment of relative economic openness that

848) ong, 1995: 496,
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could have been safeguarded by EPC, did not influence in any important degree the
quality and fervour of the dispute. Nor did the series of offers of financial aid provide
a solution, although all these factors were taken into consideration by most decision-
makers849 Nevertheless, these conclusions are not necessarly at odds with
institutionalist expectations and assumptions.

Institutionalism stands vindicated in its analysis of the conditional nature of
relative gains considerations. No evidence was found that concerns about relative
gains were part of Greece's decision-making process and strategic planning85© An
explanation might lie in the fact that the difference in capabilities and resources
between FYROM and Greece were so immense, that it made almost no sense to think
of the dispute in terms of relative gains. Hence, institutionalist theorists seem to argue
correctly that relative gains considerations are conditional upon circumstances and the
desire to exploit them8!

Thus, on the basis of the case-study presented in this thesis, it can be
concluded that institutionalism explains events between June 1991 and January 1992, but
mostly fails to do so for the 17 January-December 1992 period. As a result of this
conclusion the theory can not be abandoned, though some amendments become
necessary. More specifically, institutionalism would retain its predictive and explanatory
relevance if its conditional nature was expanded. In other words, it is being proposed
that given the combination of certain conditions in a specific issue-area, and despite

the existence of common interests, the application of the theory be suspended.

84%3ased on almost all of the interviews that were conducted for this thesis. Examples of Greek offers of
financial aid for FYROM include Samaras™ 17 January 1992 letter, the 16 October 1992 European Council
meeting, certain aspects of the 'Pinheiro Package,” Mitsotakis 9 May ]952 letter to Gligorov,
Papaconstantinou’s 3 November 1992 letter to EPC’s Foreign Ministers and Karamanlis' 24 November 1992
letter to his EPC counterparts.

850This conclusion is based on all PC documents examined, as well as on most of the interviews that
were conducted for this thesis.

851see Keohane, 1993b: 283.
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The expansion of its conditional nature would require situations satisfying
specific characteristics. They would certainly have to involve highly politicised issues
with particular emotional relevance for the people. Such issues are firmly entangled
with popular perceptions conceming matters of national interest and identity. They
tend to be the result of traumatic historical events that may involve long-standing and
possibly even ancient disputes. The Macedonian Question with its complexities,
controversies and conflicts that were analysed in Chapter 3, provides a paradigmatic
illustration. It is thus not coincidental that in interviews conducted for this thesis in both
Greece and FYROM, phrases like ‘the name is our soul’ or ‘the name is our identity’
where often uttered in a forceful manner, and were clearly expressed in events such as
the Thessaloniki demonstration. In instances when the people and many of their
elected representatives judge that cooperation might address and adversely affect
important interests and deeply held beliefs, the desire and scope for the pursuit of
cooperative actions will inevitably diminish.

The chances for cooperation as predicted and explained by institutionalism are
further reduced, if there also exists an unstable domestic political situation in which it is
difficult for the government to reach important decisions. Reliance on petty personal
and partisan calculations, coupled with the overwhelming fear of upsetting vital
supporters or losing power, can only produce politics of timidity, delay and undue
caution. This was clearly the case with Mitsotakis” government that was unable to back
the Prime Minister's preferred foreign policy positions, being hostage to Samaras and
Papandreou and facing a hostile electorate in the event of any significant
compromise.

Finally, the achievement of cooperation is certainly not~assisted when the
regime involved is rather weak and lacks the power and tools. to greatly affect
outcomes. As will be discussed in the following section, EPC provides an example of
such a regime, especially given its rule of consensus and its inability to contest

developments through military means.
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Hence, it can be concluded that highly politicised and emotional issues,
important considerations of perceived national interest and identity, a rather weak
regime and an unstable domestic political situation, are conditions whose combination
ought to ‘trigger the suspension of institutionalist analysis. These conditions were
present in Greece and hence influenced the country’s non-cooperative and
confrontational foreign policy record during the period between mid-January and
December 1992. Similar conditions might perhaps be present in other places like
Palestine, Bosnia or Kosovo. Solutions to those disputes must first and foremost be
political acts confronting domestic and partisan realities852 Relying exclusively or
primarily on regimes, or even on important common interests, will probably prove

counter-productive and ineffective.

B. EPC as an International Regime: An Evaluation.

The ‘breakdown” of EPC into its principles, norms, rules, decision-making
procedures, scope and organisational form that was attempted in Chapter 2, provided
certain important advantages, not least because it permitted the application of
institutionalist theory. Thus in this section, there will be an evaluation and elaboration of
the regime EPC, on the basis of the thesis” case-study.

More specifically, as regards EPC's principles, that of solidarity requires

particular attention, especially since the agreement on its significance among the

8521his lesson seems to have been understood well by the US officials who helped broker the Interim
Agreement between Greece and FYROM They paid particular attention to the then Greek Leader of
the Opposition and president of New Democracy, Miltiades Evert. During a visit to the US, unusual
arrangements were made for him to meet most of Washington’'s foreign policy establishment. For the
impressive list of contacts and account of these meetings, see Tarkas, 1997: 492-5. Mr Evert was highly
praised for his moderate style of opposition on the dispute with FYROM. It remained unaltered after his
US visit.
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major protagonists of this thesis” case-study is striking. FYROM's President Kiro Gligorov
explained in an interview:
Among the principles that underpin the working of the European Union is the
principle of solidarity. For this reason you [the Greeks] had behind you the

European Union, [you] had its backing. In the recent dispute with us, if it [can
be called] a dispute, you had an ace in you hands.853

In a similar manner, former Foreign Minister Papaconstantinou stressed that

[EPC's member states] were supportive and truly saw Greece as a friend,
even though they mostly believed that we were wrong [on the dispute with
FYROM]; and no one can claim that it was their [national] interest that
dictated such a stance. No! It was precisely solidarity.8%4

Agreeing with Papaconstantinou, Samaras expressed with certainty his belief
that solidarity was in operation in EPC affairs, and insisted that had it not been for this
principle, it would have been impossible for Greece to hold out on the issue of FYROM's
name.8% Mitsotakis also made essentially identical comments.8%6

Despite these assurances about the significance of solidarity, a case can be
argued against it, since various EPC decisions were apparently reached regardless of
any considerations of this principle. Thus, the 16 December 1991 EPC decisions were
primarily the result of the uncompromising German position and pressure. Regarding the

conditions for FYROM's recognition, reciprocity and possibly certain reputational

85310 Vima, 29 June 1997: G4. In this passage, Gligorov is referring to events prior to the February 1994
imposition of the Greek embargo against FYROM. This is the only interview that Gligorov has given to a
Greek journalist or scholar.

8541nterview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996.

853nterview with Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996,

856Interview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997. The importance of solidarity was also stressed in
interviews with Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997. During a conversation
on 9 October 1996, the current Greek Minister for European Affairs Mr George Papandreou, emphasised
to me his firm belief that the principle of solidarity was fully operational in EPC proceedings.
Papandreou also provided several examples that were however unrelated to Greece’s dispute with
FYROM
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concerns seem to have been of crucial importance. The fact that an unanimous
decision was eventually reached was more of an attempt to preserve a facade of
solidarity, than its sincere expression.

As previously explained, reciprocity was involved in the 15 January 1992 EPC
decision to recognise Croatia and not FYROM, despite the contrary opinions of the
Arbitration Commission. Also, as shown in Chapter 6, the EPC decision of 6 April 1992 to
recognise Bosnia was signed by the Greek government not because of a desire to
exercise solidarity, but rather as a way of postponing an EPC decision on FYROM's
recognition. Furthermore, solidarity was clearly not practised by Papaconstantinou when
he threatened to veto the EPC declaration on Yugoslavia during the 12 December 1992
meeting in Edinburgh.

This decision-making record and its explanation is actually accepted by the
advocates of the importance of solidarity87 In defence of their position though,
certain EPC-related developments and decisions must also be analysed. For example,
after assuming the office of Foreign Minister, Mitsotakis had several meetings with a
number of EPC leaders and Foreign Ministers. Despite the frustration with what was
considered to have been the mishandling (at best) of the dispute by the Greek
government, a tremendous amount of goodwill and support was expressed towards
him. It is most likely that this support was at least partly the result of the principle of
solidarity; and at any rate, Mitsotakis is convinced that this was the case.8%

According to Greek decision-makers, solidarity was operational and
consequential in the declaration of the 26-27 June 1992 Lisbon European Council899
Although not exactly the triumph that it was then portrayed to have been, it certainly

strengthened Greece’s position. Mitsotakis, Papaconstantinou and Samaras also make

857Interviews with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996, Mr
Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.

858interview with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997.

859interviews with (among others), Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996, Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr
Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996, Mr Papathemelis on T January 1997, Mr Samaras on 24
December 1996 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.
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an additional and crucial argument in favour of the importance of solidarity.8° They
explain that although their arguments and positions on the dispute with FYROM were
often (and unfairly) little understood or appreciated by the other EPC member states
there nevertheless was a constant and mostly genuine effort by their partners to reach
a solution that would have been acceptable to Greece?f' Without the principle of
solidarity, Greek concerns might have received a summary, and perhaps not even a
polite, dismissal. An argument could perhaps be advanced to the extent that the
country’s positions were tolerated because it possessed veto power over all aspects of
EPC’s decision-making. However, this argument ignores the fact that EPC states could
have unilaterally recognised FYROM as the Republic of Macedonia. That they did not
proceed to such unilateral and veto-bypassing actions, is probably testimony to the
potential importance of the principle of solidarity.8¢2

Thus, it can be concluded that the principle of solidarity constitutes a
noteworthy parameter in understanding EPC; and viewing EPC as an international
regime allows this principle to become part of the analysis of EPC actions. Despite its
potential importance though, it is not being argued that solidarity supersedes entirely
considerations of national interest. Nor is there an implicit recommendation that EPC
member states should rely exclusively or even primarily on this principle.

As regards EPC's principles of information and confidentiality, they were
generally honoured. There were few leaks, and at least Greek decision-makers were

mostly satisfied with the degree of information that they received83 Characteristically,

860Based on interviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1997
and Mr Samaras on 24 December 1997.

86MThis point was also made during interviews with (among others), Mr Mertzos on 18 December 1996, Mr
Papathemelis on T January 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.

862nterviews with Mr Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997, Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1997 and Mr
Samaras on 24 December 1997.

863nterviews with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996, Mr Samaras on 24 December 1996, Mr
Mitsotakis on 10 April 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.
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they were largely aware of the contents of the O'Neil Report, prior to its official
presentation and publication.

Attention must also be given to Papaconstantinou’s comments on the
importance of the principle of parallel membership between the Community and EPC.
According to the former Foreign Minister, this principle allowed his country to have
‘other wings’ in its dispute with FYROMS84 This is why Papaconstantinou considers
Karamanlis (who was almost solely responsible for Greece’s accession to the
Community), together with Eleftherios Venizelos, as the greatest Greek statesmen of
the Twentieth Century.

Turning to the examination of EPC’s norm of ‘diluted” intergovernmentalism, it
must be stressed that intergovernmental bodies were responsible for almost all
important discussions and decisions. For example, it was the Council of Foreign Ministers
that decided on 16 December 1991 the consequential guidelines for the recognition of
the former Yugoslav republics, while the European Council concluded the negotiations
and reached all final decisions that led to the signing of the Maastricht Treaty, and
also issued the crucial Lisbon Declaration. Furthermore, the role exercised by the
Presidency must be noted, since the Pinheiro Package and O'Neil’s initiative were
undertaken by the Portuguese and British Presidencies respectively.

As regards the non-governmental bodies, the European Parliament had a
distinct but not particularly consequential role. For instance, it condemned the popular
boycott of Danish, Dutch and ltalian products, and supported prior to the Lisbon
European Council (admittedly somewhat vaguely), the importance that Greece
bestowed upon FYROM's name 85 Although the EP received information and often gave
advice, it was never judged as significant in interviews by major decision-makers.8¢

Finally, the role of the Commission was limited to implementing decisions regarding the

864nterview with Mr Papaconstantinou on 23 December 1996.
865see pages 139 and 174-5.

866Based on most of the interviews that were conducted for this thesis.
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granting of financial aid and the imposition of sanctions#7’ Hence, it can be concluded
that on the basis of this case-study, the analysis of EPC's norm of ‘diluted
intergovernmentalism that was presented in Chapter 2 holds true.

This thesis also verifies the crucial importance of EPC’s rule of consensus. All
decisions were taken unanimously, and although the threat of veto was rarely
exercised, such an action was always possible and thus had to be taken into
account®8  This was certainly the case in Edinburgh on 12 December 1992, when
Papaconstantinou announced his intention to veto EPC’s declaration on Yugoslavia and
also threatened to act similarly in future occasions.

Conceming the implications of the rule of consensus, this thesis does not
validate the argument that it leads to decisions representing EPC's lowest common
denominator. EPC decisions actually tend to represent, or at least approach, something
of a median line among the views of its member states. The 16 December 1991 EPC
meeting provides an example. Adherence to the lowest common denominator would
not have produced any decision; and although the final outcome was close to
representing the German point of view and perceived interests, Greece also managed
to gain some important ‘concessions,” by securing the three conditions that applied to
FYROM's recognition.

Another illustration involves the Maastricht Treaty negotiations. Reliance on the
lowest common denominator would have either produced paralysis, or a Treaty much
less ambitious and comprehensive than the one that was actually signed. The case of
Greece is again illustrative. The country’s government realised the difficulties for the
national economy and society that EMU would have produced. However, the gaining of

WEU membership and agreement on the establishment of the Cohesion Fund (goals

~
1

867The Commission played briefly a more active role during the Spring of 1994, when it brought a case

to the ECJ accusing Greece for imposing an embargo against FYROM. The ECJ eventually ruled in
favour of Greece. It must be stressed though, that during these developments EPC was of marginal
importance to the dispute between Greece and FYROM, whereas the UN constituted the main
battlefield. See Tarkas, 1997: 434-9 and 483-4.

8680n this point, see Genscher, 1997: 803.
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that were not necessarily shared by all other member states), allowed the endorsement
of the TEU's final draft.

It could perhaps be argued that given the fact that Greece maintained its
hard-line stance on FYROM's name, EPC’s decision-making on the unresolved dispute
was actually based on the lowest common denominator. Such a conclusion though,
would ignore the series of important Greek cooperative actions during the period of
June 1991 and mid-January 1992. But even afterwards, examples of cooperation also
exist, and include Greece’s constant agreement with EPC's condemnation and
penalisation of Serbiq, the recognition of Bosnia and to a more limited extent the dual
name formula proposal. The existence and evaluation of this entire cooperative record
firmly tilts the balance towards the median line approach.

Concerning EPC’s decision-making procedures, this thesis confirms previous
practices but also reveals certain innovations. EPC issued (as usual), numerous
declarations on every aspect of the war in Yugoslavia. Conference diplomacy was also
practised: examples are provided by the August 1992 London Conference on the war in
Yugoslavia and the Hague Peace Conference chaired by Lord Carrington.

EPC though was not limited to the practice of declaratory and conference
diplomacy, since on several occasions various other tools were utilised. Thus, in
attempting to reach a solution, EPC member states sent observers to monitor cease-
fires, imposed an arms and oil embargo on Yugoslavia, as well as additional sanctions
to the non-cooperating (with EPC), Yugoslav republics.

An innovative decision-making procedure included the establishment of the
Arbitration Commission, which was comprised by a panel of judges and was
responsible for addressing legal issues arising from the dissolution of Yugoslavia. The
Presidency-backed initiatives that produced the O'Neil Repor'r" and the Pinheiro
Package’ also represent important decision-making procedures. Their goal was to find
a solution to the dispute between Greece and FYROM through a series of diplomatic

negotiations and meetings in the two countries. Hence, it can be concluded that EPC's
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decision-making procedures are plentiful and at times even innovative. However, their
potential effectiveness is restricted by EPC’s scope.

The scope of EPC proved broad enough to cover all foreign policy issues, as
well as the economic and political aspects of security. Such issues included the
recognition of new republics, and the imposition of sanctions during the war in
Yugoslavia. EPC’s scope clearly did not include the military aspects of security, and
subsequently the possibility of an effective military intervention in Yugoslavia was
never entertained or threatened. The inability to pursue such actions significantly
reduced EPC’s strength and effectiveness; and together with the rule of consensus, they
potentially preclude the pursuit of a coherent and influential EPC foreign policy.

Thus, on the basis of this thesis it can be concluded that the regimes approach
is sufficiently comprehensive to incorporate into its analysis all the EPC actions that
were described in the previous chapters. Perhaps most importantly, viewing EPC as a
regime and ‘dissecting’ it into its principles, norms, rules, decision-making procedures,
organisational form and scope, can allow the application of institutionalism to a series
of events (given of course the satisfaction of the theory’s conditional nature)8¢ As this
study demonstrated, EPC did operate as a regime and hence the institutionalist
analysis proved of particular relevance, especially for the period of June 1991-January
1992. However, despite the advantages of this approach, additional empirical research
is required in order to reach more comprehensive and sophisticated theoretical

conclusions.

C. Lessons on the Conduct of Greek Foreign Policy.
The analysis of Greece’s actions towards former Yugoslavia that was contained

in this thesis contributes to the understanding of this turbulent period, and furthermore

869as regards EPC’s organisational form, it can be concluded that the Secretariat essentially played an
unimportant role. It was never mentioned as having even minor significance in any of the interviews
that were conducted for this thesis. Specific comments on its insignificance were made during

interviews with Mr Papaconstantinou on 10 January 1997 and Mr Tzounis on 14 April 1997.
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leads to some important lessons concerning the conduct of Greek foreign policy. More
specifically, this study examined in great detail the series of Greek cooperative
decisions (often contrary to perceived national interests), that included full cooperation
within EPC and a flexible, moderate stance towards FYROM during the period of June
1991 to mid-January 1992. These actions are either completely ignored or not sufficiently
emphasised (and certainly not analysed) in the existing literature 870

In explaining this cooperative record, an original analysis of the circumstances
and ways under which EPC influenced Greek foreign policy was presented. It was
shown how EPC created strong incentives eliciting cooperation through high issue
density, issue linkages, side payments, and also by institutionalising reciprocity and
ultimately making reputational concerns more acute. This institutionalist explanation
demonstrating EPC’s potential cooperative effects is completely lacking from all the
standard works on Greek foreign policy-making, and even from more specialised
studies of the interplay between EPC and Greece. 87!

It must also be stressed that during the period when politics of cooperation
were practised, a clear hierarchy of foreign policy goals existed and was effectively
pursued. WEU membership was of the utmost importance because it was linked to
Greece’s most significant security threat, emanating from Turkey872 The hope was to
receive additional security guarantees and possibly assistance in the instance of a
conflict with the neighbouring state. The economic aspects of foreign policy were also

not neglected, since compensation for damages to the national economy due to the

870gee for example Gow 1997; Kofos 1999; Lygeros, 1992; Papaconstantinou, 1994; Skilakakis, 1995; Tarkas,
1995 and Veremis, 1995.

87Tror example see Couloumbis, 1994; loakimidis, 1999; Theodoropoulos, 1993; Theodoropoulos et al, 1994;
Theodoropoulos, 1995; Tsakaloyannis, 1993; Tsakaloyannis, 1996; Valenakes, 1997; and Veremis and
Couloumbis 1997. However, EPC’s socialisation effect on Greek foreign policy has been discussed and
analysed. See Valenakes, 1993: 268.

872For an analysis of the serious disputes between Greece and Turkey. see Giokaris et af, 1994. The best
Greek studies of Greco-Turkish relations are probably Alexandris et al, 1991 and Theodoropoulos, 1988,

See also Kouris, 1997.
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war in Yugoslavia were sought. At the same time, there was a determined effort aiming
at the creation of the Cohesion Fund which would lead to substantial monetary
allocations for Greece.

Certain conclusions must also be deduced from the period when politics of
non-cooperation and confrontation were pursued. Perhaps of the greatest significance
was that a price was ultimately paid by Greek diplomacy. Thus, as was previously
explained, the importance of the cherished goal of WEU membership was substantially
diminished as a result of the 19 June 1992 Petersberg Declaration which effectively
suspended the WEU's Article V in case of a conflict between Greece and Turkey 373

Furthermore, there can be no doubt that Greece’s reputation within EPC lay in
tatters, a development that probably contributed to the fact that there was no final
and favourable for Greece resolution of its dispute with FYROM within EPC. The failure to
reach a satisfying EPC agreement may constitute the ultimate price that Greece paid
for its confrontational stance.

On the basis of the account of the Greek politics of confrontation, evidence is
also found in support of the view according to which:

Greek foreign policy can be properly be accounted for.by seriously taking
into consideration three factors: public opinion, the role of personality and
the interplay between personalities and society/public opinion874
Thus, this study demonstrated that popular opinion and actions often proved of crucial
significance. Consequential events such as the Thessaloniki and Athens demonstrations,
the boycott of Italian, Danish and Italian products, as well as the consistent popular
approval of a hard-line non-negotiable position on the name issue, can firmly be
ascribed to this category.
The mass demonstrations and popular feelings and the ways in which they

influence Greek foreign policy, deserve some additional attention. First of all, it must be

873see page 135.
8740akimidis, 1999 142 However, given the institutionalist explanation of the politics of Greek

cooperation, this thesis does not argue that these are the exclusive causes of Greek foreign policy.
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stressed that such occurrences have not been rare or unusual in modern Greek history.
For example, in a major new study Yannis Yanoulopoulos has shown that passions and
mass demonstrations affected negatively Greek foreign policy between the years 1897
and 1922875 This period was especially fraumatic and tumultuous since it included the
First World War, the two Balkan Wars, the Asia Minor Campaign and the subsequent
1922 Catastrophe.®76 In the coming decades, the various developments and
vicissitudes of the Cyprus Issue were invariably linked to demonstrations, always
expressing feelings of nationalism, and usudlly limiting the necessary flexibility that is
required for the effective pursuit of diplomacy.877

Despite the existence of this historical record, any lessons from the interplay
between popular passions and the usually not positive results for Greek foreign policy,
seem to had been forgotten by the time that the latest phase of the Macedonian
Question erupted. There are several reasons for this development. First, since 1967
almost no major demonstrations linked exclusively to foreign policy issues had taken
place in Greece. It thus perhaps appeared plausible that such practices belonged
firmly to the past. Furthermore, the Cold War had in effect frozen” history (and borders)
in the Balkan Peninsula. The Macedonian Question in particular seemed to many of
mere historical relevance, unable to mobilise passions or elicit strong opinions878
Finally, any attempt to confront or criticise the expression of popular passions linked to
national issues or issues of identity was always bound to be a delicate undertaking,
promising various political and personal costs. Perhaps this also explains the almost

extraordinary Greek scholarly neglect to study adequately such episodes.

87Syanoulopoulos, 1999.

876The best study of Greece’s entanglement in Asia Minor is probably LlewellyntSmith, 1998. For a brief
account of the Balkan Wars and the First World war as they relate to the Macedonian Question, see
Chapter 3.

877see stefanidis, 1999.

878During an interview on 5 January 1997, Mr Kofos explained that his colleagues in the Greek Ministry of
Foreign Affairs joked (and in a sense taunted him) by often reminding him that by dedling with the

Macedonian Issue, his professional duties were ultimately of a purely historical nature.
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This thesis however offers some lessons concerning the role of popular passions
and actions in the making of Greek foreign policy. Perhaps most importantly, and
given the history of the modern Greek state, a major conclusion is that an outburst of
popular feelings is always possible, even if they have remained dormant for decades.

Secondly, what makes popular passions especially potent and hence influential
for Greek foreign policy, is that they are related to historical fraumas, important
national issues and issues of identity. Furthermore, popular opinions are expressed or
encouraged by the Church, at least some major politician and political parties, the
mass media and several intellectuals87® They thus receive respectability, legitimacy
and ultimately become more important.

As regards the Thessaloniki demonstration that has been analysed for the first
time to such an extent in this thesis, it must be pointed out that it was a moving event,
as well as a huge organisational success that proved to the world that the Greek
people were concerned about FYROM's name and policies880 However, in terms of
foreign policy-making, Mitsotakis should have followed the decision to hold the
demonstration and its implementation more closely. Once the decision was taken,
there were three possible outcomes, all potentially consequential. The demonstration’s
failure would have undermined the government’s negotiating power, since it would
have shown the lack of interest of the people on this issue. On the other hand, a
successful demonstration without, or at least with a vaguely worded resolution, would
have had in a sense defeated and ridiculed its purpose, rendering all organisational
efforts essentially aimless. The final possibility, a successful demonstration with a
resolution advocating a specific policy stance is what actually took place; and it
produced substantial pressure that eventually helped the adoption of a non-
negotiable restrictive position on FYROM's name. :

Hence a further lesson can be deduced. Unless there is absolute certainty about

specific goals and strategy, the holding of mass demonstrations must be viewed with

8790n this point, see especially Eleftherotypia, 10 September 1999: 15

880Compare for example the analyses of the Thessaloniki demonstration in Kofos, 1999 and Veremis, 1995.
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caution. Encouraging or orchestrating the expression of popular passions can cause -
events to get out of confrol. Self-entrapment, the simplification of foreign policy
dilemmas and the demonisation of opponents may then become real dangers. Hence
efforts by a country’s political leadership must be made in order to avoid what
Yanoulopoulos has called ‘our noble [self] blindness.

Turning to the interplay between political persondlities and public opinion, as
was explained previously in detail it was also highly consequential. For example, it
ultimately determined the decision of the 13 April 1992 Second Council of the Political
Leaders, as well as the Greek government’s subsequent inability and unwillingness to
alter the official position on the name issue.

At this point, it should be stressed that a foreign policy that is even partly
based on popular passions, strong personalities and their interplay will almost certainly
be emotional, erratic and prone to crises.882

An additional danger looms since (as Henry Kissinger has cautioned):

The public does not in the long run respect leaders who mirror its own

insecurities or see only the symptoms of crises rather than the long-term

trends. The role of the leader is to assume the burden of acting on the basis

of a confidence in his own assessment of the direction of events and how

they can be influenced. Failing that, crises will multiply, which is another way

of saying that a leader has lost control over events.883

As regards the cast of characters of this study, it can be argued that it

featured some impressive persondlities, whose actions often proved fateful. Sophocles
has written that "the exercise of power reveals a man’s soul’ and equipped with this
penetrating observation, certain comments will be made about the major protagonists

For the President of the Hellenic Republic, it can be concluded that he was

impeccable in carrying out his duties88 Hailing from Macedonia and having lived

88lyhis is the apt title of Yanoulopoulos™ study.

8825ee ibid: 154-9 .

883issinger, 1994: 136.

884ror another positive interpretation of Karamanlis™ statesmanship during this period, see the analysis

written by Mr Moliviatis and published in Svolopoulos, 1997: 636-8, Vol. 12
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through most of this century’'s momentous events in the region, Karamanlis had an
‘acute personal problem’ when it came to Greece's dispute with FYROM88S The
President attempted to utilise his international reputation and prestige by sending a
series of letters to the leaders of various states, though it was rather unfortunate for
Greece that health problems prevented him from pursuing personal diplomacy by
visiting other countries. As his close aide Mr Moliviatis commented, there is a difference
between ‘letters and personal contacts. 88

Despite his political affiliation, Karamanlis never pursued partisan goals. For
example, he allowed and chaired meetings of the Council of the Political Leaders only
after having secured their unanimous agreement, and not because of pressure
emanating from various other sources. Greece’s President took his constitutional role
and powers seriously, and by successfully managing to stay above the partisan fray,
ensured that his reputation, prestige and historical legacy remain unscathed from his
country’s entanglement with FYROM. However, the President's powers are severely
restricted by the constitution, and hence although Karamanlis™ influence on events was
overdll positive, its impact was relatively limited.

Unlike Karamanlis, Papandreou was in charge of a major party, and had to
pursue a more partisan role. He believed that Mitsotakis’ policies towards former
Yugoslavia and FYROM were at best amateurish, and accused the government for
lacking a clear, coherent and long-term vision of Greece’s post-Cold War foreign
policy goals in the region’ At the same time, the popular concerns and passions over
FYROM's name were undoubtedly appreciated by the socialist leader. Having always

placed importance on FYROM's propaganda and irredentist claims, Papandreou also

8891hid: 638. It should be noted that Karamanlis was born in 1907, a subject of the Ottoman Empire.
886ipid.
88/These conclusions are partly based on interviews with Mr Papathemelis on 1 January 1997 and Mr

Tsohatzopoulos on 3 August 1997.
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realised the domestic political importance and possible long-term regional implications
of FYROM's name 888

Given Papandreou’s analysis, an endorsement of Mitsotakis™ actions would have
been tantamount to accepting a dangerous incompetence, while to ignore popular
passions would have probably invited political annihilation, and would have certainly
gone against his populist tendencies88® Hence, after February 1992 PASOK's leader
completely abandoned his stance of relative restraint, flexibility and moderation,
adopted a hard-line position on the name issue, and always criticised harshly even
minor Greek cooperative actions, occasionally utilising demagogic language and
rhetoric. Although it seems that he believed in the positions that he was advocating,
the style and manner of his opposition were not always constructive and helpful to his
country’s foreign policy-making89°

Contrary to Papandreou, Papaconstantinou aimed at shifting the nature and
tone of his country’s foreign policy. A pragmatist, and one of the few Greek politicians
with a deep knowledge of the Macedonian Question, he immediately abandoned the
emphasis on ancient history. Lacking any further political ambition, his goal was to

reach a solution within EPC8' Domestic and partisan politics precluded any such

888|nterview with Mr Tsohatzopoulos on 3 August 1997.

88‘7Pc1pcmdreou's populism was clearly demonstrated during the 1980’s, a decade during which he held
office and dominated politically. For an incisive analysis of what has aptly been called the ‘populist
decade,” see Clogg, 1993.

8<?OCms'fing some doubt on Papandreou’s sincere advocacy of a hard-line position, is his meeting with US
official Jim Williams on 23 March 1993, If William’s official account is accurate (which is not at all certain
since it was based on memory and includes at least one inconsistency), then Papandreou had explained
to him that ‘a quick solution to the problem—even if it will not be a positive one for Greece—~would be
better from leaving matters to continue as they currently are’” (Tarkas, 1997: 118). Despite this comment,
PASOK's leader remained publicly committed to an uncompromising restrictive position on FYROM's
name. See for example his comments in the Greek Parliament on 27 March 1993 that can be found in
ibid: 143-7.

89Mhe fact that Papaconstantinou did not entertain any further political goals is also accepted by those
who generally disagree with his views. See Tarkas, 1997: 57. Samaras made a similar argument about

Papaconstantinou during an interview on 24 December 1996.
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development, and Papaconstantinou was even reduced to threatening to veto an EPC
decision on Yugoslavia. His political gifts and experience were better demonstrated
during FYROM's subsequent attempt for UN recognition. It was an epic battle, and
contrary to expectations Greece managed to avoid defeat$92

Mitsotakis who is one of the most experienced and controversial Greek
politicians, was ultimately responsible for the foreign policy pursued by his country
towards former Yugoslavia and FYROM# Being friends with many of the world's most
important statesmen, he became acutely aware of what he considered to be the
ruining of Greece’s international reputation; and he also agonised about the relative
neglect of vital national interests.

The Prime Minister’s actions exhibit pragmatism, as well as a sharp grasp of the
problems at the international level. Above dll, Mitsotakis desired an honourable and
lasting solution to the dispute with FYROM, and most of his efforts aimed at achieving
this goal. Characteristically, he used the outcome of his finest hour at Lisbon on 26-27
June 1992, in order to secure a compromise on the basis of the dual name formula.

Mitsotakis found himself in a truly unenviable position. Having a slim
Parliamentary maijority that was constantly threatened by Samaras and his allies, it was
almost impossible for him to reach a compromise and avoid the devastating political
consequences associated with such a decision. Furthermore, it was possible that any
compromise would have been overturned by the subsequent government.

Whereas Mitsotakis pursued a solution, Samaras pursued victory. The young
Foreign Minister probably felt betrayed and politically exposed, when he realised that
the position on FYROM's name that was included in the 17 January 1992 letter to his EPC

counterparts on FYROM's name was negotiable. For Samaras, adherence to this position

8925ee Papaconstantinou, 1994: 243-416,

8930n Mitsotakis’ long and controversial career, see Diamantopouios, nd and Dimitrakos, nd. See also
Loule-Theodoraki, 1996. This is a favourable biography as well, that is primarily based on extensive
interviews with Mitsotakis, and is often revealing of his thoughts and soul in a way that was possibly

unintentional.
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was not merely a matter of political expediency—in his mind, it probably became a
matter of conscience. The redlisation of this development is essential in order to
comprehend his subsequent actions. Thus, in the pursuit of a non-negotiable restrictive
position on FYROM's name, Samaras was willing to encourage or accept manifestations
of popular emotions, pressure and attack his government, ignore Greece'’s reputational
costs, propose tough measures against FYROM, and even damage his political career.
His approach to politics can only be characterised as passionate.

There is an indication after conducting the interviews for this thesis that all the
major decision-makers had good intentions. However, these do not suffice for the
exercise of successful statesmanship. To quote a German proverb: 'The road to Hell is
paved with good intentions.®? At the very least, a hierarchy of threats, dangers and
priorities must be established. Such an evaluation must be made on the basis of
pragmatism, information and rational thinking, not emotions. Issues that rank low must
not necessarily be completely ignored or abandoned. Nevertheless, an attempt must
be made to allocate limited resources on the basis of a country’s frue needs. Prestige,
reputation and funds are too scarce and precious to be squandered away.

in the dispute with FYROM, and especially after January 1992, Greek decision-
makers should have kept under consideration that at least in the short-term, the new
republic could not have posed a military threat. The fact that Turkey constituted the
greatest security threat to their country, should have dictated a policy bestowing
importance at least equal to FYROM, to the neighbouring large and powerful republic.
Statesmen must ultimately pursue and safeguard their nation’s most important and
long-term interests.

These observations do not intend to suggest that Greece did not have valid
grievances against FYROM; nor is there an implicit attempt to devalue the importance

of the issue of the republic’'s name. Nevertheless, the combination of the desire to

8941nis is taken from Telloglou, 1996, His study of German foreign policy towards the disintegration of
Yugoslavia is tellingly subtitled "Years of Good Intentions.” It is an excellent study, and it deserves an

English translation so that it can reach a wider audience.
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maintain FYROM's territorial integrity, the young republic’s (at least short-term) military
impotence, and the more serious threat emanating from Turkey, suggest that Greece
could have perhaps pursued a more confident strategy towards FYROM. Compromise
on the name issue should not have been a prerequisite under any circumstances. The
strengthening of bilateral economic relations though, would have probably constituted
an integral part of such a strategy, especially given Greece’s comparative advantages
and larger economy.

A more successful strategy towards FYROM would have also avoided the
dangers of largely conflating foreign policy with domestic and partisan politics. Such a
conflation has often produced negative and occasionally catastrophic outcomes in
modern Greek history.8% In a democratic society, foreign policy must be conducted in
a way that addresses the concerns, interests and perhaps even passions of a country’s
citizens. But foreign policy must not be conducted directly by the citizens. This is why
they elect governments, fund Ministries of Foreign Affairs and train diplomats. Domestic,
partisan and personal political ambitions and considerations must not constrain, limit or
hijack the flexibility that is essential to the pursuit of a successful foreign policy.
Admittedly, this is a tough and almost impossible balancing act; and it requires
statesmanship of the highest order.

For a variety of reasons, the Greek government and political parties failed to
pursue statesmanship of the highest order during the period covered in this thesis. The
result was defeat-—at least for the time being. In the Balkans there is 'no burial of dead
ideas. 8% The Macedonian Question will probably resurface in the future, perhaps with
new complications and parameters, possibly with a different intensity, certainly with
new protagonists. Bismarck once remarked that ‘fools learn from experience; wise men
learn from the experience of others. Hence, future statesme}w must study the
experience and mistakes of their predecessors, in order to avoid repeating them. The

complexity and limits of decision-making at the European level, as well as the perils of

895see Lagakos, 1996.
896Brailsford, 1906: 1
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domestic and partisan politics must be fully comprehended and contemplated. It is the
author’s hope that this study will also confribute towards such a painful but necessary

exercise.
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TABLE |

The Prisoner’s Dilemma.

Source: Axelrod, 1984: 8.
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Column Player
Cooperate Defect
Row Cooperate R=3, R=3 $=0, T=5
Reward for Sucker’s
mutual payolff, and
cooperation temptation fo
defect
Player Defect T=5, $=0 P=l, P=1
Temptation to | Punishment for
defect and mutual
sucker's defection
payoff

Note: The payoffs to the row chooser are listed first.

R stands for reward for mutual cooperation, and Is worth 3 points.
T stands for the temptation to defect, and Is worth § points.

S stands for sucker’s payoff, and Is worth O points.

P stands for punishment for mutudl defection, and Is worth [ point.

243




TABLE Il

FYROM's imports and exports with Greece.

Source: FYROM's Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Directorate for Economic Relations,
29 September 1997.
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in mil.§

Greece 1985 1986 1987 19838 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

importin Grrece 27.0 18.3 41.1 37.5 33.9 49.7 62.1 49.6 12.7 14.1 102.4
%oftoral import 4.9 37 68 37 33 435 34 47 1.2 12 8.9
export from Gr. 37.2 21.1 17.7 27.6 36.6 97.6 83.4 522 23.529.2 774
%oftotalexport 43 2.8 23 32 39 64 6.2 44 16 1.7 438
total trade 64.2 39.4 38.8 65.1 72.5143.3137.5 101.8 36.2 43.3 179.8
%intoalrade 4.6 32 453 43 46 36 3538 4.3 14 13 65
trade balance - -10.2 -2.8 234 99 -0.7 49.9 -23.3 -2.6 -10.8 -151 25.0

245



MAPS

246



MAP |

Post-War Yugoslavia (1945-1991).

Source: Citizen's Movement, 1993: 2.
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MAP lI

Territorial settlements at the Treaties of San Stephano (1878) and Berlin (1878).

Source: Citizen's Movement, 1993: 9.
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MAP il

Territorial agreements of the March 1912 alliance between Bulgaria and Serbia.

Source: Carnegie Foundation, 1914/1993; 45.
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MAP IV

Territorial settlements of the May 1913 London Conference and the August 1913
Treaty of Bucharest.

Source: Carnegie Foundation, 1914/1993; 70.
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MAP V

Bulgaria’s conquests during the First World War.

Source: Citizen's Movement, 1993: 10.
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MAP VI

The Balkan States after the First World War and the Treaty of Neuilly.

Source: Jelavich, 1983; 123.
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MAP Vi

Bulgarian conquests during the Second World War.

Source: Citizen's Movement, 1992: 1.
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APPENDIX |

Examples of propaganda practiced by FYROM against Greece.
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la. Irredentist Map Showing ‘Greater Macedonia.

Source: Hellenic Foundation For Defense and Foreign Policy, 1993; 15.
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Ib. Examples of propaganda Implying territorial threats against Greece.

Source: Hellenic Foundation For Defense and Foreign Poiicy, 1993: 13.
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VAMKO rl(-f (iirni poster (Novernl)cr 10iio) port rays all Maceiloiiian re”ons as a nnilled sraio.
The poster is adarnecl u'iili the Aiif ieiK Macedonian dynasty etiiblein (Wrgiria Son). 'I'cxt on
map reads: "Its late is in your hands" (i.e. the late ol a ilttiteil Macedonia is in the hands of
the \'oters()l the lait'taer Vticosln\' Reptthlie ol'Macedonia).

Attadinient 5

MACJ' DONf.A

f'ai Sticker on wsjil< iii Skopje kiosk.s, depicting all three Macedonian ret“ions as a nnilled
Macedotiian stale.



lc. Propaganda map published in a FYROM schoolbook.

Source: Kofos, 1994a: 28.

267



P O-y HFA

—ifg V0 X Coaum

j OHCNO£Afop =
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Fis. 13

“Foreign propaganda in Macedonia"
The picture speaks for itself. The students of this class are taught that Greece.
Bulgaria and Serbia had predator)' intentions towards Macedonia. It is nowhere
mentioned that these states were struggling to free their subjugated brothers in
Macedonia and the other Christian provinces of the Ottoman Empire.

{Grade 9 History', general strsam.S\!.op}C 1992. page 109).
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Id. Calendar depicting the statue of Alexander the Great in Thessaloniki. The
words: ‘Alexander, Macedonian, Thessaloniki’ (in the Cyrillic alphabet) are
falsely written on its base.

Source: Papaconstantinou, 1992 118.
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APPENDIX I

Letter that Greece’s Foreign Minister Antonis Samaras sent to his EPC
counterparts on 17 January 1992. The official English translation of this letter is
published here for the first time.
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THE MINISTER FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Athens, i7 January _1992f

S -

Dear Colleague,

You will recall that on Friday, 10 January, we. decided that I will
present to you in our next meeting the position of my Government concerning
the petition for recognition of the Republic of Skopje. And, indeed, I am'com- ..
mitted to do so. However, I strongly feel I should provide you at this moment -:
with a written pre]1m1nary analysis, prior to that meeting.This has become'
imperative, espec1a11y in the light of the advice of the Arbitration Commis-
sion and Bulgaria’s premature and unwarranted recognition of the Republic of

Skopje.

Let me immediately indicate that I find it impossible to comprehend the
fact that, as the Arbitration Commission’s report itself indicates, all of
its conclusions on "Macedonia™ were drawn from data or evidence prOV1ded

solely by Skopje. (Declaration of the Skopje Assembly, letter of Skopje’s Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs, Skopje’s response to the Commission’s questionnaire,.
results of the Skopje referendum, the Skopje Constitution,etc). Documentation
and objections against the recognition raised by ethnic A]ban1ans, Serbs and
Montenegrins, constituting 30-35 per cent of the total *population of that
Republic, were ignored. Similarly, Greek reservations based on the 16 Decem-
ber 1991, E.C. Ministerial decision, were not taken into consideration.
Futhermore, the Arbitration Commission went on to pass judgement on a major
po11t1cal issue -the denomination of the Republic- without substant1at1ng its
view, either on legal or on political grounds.

The announcement of this advice, although in no. way binding to us
Twelve, had an immediate negative impact on the region. Bu]gar1a sought’ to
capitalize on the opportunity offered. Despite assurances given directly to me
by the Bulgarian Foreign Minister just a day prior to the publication of the
Badinter report, Sofia rushed to recognize Skopje. It even rushed to recognize
Bosnia-Herzegovina, something that was rejected even by the Arbitration Com
mission because of inherent dangers in premature action. L
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I must make clear to all colleagues that an 1mmed1ate threat for. thej; 

spreading of the conflict to the southern Balkan region has already emerged.*:**

01d territorial {issues and sensitivities seem to revive.:A challenge to. the;f
external frontiers of the entire region is already present. There exist, un<-:
fortunately, political forces in the neighbourhood of the Skopje Repub]!c;‘

which dream today for new territories for their respective motherlands, In . .
this context, if Bulgaria, by its initiative to extend recognition, .hopes'to ..

- lure Skopje 1nto a special bilateral arrangement, the Yugoslav crisis could °.
develop into an all Balkan confrontation. Obviously, the .same ho]ds true for]f'
other countries geographically close to the region. R ; DR

!

The statement of the Presidency, on 15 January 1992. according to which
the Community and its member-states have decided to recognize only Slovenia
and Croatia, since "there are still important matters to be addressed" for the
cases of Bosnia-Herzegovina and Skopje, is certainly a balancing force on
which we must build the solution of the existing prob]ems

In anticipatlon of our February meeting and in ordeﬁ to facilitate a
better understanding of the complex political Macedonian ‘issue, I would 1ike
to first invite your attention to the following observations :

1. The Hacedonian issue today can only be understood if the history of . 1ts
deve]ooment is kept clearly in mind.

The Macedonian issue was reactivated when Marshal T1to set up in 1945
the "People’s Republic of Macedonia®. It was.a political move fitting the
Yugoslav leader’s hegemonistic p]ans at the time. The Skopje federative
republic was seen as the nucleus -or Piedmont- for the annexation of the ad-
joining Macedonian provinces of Greece and Bulgarja. I am sure you are well
aware that Tito, with Stalin’s help, succeeded in forcing the Bulgarian
Government of G.Dimitrov to agree to cede Bulgarian Macedonia to Yugoslav1a
(1947). At the same time, Tito extended his support to the Communist forces in
Greece during the Greek civil war, in anticipation of acquiring control of
Greek Macedonian provinces. Both plans failed. When Stalin evicted Yugos]av1a
from the Cominform (1948), Bulgaria stepped back from the Tito-Dimitrov agreé-
ment and assumed for a number of years an agressive role on the Macedonian
issue, spear-heading Soviet expansionism. As for Greece, with the termination
of the Greek civil war (1949), the immediate annexation of Greek Macedonia to

Yugoslavia was avoided.

Subsequently, and despite the normalization of Greek-Yugoslav relations
(1951), Skopje continued for 40 years to undermine Greek sovereignty over
Grenk Macedonia. The Macedonian provinces of Greece and Bulgaria were viewed

"as not yet liberated", while the "People’s Republic of Macedonia", projected
itself as the only "free part" of Macedonia, and the "Piedmont" for the
unification of all Macedonian regions.
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During the same 40-year period and in order to best serve its expan-i.=
sfonist plans, Skopje attempted to appropriate and monopolize the Macedonian’
name. To achieve this goal, Skopje found it necessary to usurp Greek histori-: .
cal and cultural herjtage in Macedonia from antiquity to the present. Thus,:™
Alexander the Great and Aristotle have been added to the Skopjan pantheon! So
have the Greek apostles to the Slavs, Cyril and Methodius, :simply becduse they
were born in Thessaloniki! Even the victories of the Greek army during the -
1940-41 war were attributed to the so-called "Macedonians” :of SkopJje, only be- -
cause a Greek army division was named Macedonia after the name of the Greek
province! Thessaloniki, whose culture, language and traditions have been Greek
for 2300 years, 1is projected as the capital of the future "united Macedonian

state”.

Evidently, by manipulating a geographical term (Macedonia), Skopje ex-.
pansionists’ sought té convert this term into an ethnic name for a Slav nation.
In the process, they obviously attempted to deny the Greek people their
legitimate right to a major part of their cultural identity.

Thus, for 45 years, the Macedonian name became the major vehicle for
territorial and cultural expansionism encroaching upon Greek territory. Be-
cause ‘of the continued use and abuse by Skopje of the hellenic civilization
and traditions in order to promote expansionist aims, any further use of the
Macedonian name .by an independent state would ipso facto imply territorial

claims against Greece.

2. In view of the historic implication and the nationalist forces behind
this issue, the recognition of a Yugoslav Republic as an independent "Republic
of Macedonia" would be a constant threat to peace and security in South East-
ern Europe now and for many years to come. .

As I have explained, Bulgaria claims historical and kin ties with the
Skopje region and its slavonic part of the population and has already
proceeded to recognize the independence of the Republic. Moreover, very
recently, recriminations between Bulgaria and Serbia were exchanged and mutual
accusations for important troop movements were also hurled at each other. We
all, of course, know that the area of the Republic of Skopje has historically
always been the target of conflicting interests, due to its mosaic of dif-
ferent nationalities (Albanians, Bulgarians, Serbs, Turks, Greeks, Roma etc).
Unfortunately, 19th century images of "Greater Bulgaria", "Greater Serbia" and
"Greater Albania" are still haunting today the region of Skopje, awaiting the
signal of its "independence" to stake their claims...

More onimous for the future is the prospect of a Bulgarian national
revival among Skopje’s Slav population. For 45 years Bulgarian ethnicity has
been outlawed and its supporters persecuted. A clash between "Macedonists™ and
pro-Bulgarians will become jnevitable, particularly if Sofia emerges in the
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role of a "big brother" for the young Repub]ic Allow me, for instance, to*.
refer to the two VMRO parties that operate under the same name in both Skopje"
and Sofia, In fact, the VMRO is presently the majority party in the Skopje:
parliament, while their active Bulgarian counterpart presently operates as a ~
nationalist Bu]garo-“Macedonian movement. Both VMROs are committed to ex-
tremist natfonalist goals; goals aiming at territorial expansionism. May I -
also remind you that in a very recent NATO document the VHRO SkopJe party was:,
qua]ified as a "terrorist™ organization. : ;

‘A more serious and 1mmed1ate comp]ication cou]d deve]op as a resu]t of
inter-ethnic conflicts. Already, the ethnic Albanians, comprising almost a
third of the total population of the Republic, have registered their opposi- -
tion to the Skopje Government by demanding self-rule. Their recent plebiscite,
although conducted against Government objections and arbitrary po]ice inter-
ventions, wds a clear sign of troubles to come.

It is obvious that in the long run Skopje, an ecohbmica]ly non-viable
and” ethnically antagonistic entity, surrounded by competing "suitors" and
"protectors", could be open to manipulations by strongér powers. The pos-
sibility of opening a Pandora’s box of Balkan intrigues, guerilla warfare and
armed conflict involving neighbouring states, in addition to inter-ethnic
strifes in Skopje itself, could simply ignite the whole Balkan area and become
a major destabilization factor for the whole of Europe. :

Greece W111 be directly affected by such developments "On the one hand,
the economic and social reverberations of a possible armed conflict will be
immediately felt, particularly in northern Greece (tourism, trade, movement of
peaple, polltica] and economic refugees). On the other hand, ‘attempts at
changing the external borders of the Skapje Republic will upset balances: The
"domino effect" we are experiencing in the case of the Yugoslav Republics,
will contaminate neighbouring states, including Greece. Let me remind you that
almost 60% of the total Greek exports are exported from northern Greece via
Yugoslavia to Central and Western Europe. The consequences would thus be
devastating for the Greek economy. . .

It goes without saying that the problems briefly enumerated above are
not new. However, they now acquire a particularly acute character after
Skopje’s request to become an independent state. If in the past, Skopje’s rush
actions and propaganda activities have been underaken within the framework of
Yugoslavia, one can imagine the kind of dangerous adventures it will embark
upon were it to become an independent state. .

3. In the interest of avoiding past destabilizing experiences and promot-
ing permanent peace and securuty for the future, the prerequisites for the
recognition of the independence of Skopje. as endorsed by the Twelve in the
"Declaration on Yuagoslavia", must be fully respected. Unfortunately, to this
date, the authorities of Skopje have failed to implement these cond1t1ons

Indeed M
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-They have not offered sufficient qUafantees..constitutiona1 or otnéff?{"

to ensure that they will have no terrritorial claims.

-They continue‘garrv1nq hostile nronaqandaL,even at this critica]
ment, prior to thefr recognition. - | ' T.,u

-They have made no attempt to find a suitab]e denomination for the1r fu-

ture independent Republic. ‘ R R o

" -Greece has spared so far no effort to find fair and eduitable solu- -

tions. But, despite Greek observations and ‘suggestions concerning various
provisions in the constitution raised directly with the Skopje delegation
which visited Athens for talks on the implementation of the E.C. decision on 3
January, there has sao far been no constructive response

As you know, the preamble of Skopje’s constitution states that the new

Repnb11c rests upon "the statehood-legal traditions of the Krushevo Republic" .

(1903) and the "historical decisions of the Antifascist Assembly of the
People’s Liberation of Macedonia" (ASNOM), passed in 1944. Let me explain:

The events of 1903 and 1944 highlighted the attempt by the Slavs of
Macedonia to establish respectively an autonomous or . an independent
Macedonian state. A state which would absorb the whole of Macedonia, includ-
ing the Macedonian provinces of Greece, Bulgaria, and Albania. Indeed, the
Krushevo Manifesto, of 2 August 1903, was an appeal to the people to “come

beneath the flag of autonomous Macedon1a , while the ASNOM Communist- Titoist
Manifesto of 1944, issued also on the 2nd of August for symbolic purposes,

proclaimed the "just and unique demand for uniting.all the Macedonian people
with the right to self-determination”. It further stated:" let the struggle of
the Macedonian Piedmont inspire you... it alone leads to freedom and union of
all Macedonian people... Let the artificial boundaries which separate brother

from brother... be swept away" .

These references in_the preamble make it obv1ous that territorial ir-
redentism and future expansionism are very much part and parcel of the new
Constitution. Such a political model is obviously incompatible with the CSCE
spirit and fundamental principles.

This is why we consider that the amendments to articles 3 and 49 of the
Constitution are simply meaningless and in any way, not of nature to alter its
main philosophy and its basic thrust. .

-The Gligorov Government, has been engaged in a worldwide "good-will:
campaign" to impress on world leaders and public opinion the image of a new

Republic dedicated to peace and friendly neighbourly relations. The letters
sent by Skopje officials to the Arbitration Commission served a similar pur-
pose. Yet, in practice, hostile propaqanda against Greece continues unabated

* For example, Skopje leaders during recent months have publicly spoker
about territorial claims aga1nst Greece. Allow me to cite just two of them:
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- - Vasil Tupurkovski, the Skopje representative to the Yugoslav Presidency, .- -
has repeatedly spoken about the unification of all the Macedonian lands.
Thus, on 20 January 1991, while on the "Macedonian Heritage" TV program
in Toronto, he was asked "if Macedonians should = struggle for cultural
and spiritual unity rather than territorial unity". Tupurkovski replied:
" I think that our national ideal cannot be limited; the territorial .
unity is also part of it", Also, in December 1990, in a radio interview -
at Perth (Australia), he said that the "new Macedonian 'state will have -

as its primary target, the liberation of the enslaved Macedonians”and -™ -

the unification of the.wider Macedonian region".

- - President Kiro Gligorov in an interview to NIN magazine, (Belgrade 1
Feb. 1991) spoke of "segments of the Macedonian people in Serbia, Greece
and Bulgaria which were divided and subjugated after the Balkan wars*
and revealed that the leading "Macedonian"™ nationalist parties aim at a
"Great Macedonia" and do not hide their intention that " the Macedonian
power will redraw the borders of Greece and Serbia"l :

Skopje has not ceased referring to Greek Macedonia as "Egejska (Aegean)
Makedonija™, a term used to imply that the whole of northern Greece is part of
a wider Slav territory. Only a few days ago, a conference was organized in
Skopje dealing with linguistic questions of "Egejska Makedonija". In fact,
"hate literature” continues to appear in publications both in the Republic and
abroad. A recent typical example is provided on a 1992 calendar with maps on
which Greek along with Bulgarian and Albanian Macedonia are shown as part of
"Great Macedonia®. Those calendars were mailed in thousands of copies
throughout Greece; a clear sign of what one should expect after the recogni-
tion of independence. ' :

- As for the denomination, Greece has had the opportunity to analyze in
detail to the Skopje delegation why the term "Macedonia“, if used in the
denomination of the Skopje Republic, is unacceptable as it contains by. itself
an expansionist notion. Indeed, as I have earlier explained, in order to best
serve its expansionist plans, Skopje usurped the Macedonian name and purpor-
tedly converted it into an ethnic name for its Slav nation. This becomes all
the more brazen, when one takes into acount that the geographical region of
Macedonia extends across four borders: in Greece (51%), Bulgaria (9,5%), Al-
bania (0,5%) and Yuagoslavia (39%). Thus, the adoption of the Macedonian name
for the future Republic carries the clear messaae that the Republic’s juris-
diction extends over the Macedonian provinces of all neighbouring states.

It should not be forgotten, dear Colleague, that the Macedonian name was
granted by Tito at a time when Moscow was seeking an exit to the Aegean. Jt
will be an frony if. vears after the termination of the Cold War, the com-
munity would offer. a posteriori, a historical legitimacv to such claims.

4. Despite all the dangers I believe there is still time to find an equi-
table solution: one that may open the prospects for regional security and
cooperation. Greece is the only neighbouring country which harbours no claims
against Skopje. If an understanding is reached on the basis of the E.C. terms
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for recognition, Greece {s pregared to he]p create a regi ona] arrangernnt to !
meet the security needs of Skopje, as well as those of {ts neighbours. Thus,
mutual suspicions between Skopje and individual neighbours, as well as between
nefghbouring countrios competing for inflyence or dominance on Skopje wauld

steadily evaporate. 1y

In addit ion, Greece could extend to the new Republic specia] econonfu
privileges, open prospects for an all round economic cocperatl 1on, and set ‘n
motion the process for a solution to all bi]atera1 issues. S _ :

In choosing a name for the new Repub]ic, former administrative denominz-
tions of the region could probably prcv1de a logical and acceptable solution.
[t should be noted that prior to Tito’s decision to assign to Sxopje ths
Hacedonian name, no such dencmination had ever been used in the past, either
as a state or: &s an administrative denomination for that region. It is a
dencmination that was artificialiy introduced to advances t=rr1tor1a1 claizms
and has no historical or cu1tura? validity. : .

t 1s more than obvious that the establishment- of good relations between
Sxopje and Gresce, {s of paramount importance for both the new Republic and
the whole Balkan region . First, it will a]]ow-the.Skopjan Republic to sur-
vyive. Seccndly, it will deflate the aspirations of other powers at its own

expense and will thus create the necessary conditions for peace in this hignly
sensitive area. i

In this ]1ght it is a matter of urgency that partners impress upon the
authorities of Skopje the need to implement fully, by deeds rather than mezn-
inglass declarations, the E.C. ministerial decision of 16 December and to-
desist from any initiatives that may inflame the region. -

If and.when Skopje decides to abide by-the E.C. terms for the recogni-
tion of its independence, 1 suggest that, at that time, an agreement be con-
cluded between the E.C. _and Skopje providing guarantees for the proper im-
plementation of the terms' specified by the Community. :

Dear Colleague,

.’ .~

This is certainly not the ime to create new prob1ems. It is the time to
try and find lasting solutfons. T am confident that our proposals will mest
with your approval and that the Community amd its member-states will continue

to act with the same spirit of solidarity as manifested in Maastricht. After .

all, it is cur common goal to establish peace and security in South-Eastern
Europe by eliminating any source of friction or conflict. .

Sihderély yours

‘Andonis C. Samaras
,/
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Founding declaration of the Macedonian Committee that was issued on 17
January 1992.
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GCGI xaG' vttaYOceveTTi toircjv, oJAa :'-tivEto:;
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Excvus triv TicELirj b~ pcidtrita, u; .toxits; t;; Ev-
c-utrr; 6ti avto Sa zodc¢si n Koivétrjta yic. oxcv;
tov; cvevrtaixov; Aacv; xai xat6é SEGuixr,v ati-
taytiv tri; tov; Aacv; tri; EOK. Tovto gvvi-
Gte Gtoixs'-coorj .todvceia rrocxq-U-'EO); xai eviexv'GE-
w; Yio :0 Evcvvtcixd avatriLia aog¢ox”ia; yEvivd.
oJ'AA cvtotsJvsi xai cvuEatixri vttoxoéaxrr; oJO.ri-
XE'f;VT|; Y-o tTIlV Koivdtrjta zoo; ta ufsr, tr,;.
iToxv “ECiGGiitcOO udA.Lerta dtav 1l Xoivotr;ta. ce
c-futcdo a'/oztv%scv; tcw ZECUpEoeuvv tr,;. Exsi
GvudxT|6Ei EvSEax xai Sa e”ce-cox'ovSEi ve gvu-
géxxstai zox).or[xcd; pc trp/ sAxrivixfi xci%otixTi
nEOicpEOEia tri; Maxsodovic; - Avatoxixri;, Ke-
vtQixTl; xai A vtixfi;.

4. K ©EGGaAovixri fxa; Eivai EZL OVO tovxcx'.-

Gtov xiXi66s; ovp/Exf] xpovia (xéxpi xai Gti.usca 1
zotiitsvovGa tri; Mc:<sdovia;. Yz0 tos; aVxri/x)-
6idooxs; zoxvEO'ixE; Avtoxcatoois;. PUJUGIXTI,
Bvsavtivfi xai OSioiiavixfi, pIxQi azExsvSE-
¢voGfi tri; to 1912, VZTICCE ELOTIVIXTi Y”qrcca tiw
po/.xavixéjv Aacw, Krrtoixf| iTvxri tri; Evecizm
GtTiv A'/Gtoxri, yoviLio; otibo; zvEvuatixw QEV-
Lidtevv xai zoxiti:-uvv IOECW, zvsv A tixd; ¢cgo;
try; Boxxavixft;. aXXd zoté Ofv K%aGE tov s/Ariyi-
x0 zoxitiGtixc xai Liitooixd xoccottn¢a tri;, ovts
dJ'AcvotE apicpiG ritTiSrnxs'azotEXsGu.atLxd n tevtd-
trftd tri;. Ef|p.sca, avadeixwouivTj xai zdxi ce
otoatTr/vié oixovouLxd (Ttavoc-606uL tcw Boxxa-
viw, oo'/avixri Tori z6xri xai xiudvi tri; Evexo-
zaixfi; koivotT]ta; xai azootoxfi; avoixtf] CE
OXE; ti; EiOTivixé; 67aotrjOidtTitE; 6Aw tw
Aawv, 0.tto; dixXcvertE |iaotve£i xai q AIES-y
E:ASEGti tri; xaS' 6xo to éto; xci xdSs Etc;, orco-
tc3.£i. x(7pi; Ota wuvriX£La tri;, évc azd ta .iir/a-
Avtecca Z'Wtavd MovoEia tri; XQiotiav(verj"/Ti;,



rng 3\J2;avTivilC 'céxvng xai TOD eAArp/i-
x0-0t reoALtujpLO41 OE W EOTi ¢TinOBerri xai itixove 'fi-
xOITTca fE to Aytov 'Ocog [iGvadixTi otov Kdofxo
MovacrtixT* noXiteCa tri¢ OixoupEvtxtK: 0080&)-
¢Cac. 1IE XIpY néXXa KcKJuox¢uxELoa d/AoxE n:o<j-
xewuoa xoxj Mri'dXov AXeCavdooi;, xttv Begyi-
va .aKirehi rcoorcruoxxja xai ' vEx*rto*ri xcr/
MoxE&ovwv BaotXiciiv xai UE xo ACov le¢a ndA.Ti
xojv Max£O06viirv ctxu; utcciigeie¢c xq-u OAXVL-xotj, p.u-
Otxf] xaOBoa xa’v Acvdéexa Oecirv xcru eaAlivixou
-tavOécnj. ELvat, Xoutov, abLavOT|XTi yia xiiOe rco-
XIXIOLévw  avée<jxto, wSiatxfea FEujlCxalo, xci
d-vai qnjoei o6vvaxTi loxocixii q]onuﬂxﬁ (uxQIXE-
ca va X|¢ acpatoeGeC pf pxdv oadcpacrn - xai clxé
rcotove; - t] Liill>oa EJil xiAletle¢ eAativixti xaircoxT]xa
XTi¢, E'fxijpE>ve(, 0Opxo<; ao”occrug¢, ocaxcrve xai
(iuEao-u¢ xivévvoxi¢ yta xxrv ckaOe¢oxT|xa xcuv
BaAxavicLrv xat XPg Evcoj.Tri¢ xdOe xéxoui cuxo-
mXEtca, XTjv orcoia evxéXEt etfxacrxe onogqpaGUjpEvoi
XA. Lxavo( va avxifLExarxiacrup”.

5. Me xéxoto xctg<ixtf"a, xéxoto xrt6"Ggo
xéxotav anooroA.!" ei“fpai¢, cruvadeAcpaxruvng Xwv
Aaojv xat zoXitiopicru, ti criyxQOvxi éeoo<iixy\ixT],
axpAfl;cruaa xwoa ev eifuGegia oxttv yFEiixrtoA.txixTi
axrcfi 0éo%, ecydaGxpte orxodoxixd xai aacpoXox; Oa
owExtaet va egydCexal yia xx atrvEgyaoia, xtJv O1-
xovop.LXTi avel'xxuCTi, X0 6teOvé; epjxdoco xai xeXt-
xd xov nioXiXLopd 6Xciiv xwv Aawv, xvolwxeoc xwv
yeixovixwv. Auxfi elvai " dXXcru f] 'wﬂ xai q ev-
Tvxia XIC Txou pjxo00dv EXevOEoa xai jioEJxei va
cruuuEQioOovv 6/.01 01 yECxoveg. kai avxd éxofuiv
rcaXalLOXEga, aXXd xat xaxd xa xeXEvxaia x¢dvia.
Me 6edouévov axrcdv xov Epregdxxwg orcc&BEOELy-
pivo -Tgoogujpd T 0 EacaXovCxTi xat, oad avrfp/
Xrv Z- LAljxqurxrucruad xti¢, 06X ¢ EXXdca ZLOXEKL
ax¢addvxcDg 6xi 01 erxiXoyEg xt]le Tryealug xwv
IxorxCwv xat xt|C aTip.ectvilC PovXyocixly; x-bfeg-
VI"OECog, j'to'u g XTTXerliv xaxd xov eraELxéoxEoo xc-
caxxTiCLopd éfxpioveg, cOJA rcoXv erxixCvoweg
EOvixiaxixé¢ jx¢oXfppEig xai Exggxxixd xaxdXouxa
evog xaxooixaofiévox; artd xnv rugww-taixfi IerxogLa
xat ojxox-uxnpivoa gxt]v jXQI'T] Tjyefioviapx)0, pXd-
Txoxrv e*atgexLxd avxove xovxoug xou¢ Aaodg
xou¢ jx¢og xoug¢ otolo-u¢ Ept¢ Ol Maxeddveg
axevOuvofleGa axdp.Ti p.ia cpopd p” OedtiXw iivn
EfLTtedxxwg aXATiXeyyvIi xai eiXix¢tvri cpiXta, yui
va xovg xxnevoTjp.UjovfAE 6,x1 dgujxa yvwelgow et
idCojv: T avyt¢yaoia xoug p” xt]lv EXXdda otoxeXel
yi' a-uxoGg¢ “ovodgop.o ELcfpalg. aagpaXeCag, eXev-
degixx¢ xat jxgodoot;. To jxoxdpti dev yugtgei jtCow.
Kat xo piXXov elvai pjxgooxd. AjxeXExrOegoDOeixe
ajx6 xoug gpavaxixoug xou pte'faXo'iOEaxiap.ofl. Aev
vExcavaaxaCvexai olxe éxei xt¢c uXtxé¢ xcoiExoOE-
CHC va vexQavaaxTiOEL, otXXd pjxogeC va oxoxaxjet
6o0a x0XXd, ¢coxLxd xat pdvipa pa¢ evwvouv axov
xotvd 6¢opx) Jxgo¢ XIF Evcopivri Euqwieti. Kat
jx00Eto0jxotoULIE: crxXnodv kooc xévxoa XaxxlCeiv.

Airxd xo0 yc¢ojxx0 p.flvupa EMiVIcg, EDGVVTIC xat
oXXTTXeyyvli¢ p~xacp”up” ajxo ofip”ca, px OXEC
xt¢ evegyée ouvdp”te xwv tpogéwv xti¢ OeaoaXovt-
xTi¢ xat xorv x-"'dowv ext ptécoug cruXXoyixwv
ocgydviijv x¢wxo”aOp.Cwv ogyavwoEwv, EJXtxetcf]-
aeojv, cruvotxdxiijv, tocup.dxwv xat x“oowztwv
pEXwv auxf]C XIj¢ crniiECtvit¢ S UVEXETUGECOG, OX' EU-
Oe(ac jxpog¢ xov “cruXyactxd Aad, X00¢ X0V JXOXUE-
Ovixd jt\riQuapté XIC Anp-oxpaxla¢ xcav Zxojxlwv
xat x¢co¢ XIv Eugciijxatxf) Koivotrixa xat xa piXTi

XIIC EUCWXaixfIC OtXOWVEVEtaC. 'Exooxo¢ EKj O
ExdxOn Kat augtov 0 Koaptog 0a Etvat aagpaXwg
XoXUXEOOC.

6. TéXog epxlg 01 MaxeAdvE¢ ax£vOwodufOa

xoo¢ X[V Ku~vTioYi pag¢ xat xt¢ TrreatEC 6Xwv
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APPENDIX IV

Previously unpublished Address that was delivered by Greece’s Foreign Minister
Antonis Samaras to his EPC counterparts in Lisbon on 17 January 1992
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ADDRESS
OF FOREIGN MINISTER ANDONIS SAMARAS

(Lisbon 17 Feb. 1992)

[ have come here to discuss an issue that may at a casual glance seem to be
a natural outgrowth:of the breakup of the Communist world--the desire of a
Yugoslav Republic to establish its own identity in the world. But up close
where we are, we can see that it is an issue that can cause great friction,

wrenching division and open conflict in our region.

Whether that happens or not depends to a large degree on what decisions we
make on how to respond to this difficult issue. Since we have lived with
every aspect of it, I want to take a Tlittle time to indicate where the
dangers 1lie, how to avoid them, and what measures might be adopted to
promote cooperation and peace in the Balkans rather than division and

conflict.

The issue, of course, is the desire for recognition of a part of Yugoslavia
that was known as the administrative region of Vardar Banovina until it was
renamed "The People’s Republic of Macedonia" in 1945.

The person who gave the region its new name was Marshall Tito and the reason
he did so was to use it as a nucleus for the annexation of those parts of
Bulgaria and Greece that were once the Macedonia of Alexander the Great. You
may remember that Tito, with Stalin’s help, forced the Bulgarian government
in 1947 to agree to cede Bulgarian Macedonia to Yugos]avié. You may recall,
too, that Tito also tried to grab Greek Macedonian provinces by persuading
Greek Communist forces in the late 1940°s to promise him those areas in

exchange for his support of their insurrection.

’A.
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Fortunately, both plans failed. When Tito broke with Stalin in 1948,

Bulgaria broke the agreement to cede jits Macedonian provinces and indeed
assumed an aggressive posture toward MaCedonian areas in Yugoslavia. As for
Greece, the defeat of the Communist insurrection in 1949 ended the immediate

threat of annexation of Greek Macedonia.

[ have gone 1into a brief historical review to remind you that the
re-invention of Skopje as the "Republic of Macedonia" is very recent, was
accomplished specifically to advance territorial ambitions, and, in the case

of Greece, to do so by promoting armed conflict.

The name "Republic of Macedonia", therefore, is not a phantom fear for us.
[t is associated with immense pain and suffering by the Greek people and
linked with a deliberate plan to take over parts of our territory that have

had a Greek identity for more than 2,500 years.

[ can anticipate you saying, "“Yes, yes, all of what happened was
unfortunate, but you should put it behind you and move on. These are

different times and circumstances."

We could put it all behind us, and we would, if the territorial ambitions
Tito set in motion in 1945 ended with our civil war a few years later or
even with the cold war more recently. BUT THEY HAVEN'T.

For all of the 47 years since Tito created "The People’s Republic of
Macedonia™, its Tleaders have never stopped trying to wundermine our
sovereignty over Greek Macedonia, which they call Aegean Macedonia and
portray as "occupied" territory that one day will be "Tiberated".

During the same period, they have published and circulated throughout the
region and abroad countless books, articles and pamphlets identifying large
areas of Greece as part of "Great Macedonia", and listing Thessaloniki, the

second largest city in Greece, as its future capital.

Only a year ago the President of the Republic, Kiro Gligorov, gave an
interview to a Yugoslav magazine in which he spoke of '"subjugated"
Macedonians in Greece, Serbia and Bulgaria and acknowledged that the leading
nationalist parties in Skopje vow that "Macedonian power will redraw the
borders of Greece and Serbia." At about the same time, the republic’s

D
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representative to the Yugoslav presidency, Vasil Tupurkovski, told a radio
audience in Perth, Australia .that "the new Macedonian state will have as its
primary target, the liberation of the enslaved Macedonians and the

unification of the wider Macedonian region."

Now, as they pursue recognition, the leaders of the Republic ridicule the
concern such efforts have aroused in us by asking how a country of 10
million people like Greece that is a member of both NATO and the EEC could

fear a small, weak state of 2.1 million.

Let me tell you right now, that I haven't come here to urge you to move
slowly and carefully in considering recognition for Skopje, because the
Greek people fear it. We don't. But we know, that if it is given recognition
on its own terms it will be encouraged to pursue its misguided ambitions at

every opportunity and will create great instability in the region.

We know, too, that if Greece does not recognize and support its
independence-—and that we cannot do until it follows the example of other
communist states 1like Russia and completely abandons its past--it will
become a tempting target for other countries in the region. That will bring
the kind of conflict to the Balkans that we haven't seen in decades.

[ want to state clearly that Greece is not against the recognition of an
independent state to replace the former Yugoslav "Socialist Republic of
Macedonia.” Since Yugoslavia has unraveled, we accept the emergence of a new
independent Republic on our northern borders. It is in our interest to have
a small, but truly independent state as a neighbor than a big and powerful

one. Such a state would serve our concern, and the concern of the Community,

for stability in the region.

Greece, however, will not endorse a rush to recognition that has the
potential to trigger open clashes among the various ethnic groups in this
small, mosaic of a state, and to revive old territorial ambitions that are

certain to send the Balkans to the violent conflicts of the past.

Independence under those circumstances, will put Skopje at risk of falling
either into the embrace of Bulgaria, which has always coveted the region and
considers most of its people Bulgarians, or under the dominance of its
powerful northern neighbor, Serbia, as many in the republic fear. If either

5 -

287



happens, Greece cannot remain indifferegt, and stability in the Balkans will

become a memory.

The only way to clear a safe path to recognition for Skopje is through the
procedures we adopted by unanimous decision on 16 December 1991. I quote:

"The Cohmunity and its member States... require a Yugoslav republic to
commit itself, prior to recognition, to adopt constitutional and political
guarantees ensuring that it has no territorial claims towards a neighbouring
Community State and that it will conduct no hostile propaganda activities
versus a neighbouring Community State, including the use of a denomination,

which implies territorial claims."

Let us Took then at how the Republic and its leaders have responded to the

three major requirements in the decision we took last December.

For the past two months, Skopje has Tlaunched a well-financed, carefully-
orchestrated campaign in Europe and the United States to portray itself as a
peaceful, democratic, unarmed state with neither the power nor the desire to
threaten any of its neighbors. Their president has travelled to most of the
major capitals to give his personal assurances of the republic’s goad
intentions, and its parliament has passed two ammendments to the
Constitution that it says give legal binding to the assurance.

But both the statements and the ammendments are only window dressing to

conceal the real goods inside.

The ammendments, passed with the ease and speed of a simple government
decree, do not alter the substance of the original articles or of the
preamble. Let me explain. In article three, they have added an ammendment,
which declares that Skopje nurtures no territorial claims against its
neighbors. This is obviously accepted CSCE language. But in the same
article, they maintain the provision that while their territory remains
unviolable, their borders may, nevertheless, be changed in accordance with
their constitution! The inherent contradiction is evident. Also, while new
language has been added saying that the republic "will not interfere in the
internal affairs of other states", it is meaningless, because the
constitution leaves intact Article 49, which says that the state will "take
care of the status of the rights of the Macedonian people in neighboring

countries.”

288 < o



Mow all countries feel obliged to look after the rights of their citizens,
when travelling abroad, but no nation we know about gives itself
constitutional authority to be a specidl arbiter of the status of citizens
of neighboring countries. Articlé 49 empowers, indeed compels, present and
future governments of the republic to do exactly that.

What use do you think that an ultra-nationalist party like V.M.R.Q., which
was identified as a terrcrist organizatiom in a recent NATO document, will
make of that authority, if it comes to power in the republic? While you are
considering that, Tet me tell you that V.M.R.0O. currently has the largest
number of seats in Skopje’s parliament and that its 1990 electoral platform,

issued jointly with another extremist party, the Democratic Party for
Macedonian National Unity, declared that "elements of the Macedonian nation,
which Tlive under occupational rule of Greece, Bulgaria and Albania are not
an ethnic minority but just occupied and enslaved parts of the Macedonian
naticn...". The platferm also states that “the V.M.R.0. party declares its
readiness to conduct talks with neighbouring countries for the unification

of Macedonia”.

Even more telling is the fact that the preamble to the Republic’s
constitution has been left intact, and it is in preambles of constitutions

that the philosophy of states is reflected.

The preamble to Skopje’s constitution states that among the principles on
which the new republic will be built are the "legal traditions of the
Krusevo Republic and the historical decisions of the Antifascist Assembly of
the People’s Liberation of Macedonia." Both the Krusevo Republic of 1903 and
the Antifascist Assembly held by Tito in 1944 proclaimed expansionist goals
best reflected in the Assembly’s declaration calling for "unification" of
the Greek and Bulgarian provinces with the "People’s Republic of Macedonia."

In view of the intentions embodied both in the preamble and in the articles
of the republic’s constitution, you can see why we don't feel reassured by
the ammendments recently enacted by Skopje's government to enhance its
chances for recognition, and why they do not constitute "guarantees dgainst
territorial claims", as required by the unanimous decision of the Community

of last December 16.
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The second requirement on Skopje of that decision--to desist from "hostile
propaganda" against Greece--has merely.prompted a letter by the Republic’s
Foreign Minister to the Arbitration Commission pledging that it will not

carry out such acts against us.

[n practice, organizations with strong ties to the Republic’s political
leadership have been mobilized both at home and abroad to intensify hostile

propaganda against Greece.

I can cite numerous examples of what they have done in just the two months,
since the Community asked Skopje to end its hostile propaganda, but will

limit myself to three representative examples to save time.

--Two weeks ago, immigrants from S<opje demonstrated cutsice our Copenhagen
Embassy and pinned a map and a proclamation outside the decor. The map shows
Greek Macedonia under occupation and the proclamation is filled with slogans

calling for its liberation. What is most important about the protest is that
the group that organized it is an affiliate of the extremist V.M.R.O.
political party I mentioned earlier, that has the most seats in Skopje’s

parliament.

--Early in February, another demonstration was organized right at our border
with Yugoslavia. Protestors shouted obscenities against Greeks on the other
side, passed out hate literature, and carried placards calling for
independence and "unification" of all of Macedonia under Skopje’s rule.

--0n January 15, 1992, a publishing firm in Skopje issued a set of
"souvenir" banknotes with the most famous landmark of Thessaloniki, the
White Tower, pictured on the note. Indeed Thessaloniki 1is shown with a
Slavic name as Solun. Another banknote appropriates Bulgarian history,
depicting the medieval Tsar Samuel as a "Macedonian". Appropriating the
history of neighboring countries seems to be a'popu1ar occupation in Skopje

.these days.

Lest anyone think that such efforts are private initiatives, or the work of
extremist emigre groups, let me point out that the government of Skopje has
hired America’s biggest public relations company, "Hill and Knowlton", to
conduct its 1ob5ying in the United States. I have included a copy of its
contract with "Hill and Knowlton", in the material in your folio, so that



you can see that part of its perscribed duties is to promote the interests

of "Macedonians" in neighboring countri€s.

By the way, one of the first initiatives of the lobbyists was to publish
data sheets on "The Republic of Macedonia." One of them describes the
climate of the "coastal areas" of the republic as "mild Meditteranean". A
look at any map of the region makes clear. that Skopje is landlocked and the
closest coastal areas are around Thessaloniki and the Chalkidiki Peninsula
on Greece s northern Aegean coast. It will further amuse you and give you an
insight into the true aims of Skopje, to know that we have just received a
cable saying that the Tlandlocked Republic unanimously adopted a law a few
days ago calling for the creation of an army, an air force, and a ... navy!

It is obvious then that hostile propaganda, both mild and severe, continues
unabated against Greece and it is organized and directed by Skopje. The aim
of this propaganda is to spread false information about the ethnological
composition of Greek Macedonia, to undermine the exemplary human rights
record of Greece and create feelings of hostility against our country
abroad, to dispute the Greek cultural heritage of Macedonia and to usurp the
Macedonian name in order to justify claims on Greek Macedonia.

In view of the continuing attacks on us, it is obvious that Skopje has no
intention to meet the community’s second requirement for recognition and end
hostile propaganda against Greece, but is only trying to make us believe it
will. As much as we may want to, the evidence makes clear that we can’t.

We now come to the third and final requirement the Community adopted last
December for granting recognition--the stipulation that the Republic should
not adopt a name that implies territorial claims.

I submit to you now, as I did in the letter I sent earlier, that the
denomination "Republic of Macedonia" not only implies territorial claims
because it was given to Skopje 47 years ago for the express purpose of
taking over parts of Greece and Bulgaria, but also perpetuates them because
if a country exists with that name the impression is given that areas in
other countries that bear the same name must belong to it.

Dear Co]]eagués,
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The name is the game itself. Were it pot for the use of the denomination
"Macedonia", which Skopje attempts to monopolize, they would have no basis
to put forward any claim whatsoever on other states™ territories.

Equally important, the name implies not only territorial claims against
Greece but represents an assault on our.Hellenic cultural heritage. The
culture and history of Macedonia is part of the Greek heritage and has no
connection to the Slav people, who now want to call themselves “The Republic

of Macedonia."

As Constantine Karaman]is; the President of Greece, who is himself a
Macedonian, wrote in a letter to a European political leader, Skopje has
"absolutely no right, either historic or ethnic, to use the name Macedonia.

No historical right because the Slavs, who make up the majority of the
Republic”s present population, first appeared in the history of the region
in the sixth century A.D., that is some 1,000 years after the period, when
Alexander the Great established Macedonia as a significant part of the Greek
world. And no ethnic right, because the present population of this Republic
is made up of Slavs, Albanians, Gypsies and other ethnic groups, all of them
respected, of course, but none with any connection to Macedonians."

Despite the lack of any real ethnic or cultural tie between the present
republic and ancient Macedonia, their leaders, by using its name over the
past 47 years, have been able to foster the impression that they are the
natural inheritors of Philip and Alexander and the land they once ruled.

We are not so nationally naive, as to be annoyed only because of a fixation
on our ancient history. The strong reaction of the Greek people is not due
to a sterile ancestor worship. It is due to the fact that for almost half a
century the name Macedonia has been used as a weapon for the promotion of
expansionist aims. The use of the name is not independent of the desire to
seize and control Greek territory. It is an instrument of aggressive policy.

And, of course, if a lie is big enough and is repeated enough times, it will
stick. After 47 years the lie about the so-called "Republic of Macedonia“
has taken root. There is no better proof of that than the fact that this
group of Western Eurcpean nations is considering recognizing a state with a
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name it was given at the height of the cold war as a part of a communist

strategy to take over large areas of one of its members.

-~

While the republic’s claim to links with ancient Macedonia is unsupportable
at any level and its ambitions to expand its territory is unjustifiable for
any reason, there is ample evidence, including the statements [ have cited,
that these delusions are deeply imbedded in the 1long term policies of
Skopje. These policies will not be ‘abandoned, if Skopje is given
unconditional recognition, even though some of its Jleaders are now
disclaiming a connection to ancient Macedonia in hopes of increasing the

chances of winning it.

There is no other conclusion to reach, if the republic’s leaders insist on
calling their state Macedonia, since it is a name to which they have no
connection and was imposed as a vehicle to promote expansion into the
territory of neighboring countries. Russia stopped calling itself the
“Soviet Union", when it abandoned its Communist and expanisionist past. Why
does Skopje insist on keeping a name associated with expansionist ambitions
in the Balkans unless it still harbors those aims?

I know there is a feeling among some of you that the name of the Republic
should not be a cardinal issue, that Greece’s insistence on a different name
is emotional, and that there are no rational reasons to require a change.

But within the world community, it is unprecendented for a state to use the
geographical name of an area, whose greatest part lies outside its borders.
As you may be aware, the territory of the Republic extends over 39 per cent
of the geographic region of Macedonia, while Greek Macedonia covers 51 per
cent and Bulgarian Macedonia 9 per cent. '

If the name of a geographic region is allowed to be monopolized by a
political entity, which controls only 39 per cent of the territory, the door
is left open for claims in perpetuity for the remaining 61 per cent. This is
not scare talk. The whole existence of the so-called "Macedonian" nation,
since its creation by Tito is based on that assumption. Once recognition is
assured, nationalist forces in the republic will use the name as a strong
weépoh'for cultural -and territorial aggression. While they will be waving a
powerful slogan--"Free Macedonia!“-- against us, we will be Teft with the
impossible task of trying to explain subtle nuances about the history of the

region over the past 2500 years.
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Some of you may still feel that it would be presumptuous for the Community
to ask a state to change its name. But we have before us a petition for

recognition by the government of a state under creation, an entity that has
never been recognized as a Republic under international law. Its name was
assigned to it by a Communist regime:for its own expansionist aims, a regime
that no longer exists. So in examining the credentials of a candidate state,
we have every right to require that it should not be identified with a name
and a history, which is associated with territorial claims against a member

state of our Community.

Let us remember that the Macedonian name already exists and is in use as a
name for a large historical, geographic and administrative region of Greece.
In Thessaloniki there is the “"Ministry or Macedonia-Thrace", the "Macedonian
University", the "Society for Macedonian Studies", the “Macedonian Press
Agency", the "Macedonian C(Conservatory", the "Macedonian Airport of
Thessaloniki" and close to 2.5 million people of Northern Greece, who call
themselves Makedones! If Skopje is given the right not only to usurp but, as
an independent state, to monopolize that name, it will unleash old quarrels

and new conflicts in the whole region on a wide scale.

The case is clear. If we do not remove the root of the problem, that is the
name, we would merely invite trouble. And we will all come to regret it.

I don"t think we are being alarmists or reacting any differently than you

would in similar circumstances.

In fact, we have a récent example showing that Central Europeans are just as
sensitive about such issues. Last October, the Republic of Slovenia
published a new banknote, bearing a watermark of the historical symbol of
the old principality of Carinthia. Although it was a temporary banknote, its
printing raised a stormy reaction among Carinthian Austrians, who accused
Slovenia of fueling nationalistic claims for Carinthia. After a heated
debate in the local parliament, the federal government in Vienna was asked
to intervene with Slovenian authorities, who finally gave assurances that
they have no claims on the province and agreed to substitute the banknote.

I don"t need to draw parallels. But if Austrians reacted as they did about a
watermark, you can imagine Greek sensitivity after having been subjected to

47 years of provocations.
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The fact is that the end of the cold war has unleashed nationalistic forces
that are capable of creating hostility and conflict anywhere in the world.

To create a new state called Macedonia in the Balkans is the surest way to
revive all these conflicting claims and to plant hostility in the reg1on
that is certain to reap a whirlwind of troubles in the future.

For the stability of the region, for the good of Skopje itself, and for the
peace of mind of all of us here, the best course for the Republic is to
adopt a suitable name. There are many good options. Prior to the Communist
era, the administrative name of the region, as I have mentioned, was Vardar
Banovina. Immediately before that, during the last phase of Qttoman rule, it
was known as Skopje- Sanjak. The Slav insurgents of 1903 proclaimed it, the
"Krusevo Republic" and there is much in the name to unite its inhabitants

without disturbing its neighbors.

I am aware that the Arbitration Commission recommends recognition as
Macedonia on the basis of assurances provided by Skopje. But the Commission,
which based its recommendation on Jjuridical reasons, failed to observe a
basic legal principle: "“audiatur et altera pars" (Hear the other side).

Not only did it discount our evidence, it did not listen to the objections
raised by ethnic Albanians, Serbs and Montenegrins inside Skopje to
recognition. 1 know you are aware that leaders of the Albanian minority in
the republic have sent a letter to the “"Twelve" protesting the Commission’s

recommendation.

It is evident that we cannot follow the Commission’s advice on Skopje either
because it fails to take into account the political ramifications of
recognition and the conflict it will unleash in the Balkans.

Let us look briefly at those implications both in Skopje and on its

neighbors.

Skopje, itself, is a mosaic of contentious ethnic and religious groups. In
Skopje the principal ethnic groups--Albanians, Bulgarians and Serbs--feel
strong allegiance to countries just across the border and they yearn to
unite with them. On top of that, religious hostilities that have been
brewing for yea}s are reaching a boiling point in the Republic. Albanian
Moslems--a third of the population--resent Orthodox Christians, who make up
almost half, for trying to dominate them over the past several decades. The
Christians in turn see the Moslems as symbols of centuries of Qttoman
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subjugation. It is only a matter of time before the Republic’s Moslems rise
to demand their own independence and eventual union with Albania which is

predominantly Moslem.

For its part, Albania has not tried to hide its intentions. The Albanian
Foreign Minister has made it clear that Tirana sets two conditions for the
recognition of Skopje. First, that the Skopje Republic should recognize an
independent “Republic of Kossovo" and, second, that Skopje expresses its
willingness to aknowledge an autonomous state. for its predominantly
Albanian western districts. Once autonomy ts achieved, the pressure will

start for unification.

On Skopje’s eastern border stands Bulgaria. Although it became the first
country to recognize the republic’s independence, there was no jubilation in

Skopje because its people suspect Bulgaria’s intentions. The day after
Bulgaria rushed to recognize the republic, Skopje’s leading newspaper, "Nova
Macedonia", which 1is linked to President Gligorov, published an article
saying that Sofia’s quick recognition may mask plans to play the role of
“protector” or "liberator" of the new state and ultimately absorb it.

The Gligorov newspaper has reason to worry because in recognizing Skopje,
Bulgaria made it clear that it recognizes a state but not the existence of
a Macedonian nation. In other words, it recognizes the name of the land but

not the identity of its people!™

Sofia considers the majority of people in the eastern haif of Skopje ethnic
Bulgarians with a fixed destiny--union with Bulgaria. That was made clear by
a statement made just twelve days ago by the former Prime Minister of
Bulgaria, Dimitar Popov, at a meeting of the “Independent Public Committee
for Ethnic Questions" in Sofia. "The dissolution of Yugoslavia“, he said
will undermine existing treaties and allow Bulgaria “to seek international
support to undo the historical injustice done to her as regards the
Bulgarian western provinces." By western provinces, of course, he means

parts of the Republics of both Skopje and Serbia.

As for Skopje’s northern neighbor, Serbia, its government has indicated that
Belgrade will not oppose the Republic’s independence, but Serbia’s leaders
have -also made it plain that they will not tolerate Bulgarian domination of

the Republic and will act to prevent it.

| 9L 296



Of all its neighbors, Greece is the on)y country that has no designs on its
territory. There are tens of thousands.of Greeks in the Republic of Skopje.
We can make territorial claims of our own on their behalf.We have not, and
we are the on]y\country in the region that hasn’t. Instead, being the only
stable democracy'in the area and the only member of the Community, we are ‘in
a position to help Skopje most to safeguard its sovereignty and strengthen

its economy.

[f Skopje is granted recognition on the basis of the December 16 Community
decision, which includes a change in name, Greece will do everything
possible to help the Republic. We have already worked out proposals and
projects to providé fundamental assistance to Skopje, because we believe
that the Community has a key role to play in the region. They include two
recommendations, one on arrangements for regional security that embrace
Skopje, and the other on economic development of the Vardar-Axios Valley.

On the other hand, if Skopje is granted recognition on its own terms,
inluding the name" Macedonia", Greece will not be able to help the republic
in any meaningful way and will have to take measures to protect its
interests. To explain why, let me describe to you the feelings of the Greek
people about this issue. As your own missions in Greece may have already
reported to you, no issue in decades has inflamed Greeks as much as the
possible recognition of Skopje as Macedonia. Passions are particularly
strong in Northern Greece, in Greek Macedonia. Our Makedones number 2.5
million, roughly one quarter of our population, that is more people than

there are in all of Skopje.

A1l Greeks feel the same anger over this issue. Petitions signed by
officials of Tlocal governments, trade unions, professional and business
organizations, , agricultural cooperatives and student associations,
irrespective of political affiliations, are flooding my office. Local and
regional radio and television stations are carrying daily reports and
debates on the issue, and groups throughout Greece are meeting to discuss
wdys to show their opposition to the creation of a state called Macedonia.

Only three days ago, on February 14, that resolve was dramatized by the
biggest demonstration ever held in Greece. You can see the picture in your
folio and judge for yourselves. An estimated one million people rallied in
Thessaloniki to demonstrate that Greeks will not tolerate any further
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encroachment upon their cultural heritage or any claims, stated or implied,
against their territory. )

What all this means is that to grant Skopje recognition as Macedonia is to
make it politically impossible for any Greek governmeﬁt, now or in the
future, to help the Republic secure an accepted place in the region. Without
Greek support, it will fall victim to encroachment from one or more of its

other neighbors sooner or later.

To grant Skopje recognition on its own terms then, will not be doing it a
favor but assuring its eventual dismemberment. Morever, such recognition is
certain to become an apple of discord in the whole regHon and trigger
hostilities and conflicts in the Balkans for years and decades to come.

Let us for a moment project our minds into the future. As politicians, we
must be able to look ahead. Is there anyone in this room, who can guarantee
that Democracy will remain alive in this volatile Balkan region in the years
to come? Can anyone exclude the possibility of a temporary or even a
permanent reversal of the democratic process in any one of the countries in

the greater area?

That is why, my friends, it is absolutely imperative that the Community
takes its time to consider every aspect of this issue very carefully and to
come up with a process for recognition that is firmly anchored in its
decision of 16 December 1991.

Now is the time, less than 10 days since the official signing of the
Maastricht documents, for the Community to close ranks on this issue, to
show its solidarity with one of its members directly involved, and to
safeguard peace and security in Southeastern Europe for the benefit of all
the peoples in the region. We have agreed on the three special conditions.
If they are not met in substance, then the international community will get
the message that the European Union does notAreaTIy mean what it says, and
that the vital interest of its smaller members are not given the same

consideration as those of its most prominent.

To make our.stanaards and our determination absolutely clear, [ would like
to make the following proposals concerning the Community’s policy:
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--We must present a united front that=~is absolutely solid. We have set a
common policy that constitutes a 'very important test case for the Community.

The first step toward Eufbpean Union and common international objectives
cannot be characterized by uncertainty and lack of solidarity. Therefore, we
must first reaffirm our Declaration of December 16.

We must then take the measures to exercise pressure upon the leaders of
Skopje and convince them that it is to their interest to comply with our
three prerequisites for recognition because they offer the best way to
secure both their survival and peace in the Balkans.

If we all agree, I would suggest that the Presidency conveys to the
leadership of Skopje a clear message: we are ready not only to recognize
their independence but to give them all necessary guarantees for their
security and economic development provided they meet the conditions.

It will be up to Skopje's leaders to grasp the opportunities Greece and the
Community are prepared to offer, if they will accomodate the concerns of
their neighbors. But whatever they do, the Community must stand firm for
stability and order in our disquieting world. Any hasty move now will help
turn the Balkans as we reach the end of the century into the kind of violent

and turbulent region it was at the beginning of it.

I am an optimist and I dream that with patience and resolve, we can turn the
Balkans, which a prominent magazine recently called “History's cauldron”,
into an example of how old rivalries can be forged into new opportunities

for cooperation, prosperity and peace.

Thank you for your attention and for your interest in the concerns of my

country.
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APPENDIX V

Letter that US Secreatary of State James Baker sent to Greek Foreign Minister
Antonis Samaras on 5 March 1992. 1t is published here in its entirety for the first
time.

300



Marcn 5, 1992

Dear Andonis:

In the aftermath of the Bosnian and Montenegrin
referenda and the Security Council decision to begin‘'the
process of deploying a UN Peacekeeping Force in Croatia,
we clearly face a new situation in Yugoslavia, a situation
replete with both opportunities and dangers. President
Bush has asked me to propose that I meet, while in
Brussels for the NACC Ministerial, with you and the other
EC foreign ministers to seek at that time to develop a
common approach to dealing with this new phase of the
Yugoslav crisis.

From the outset, the United States has strongly
supported the efforts of the Community to resolve the
crisis, and we highly appreciate the role the Community
has played in this effort. If we are able to reach an
agreement on March 10 regarding further steps, I believe
this will be the best assurance available that the crisis
in Yugoslavia can be successfully managed.

In our view, the changing circumstances in Yugoslavia
put a particular premium on moving ahead quickly on two
fronts. To begin with, we believe we must do all we can
to expedite the deployment c¢f the UN Peacekeeping Force,
and we hope that the advance party currently on its way to
Yugoslavia will be able quickly to obtain the information
necessary to refine the cost estimates and enable the
Council to take the necessary decision. Secondly, the
February 29-March 1 referenda in Bosnia-Hercegovina and
Montenegro have completed the process in which most of the
Yugoslav people have expressed a preference as to the
future. More urgently, the 3osnia-Hercegovina referendum
has created a situation in which we believe rapid action
is needed to prevent a serious threat of unrest and
destabilization in that republic. Already, we see efforts
by Serbia, using Serbian organizations in
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Bosnia-Hercegovina, to destabilize the situation, and we
have sent a strong warning to President Milosevic to cease
these activities or run the risk of adverse consequences
to Serbia’s future relationship with the United States.
Likewise, the threat of a breakdown in the ceasefire in
Croatia is always present. Finally, we are increasingly
concerned about the economic crisis in all the Republics
of Yugoslavia. Continued deterioraticn in the economic
situation will mean not only greater instability and
privation for the Yugoslav people but also a greater
burden for our countries in supporting the inevitable

recovery prograns.

With these thoughts in mind, I would propose that we
meet in Brussels following the NACC Ministerial om
Tuesday, March 10 to determine whether we can agree now to
move ahead tcgether in dealing with the Yugoslav crisis.
As pbefore, we would see the Community taking the leading
role, with the United States firmly supporting and
assisting that reole. In this ccnnection, we weuld like to
seek agreement on March 10 ta complete the process of
recognizing the independence of those Yugoslav Republics
that have regquested it. This wculd mean for the United
States recognition of the independence of Croatia,
Slovenia, Bosnia-Hercecovina and Macedonia. Feor the
Community, this would involve recognition of the
independence of Bcsnia-Hercegovina and Macedonia. As I an
sure 1is true for you, we have wrestled with the cuestion
of whether recognition of Bosnia-Hercegovina’s
independence wculd contribute tec stabiliti~in that
delicately- ba‘anch republic or encourage.2£fforts by the
large Serbian nlnorlty to destabilize the situation. We
have concluded that while there obvicusly is no external
influence that can guarantee the stability and territorial
integrity of Bosnia-Hercegovina, we can best contribute to
that objective by a collective recognition of that
Republic’s independence and warning against efforts from
within or without to undermine its integrity.

In addition to the question of recognition, we would
also need to agree on how to deal with Serbia and
Montenegro. Our preliminary thinking would be to agree to
recognize those two republics as a common Yugoslav state,
provided that satisfactory arrangements can be worked out
with the Yugoslav successor states on the many legal and
financial issues that would ensue inevitably from the
disintegration of the Yugoslav Federation. One key
condition we should insist upon with all the Yugoslav
Republics is mutual respect for the territorial integrity
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of all the new states.. We should also censider

how we can best maintain pressure on the Serbian

leadership to extend to natiocnal m
particularly in Xosovo, the same proctections
seeks for Serbs in Croatia.

We are, as friends and allies, very sensitive to ycu
concerns about Macedcocnia, as ycu d2scribed them to me at
our meeting here in Washingten on January 22. Obvicusly
we have made cleaxr publicly and privately, including tc
the President of Macedonia, that any effort by that
country to call into guestion the frontier between Gresc
and Macecdonia would ke totally unaccectable to the Units

tates and cther members of tha wcrld ceomaunity. We hava
also scught tc encourage the Macedonlans to take stecs
that would eliminate any legitizate concern cn yeour gar:t
regarding their intentiecns. In this connecticn, Presids
G"go*cv S DQD"C Statznzants here on January 29 follcwin
his wee;lnq with Dezuty Secretary Zagleaburgsr wars
enccuraging. Ee st aueﬂ that Macedonia has no territoria
claims against any reighkoring state, considers the kord
cf those states inviolate, and is Zully committed tc the
values and prinrciples urdaerlying the C5CZ and the
ZC-sponsored peace ccnference chalred by Lord Carringtcn
s Ambassadcr Sotirnos has told Priwme Minister Mitsctaki
we will be prepared to continus cuxr efforts, togather wi
ycur pariners in ths Community in order to £find a
mutually-acceptable sclution.

AT the same time, I must t2ll you that it is cur
judgment that failure to *ecognize what 1s now Xnown 2as
Macedonia in a reasonably timely fasaion will contribute
to -FSL’D’lluy and enccurage cther Yugeslav elements to
adventurism wnwcn could rapidly escalate to open
conflict. This, surely, would not be in the intsrest cf
Yugoslavia‘’s neighbors, the Eurcpean Community, or the
United States.

be a

Obviously, a key point in any soluticn must
the peace conference oxganized bty
As

successful conclusion of
the Community under
before, we are prepared
Carrington and use whatever
parties to assist hin.
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Given the urgency of the situation I hope it will be
possible for us to meet in Brussels next Tuesday and to
reach a common position on how we should deal with the
crisis in Yugoslavia. As I said, I think we face a
significant opportunity, working together, to resolve the
crisis, but I also fear that time is:not on the side of
those who wish for a peaceful and constructive end to the
Yugoslav tragedy.
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APPENDIX VI

Previously unpublished list by Greece’'s Ministry of Foreign Affairs containing
projects aimed at developing economic relations between Greece and FYROM.
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Projects of development of relations with Skopie

The Greek government is examining nositively number af spheres of
cooperation with the Republic of Skopje aftar the Tatter complies with the

terms sat by the European Community for its recoénition:

a) Greece is ready to neqotiate with Skopje security and confidence build
ing me3sures in the spirit of CSCE and the documents of Vienna, 1992.

b) Granting substantial financial assistance in the form of grants.
c) Facilities to be granted to Skopje in the port of Thessaloniki.

d)  Joint exploitation o% Vardar-Axios valley. There is already an important
UNDP feasibility study which should be brought up to date.

This project includes the construction of electrical power stations, ir-
rigation plants, ecological protection of the wafers, transportation etc.

Finance could be provided also by international institutions.

e) Joint projects for the protection of the environmment, especially in
border areas. Such projects could be financed by international institutions.

f) Skopje could be included 1in the Balkan cooperation projects or other
regional cooperation schemes and benefit from the cooperation ta be developed.

q) Skopje could benefit of additional assistance in know-how etc within thé
framework of the "Phare" and G-24 projects.

h) Greece will support a possible request of Skopje to sign a caoperation.
and later on an association, agreement with the Community. ’
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APPENDIX Vi

Previously unpublished telegram that Greece’s Prime Minister Konstantinos
Mitsotakis sent to various Greek Embassies on 15 May 1992.
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2) H €3Anvikh Jdéon vyUpw amd To dvVoua ELVCL avumoxwontn.

. Aev elval andn StampayuateuTikf déon Tns EAAnvixAc RuBepvhotws,

aAd& alTnua oAokAApou Tou EAAnvikoU AdovU,

E{te apéceL oToug eTalpous pag n déon auth elte &)L
amoTedel pla mpaynatikédTnIrX, €va MoALTLKS yeEyovdg Tou TouUg KaAel

. va fy@Aouv Ta cupmeEPEOMaT& Tousg,

H nmleon wpog 1NV EAA&Sa yLa aAAayn oT&oews 4XL Hovo Sev

EYEL TNy Tmapapixph gAmiSa  va EMLTUXEL aAA‘'eEvExeL OCofagovg

Tou €AAnvixoUy Acou Twpog To HOPPWHA Twv LKoMlwvy, To omolov
TEPLOTOLXLOUEVOY, énwe glvar, amo xo&Tn gemopdaiptoluvTa
pakpoxpovliws Tnv axepaidTnTd& Tou, BSEV numopel va EMLBLWOEL d&veu

KLy8uvoug kat yita Tnv EAA&Sa kat yia Tny KotvdéTnrta., ALdTL upL&
oupgPLBacTixn AvcLs da £EnowdAille eLg To Siunvexég TNy evavrilwoLy

Tns umootnplfsws tns EAA&Sos.

Ap’'eTeEpou n Snpioupyla Loxupwy QYTLKOLYOTLKAY  Kal
UTTEPEIYLXLOTLKUY peEvLETWY Tov HTopE L va oSnynoet o
amogtadepomolnon 6x. péve TnNg EAAEGSos aAA& xai oAdkAnpns Tng

- TEpLoxNS, elvat xai. quthy amd Toug EUPAVECTEPOUS KLVSUVOUS Tou

gAAoxevouv,
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33 ATé Tn OTLypA Mou da cuveLdnromoLlfCouv oL eTxipor uas
6TL n Wleon mpos tnv EAA&Sa 6x. pdvo avaToredeoparikn elvar adiAg
KQL ETLkLV8uUvVn yLX To guvoio Tns KoLvdédtnres 8ev amopéver Gddos
§pépos amo Inv TmWleon mPog Tnv TWAEupd Twv IxomMiwvy wCTE va
geykatadelywouy To TLToixd mepeAdddy Tous xa. va KkolLT&Zouv mMpog To
HEAAov. '

ALdTL elvar avapereBAInTo ¢TL pExpL  To B'llay<déoptio
MéAepo oudeig LoTopLxdg ava@eoel Inv Unapgn paxkedovikou €dvoug,

H Anpokxpatia autny amoTedel SnuLovupynpa Tou TLIciopouU
TNG OTTALVLKAG EMoxHS kaL elvar. To TedsguTtalo xat&Aolmo Tou
OTQXALVLKOU CUCTHHATOS oTnv Eupdmn.

Exoupne emavaiA&BeL kat& xdépoov 6IL To kpatldio quitd
KATACKEVETENKE HE CUYKEKPLHEVES OKomLpdTnTsg cmd Tov TlTo xat Tov
It&ALtvy. Ou oxomipdédInres Qurés elxav oqv Evauopa Tnv emtdeTikn
PLAodopla Tou KOHHOUVLOHOU £LS Bd&pos Tou 18Te £Agudépou xdapcy
KQL TnRY vdome(non Twv emexTaTtikwyv mpodéogewv tou, H EAA&S, amo To
B’llayxoopio TMéAepo ouvépeue pE T xAT'ETOXAY GCKANPOTUENVLKE
KOHHOUYLOTik& xaleoTwta kat ametélece Tmpomupyto Tou NATO otnv

1 @avT(Xxpouon Tou KOoppouvLOpoU, 8a ATav TpayiLko, TN OTLYUH mou o
. KOUHOUVLOHOS e5ouSeTepudnke, ot guupayxot kat Ee€TxlpoL pas va
EMLTIPEWOUY TNV emMLBlwon Tou TeAsutclou QUTOU UToAelpucTes TRS
OTaALYLKNS L8codoylag £vavTi Twv xuplwy edvixdv oupgepdvVTWY  TNG
EAA48og. Autfh elva. pta Si&otaan <nv  omola xappla EAAnvexn

KuBépynon Sev_da_umopouas_va .cENyACSL CTOY_EAANVLKE_AQ& e oo oo
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4) Ymé to puws Twv avwuTépw cvapévoupe Qmd Tous £Talpous pasg
6t. da ovaduloouv TNV gofapdTnIa ITNS KaTaAoTdosws kat dJa JdeAfcouv
va adKNoouY Inv  ETMLppoR Toug mpo§ TX Lxkémia woTe va Sexdouv To
ouvodo Twy dpuwv mou €xc. déoelr n KouvéTnTa amo Tus 16 Asxeufpelou
Kat emavedaBe atig 2 Maliou oTo GUIMARAES.

Aev apxkel va ylvovraL SiaxnpuZeig pe dpous, TPEMEL va
aokndel kaL ev ToiLs Wp&yuwadt WLECN yiLa TRV GWoSoxn Twy dcwv,
Tp&yua Tou 8ev EXeL ylver péxpe Twpa.

5) H "ZTupguvla tou MAASTRICET 8eom(lsL TNV KolLVvR £BwTeEpLkh
moAtTixf. Eivar yvwotd 6tL n EAAESa SLapwvoUdge HE TLS amMéWeELg
GAAdwv  eTalpwy TN ouvapws peE TNV xplan otn ClouykoGiaBla, «xelaon
Tou £(XE XAL E€XEL ONUAVTLKES EMLUATWOELS yLa TN XWPpa uag. KoTdégo,
~ 0To TmWAxloLo TnS véag oiLioco@las Tnsg eupwnaikAs €vwans Sexdfxaue
L ova oubraxaoupa HE To evpwmaikd consensus. AvVT(OTpopa OpWS, EXOUME
i TNy amalTtnon o. eTalpolL pas va mapakoAoudAcouv TNy E€AANVLIKA
. EMLXELPNUATodoyla oe éva Jéua, To omolo - MLOTEUoUHE Exel YLiVEL
L @vTLAnTTd - amotedel pHEilov £dvikd Jépa. ALéTL Quth auTn n évveLa

Tou consensus anatTel gefaopdv mpos Ta JwTLkd OuUp@EpovIa Twv

ETAlpWY XL LEPEPXNOLY TWY AVILKPOUOMNEVWYV aTéWEWY €16 TQ mAaloLa
. ITng WoALTLkhg guvepyaolas. AAdws n  emlitevils Tou Ja QameT£Act
! povdSpopoayv aupLBdiovu aflag. Elvar 8g @uoLkd OTL  £AAsiyn

_unmooTnp(SEWS _pHas. amd_Tous _eTalpous.pas. da .EnuLovpyhdes ..
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agrzukTalous TpofANuUATLONOUS TNS XotLVAG yvupns evavri Tns Twepel{ag
Kat TNS  OkoMLPAETNToS HLAS XxolVvAS ETZWTEPLKAS ToALTLKAS Tng
RKoLvdtnTog,

MHETZOTAKHZ
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APPENDIX VI

The flag that FYROM's Parliament adopted on Tl August 1992 and an ancient
representation of the Vergina Star.

Source: Hellenic Foundation For Defense and Foreign Policy, 1993: 1L
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C.oldcn laniAX hearing King PluUp's relics. Cover decoraled with the Macedonian dynasty's
ciuhlciii. a 1(hray sun.
[Ai;gnc. Macedonia. Greece. 4t/t ceninnj I3.C.)

mm?>rn

Skopje's new national Hag, usurping the ancient Macedonian dyna.sty's ciiihlerii
(SkoijJc. 1902 A.n.)



APPENDIX IX

Previously unpublished letter that Greece’s Foreign Minister Michalis
Papaconstantinou sent to his EPC counterparts on 12 October 1992,
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minister for foreion affairs

Athens, October 12, 1992

I am writing to you with some urgency to express my
Prime Minister's as well as my own serious concern at the
following developments today with respect to the issue of
Implementary Regulation 2725/92.

We are informed that at a meeting earlier this
morning of the Working Group "Mediterranean", the Commission
made known to the members of the Group that Skopje have
refused to accept use of the seals "F.Y.R. Macedonia", as
agreed by the General Affairs Council 1in Luxembourg (5-6
October), unless two additional conditions that they have set

are met.

Further, we are told that the representative of the
Presidency, on behalf of eleven member-states of the
Community, appealed to the Commission to proceed to a
modification of the Implementary Regulation.

What is more disturbing however, and indeed
disappointing, 1s that the position taken by the Presidency is
tantamount to a reversal of the agreement reached by ourselves
in the General Affairs Council last week.

In view of the above, and to the extent that we
consider our agreement in the General Affairs Council of
critical importance, I would urge you to reconsider the
position adopted by the Presidency at the Working Group level
and allow the Implementary Regulation to stand as adopted by
the Commission and published in the Official Journal of the
European Communities (JO L276/18 of 19 September 1992).

Michael Papaconstantinou

The Rt Hon. Douglas Hurd, CBE, MP.,
Secretary of State for Foreign

and Commonwealth Affairs,

London.
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APPENDIX X

Previously unpublished speech that Greek Foreign Minister Michaiis
Papaconstantinou gave during the crucial meeting of New Democracy’s
Parliamentary Group on 21 October 1992.
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ABnva, 20 OxtwPplou 1992

LHMEIA [APEMBALEQZ

EZEAIZEIL ITO OEMA TQAQN ZIKOUOIQN

H eunpeudrtne Tne avayvepldewg tTNe Anuoupatiag Tov
Tkoniwv B8ev unopel va Stapuegetl audun enl wawpdv. H urno-
HovA Twv eTalpwv upcc Selyxvet STl nduntetac . Yrndpxet ubv-
Suvog €0Tw naL av oto EStuBolpyo Sev Tpomonounbel n andgacn
Tng AtooaBavog, opLouévol eTalpot va entdLofouv va Siacond-

gouVv TO consensus.

Kat © and eAAnvixng NAEUOAC AAAWCTE E€YXOUUE ENAVELANU-
pévee vnoyveaupnlioest 4TL elvatl oxdnipgn n avayvopLon Twyv IKo-
nf{wv to TaxUTtepo Suvatdv. . Ynd Toug dpoug BeBalwec nmou €xouv
5ex8el ot 12 aotig 16 AeueuBplou 1991 uaL otn IUvoSo Kopuwng

Tng AtocoaBo vocg.

Mioteovune &TL n avayvdpLon npéns. va enédber To Taxl-
Tepo AxXL SLdTL SLapalvovTat KUvSuvolL MoAeuluilc enpAfewg oTo
cowTEPLUE Tou £8dwouc auTob § SLaonaoTtiuéc TAoelg B aubua
HUBEPUNTLUN anooTalBeponoinon. H avayvopion eilvat avayuata
apevde Yia va naldost auIf N AVOUAAN HaTdoTaon oUuowva UE
To ALeBvégc AlMALO HAL APETEPOU, HUplwg, wote va Sofel 7
SUVATSTNC OTO HPEAT(ELO QUTS VA AVUTLUHETWRNLOEL TLg entBorég
nov uweogonpdBeoua ﬁ‘uauponoéesoua enwdlovTatr eLgc Pdpog Tou.
H EAAEC Ba npéner va entduouet Tnv entBlwon xaL. TNV €dw-
TepLun otabBepdTnTa TOoUu HEaTLE{ou @oTe v’  anoTeAfédel éva

uYLéc niTTapOo oTa Baimxdvia.

H BoeTavviHA [poebpla wnataBdAle. npoondferec &GoTe va
Byolue and To abLélipso. Kiveltar enl tnc op8ic Bdoeowg,
EQAPUOYNE TNC Anoedoewc TINg ALooaBdvoc. Audua Sev unap-
XOUV antd gTouLXela yLa To TL Ba anoddoceL n npoondBeia ToOU
péocBu n. O NnA. Bplouetar o encen palld pac. Tou Yvw-
otonotolUue pe enlTtaon TLC EAANVLHEG B€ogelg oe &, TL apopd
Tnv ovouaci{a (MaL Tnv avdyun EQAPHOYAC dAwv Twv anpelwv

Tou naxétou MOuvéipo).

318



And nAcupdc Tou u. HURD uUeTéwepe uaL autdc To Qwatd
rilua Tng KoiLvdtntag agrtov . GLIGOROV. ToUto €xel L&Lal-

Tepn onuaoia.

LTo npdoeato HoLvoTLUG Yelpa twv YOEE oTo MrépuLvynxau,
dtav o Aavdc YHOEZ enavégpepe duaipa xaL dwouga To Bépa Tng
avayvewpLoewg €AaBe tnv Séouoa andavinon tdco and Tov BEAYO
ouvdbedpd pou dogo mat and Tov Bpetavvud pdebpo. B€Aw va nw
pBE auTtd 4TL nNapd OPLOUEvVEC EvTUNdgeLg nou &iSovtalL and Tov
TOno oL eAAnvinég Béoelc €xouv Bepuodg . unooTnpLurteg oTo

mialolo Twv 12.

To 6€ua TnNC XPNOLUWOMOLACEWC Twv gppay(dwv olupwva UE
Tov EXTEAeoTLHS Kavowioud TtTng COMMISSION wat oubéva Tpdno
Sev mpénet va Bewonfel STl anotelelnedupLua yia Tnu eniiuon
Tou BEéuaTtog Tng ovoucoliag. AnoTelel £va Teyxvoupatind npd-
BAnua To onoto oghpepa emMLAVETAL LKAVOMOLNTLHA YLA TLE €AAN-

viHée andyerc.

Yrevluul{Tw 6TL n EAAAC amopdoLce va avadTetAst In pon
neTpeAatlov npog TLe TLouvYHooAaBLKrEC Anuoxpatlieg JOYL cav
LETPO HaTd Tov Iuonlwv aidd npo¢ €gacediion 4&TL oL Anuo-
HPATLEC AUTEC Sev Ba éonayav TLC HUPRTELE EvavTlL Tng Vvéag
CLouYHooiaBiac. Autd To Teleutalo onuelo £Empene, HaTd

wopLo Adyo, va efacpaiicBel{ and Tnv KoLvdIinta.

Exoule enavetAnuuévec &nidoet 8dtL n EAAEg, oTo nAaloio
T™nge wukooowtdg nou mnpoavépepa, ouSénote BéAnce va AvaoTel-
AEL QVOBPWMLOTLHA, . EMLOLTLOTLKN N AAAn PonfeLa npog Ta
Iudnia, audpa kat Tn cuvepyadia UHE TRv EOK npoc URooTRELEN
Tne HAuSwvLTouévne OLMovopliac Tov Ixoniwv. Acgalog 6ev
e{vaL UE ToOVv oLuovouLud oTpayyaiiaud an 8a nelcoune TNV

Iuontavy nyeola va evddoet oTa Slmara erinvind aLThUATx.

8a MPEENeL va onuetdcw OTL n euplTEEn MOALTLUHY HaC
gvavTL Twv IZuonlwv €xel apxloet v’ anobi{SeL wnapnodg, anduc

KL OTO ECWTEPLHS Tou upatLdlou auTtol.

[dpénelr va ouVELSNTOMOLNCOUUE TL ENLNTOCELC EXEL N NO-

ALTUHA HAC OJTOo e0wTePLHd Twv Tuonlwv. Aev npéneL ve nopd-

/-7
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BAEMOUNE TLE NLECELC ot onoleg aouolvIaL oTnv nYeola Tou
upatt8{ou uaL TNV dAn atpdoparpa evidvwv [UHOOEWV TOU an-
HELGVOVTAL. Kal auTth n nIuxnd- éxet L&LalTtepn onuacglia Tnv
onola 6&ev .noénsu va napapeptoune €dv B€loune va €XOoUUE
pia oAouAnpwuévn etuxdva TS SuUVALLKAC nou BEAoule va &npt-

oUPYHCOULE .

ApreTol wWOMAOL OLHOVoURLKOL HaL ToALTLHO  Bewpoldv
avayxala Tnv eniluvon Tou CnTAMaAToC TNg ovouadiag doTe
v’ apxloouv oualéc oLHoVOoULHEC GoooAndieg ue Tnv EAAEEa
ge TéToLo onuelo pdiioTa Gate o (6Log o GLIGOROV va uatay-
yelder doouc MEoB&AAOUV TNV AVAYKHN MapAXWPENJEwV nEcg

gegelpeon Alosowc.

Luyxedveg HE TNV Spoactnpia napéuBaon TNE StTAQUATLHNAE
unnpealag éxeL anogweuxBel n el{codogc Twv Iuonliwv o SLdyo-
pougc SiLeBvelg Opyaviouolg. Npdowata pdiLoTa n  €AANVLH)
uebd8evon eixe ocav anotéleoua o MALESKI, Aeyduevog YIEES

Tov Iuonlov, va un ylver Seutd¢ oto NATO, dnwg elxe TnTAoeL

Ta Ixénia ocuvaloBdvovIatL OA0 HAL REPLOTITEPO TNV AHO -
pédvwon oInv onola Touc uataditudlouue. [poonaBioaue va en-
peTailievBodue, dbo0o unopolue, Ta aTONAMHATE TNE IHOonLavig
Strieuatiag. EToL, éxsu vyiveL moLVA nenolBnon ava TInv
veriAto 6Tl Ta Iudma, napd ndoa nOLun 8govroloylia , HannAel-
8nuav Tov'HALo Tne Bepyl{vag' ITo onuei{o nou uat autdg o
K. MALCOLM nolU éypawe To YvwoTtd A&pbpo oto SPECTATOR na-
pebéxBel 4TL n andgacn autn ATav avdnTtn HAL ECPAAREVN HAL
dTL To VMRO €E€xeL dSvrtwg OBLaTtundoel €e£8a@LuéEC SLEMSLUNCELG
gvavTL TITng Bkkd&dg.A BeBalwc Sev elvar Suvatdv va SeyxBolue

LU

o ""HAiLog tng Bepylvac'va napaueiver g €BAnpa Twv Iuomnlwv.

Mac pévouv AuydTtepo and &0o uRvee HéEXPL TN IUvoSo Ko-
puefic Tou ESLuBolpyou. Kat’ autd Ba neémel va PBpebel Adon
YLz To évoua mal ev ouvsXéCa TNV aQuayveopLon Twv IZuonlwv.
Zf auré To uLupd Sidotnua anatTelTal n nAnpeng ouvoyxn Tou
uéuuardg QAAE ML TOU TMOALTLHOU w&cuarog Tng EAM&Sog npog

eNLTEVEN TOU O0TdYOoU nacg. EnavailapBdve &tL @oPBduat 4TL av

/-]

320



oto ESLuBolpyo Sev enttliyxoune TNV enliuon Tou. Intnuatoc

8a avTLpeTwn{oouue mAéov TNV Suun uag anoudvwon.

To YﬁEE avTLueTwn(TEL OCUYKEHPLUEVEC Hat noAlnicsupeg
evépYeELeEC OOTE TNV nuepounvia autn va €xouv 6&nuiouvpyndel
dAec oL HATEAANAec ouvBhAxreEc ®OTE To Béua va AuBel xat va
AuBel olugwva ue Toug otdxoug mou £€xet BE€cel n KuBépunon:
&5nAadni TNV avayvopton tTwv Lxonlwv ©oTe n SiLebBurigc Tautdtn-

T& Toug va unv nepLéxet Tov dpo Mauedovia.
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APPENDIX XI

Previously unpublished excerpts from Antonis Samaras” speech and supporting
documents that the former Greek Foreign Minister presented at the 21 October
1992 meeting of New Democracy’s Parliamentary Group.
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A. LAMAPAL: Klpie Mpdebpe, utdngate pia @pa KAl oze Acgpess
gival éve ouvayic¢ eml mpocwmiko)

gas €tpeye

n 81k1& pou e€ixdva. Micow. ve Tw OT1

8épa. Kav elval modd Bapetd n €80unyia uéva ghuepa,
0 oTliYuéc mou axduc o xaBévag 6o’ umTepd-

ayamntol xUpiot

- guvédelootl. EYD grdmnoa xkalt

OMLLE TOV E€aUTO Tou..4dxdua xal ge auth tn B&pRapn dtadixaola, TNV omoiq

via va amomepdBd amd. to umoupyYelo Twv ESwtepixdv

§éyBnka vla va ¢0Yw,
Meté& tn onuspivy -

glomnga pdvo yla To xaAdv tou eB8vikol 6éuatocg.
TN oguvexn avedopd de péva tou kuplou MpwBmoupyod de yeyovdta
uToxpewuévog Ba mw pdvov Alya emilexTikd

Kot
cva¢opé,

Tou XBES, QUUVOUEVOS OTWS ¢fas -

cmd auté Ta omoia cav yeyovdta wpokdAegav tnv moiukédain amddéacn Tou

S1x00 pou amoxkedaAiguold.

Avadépoual noéta sTig 16.12. Ltig 16.12, rploﬁutog'fo mowl g0mvnoa

~ . .
tov flpwhumoupyd xat Tou avexolvwoae TNV peyaildTtepn emituyla mou uTopoVge

va umdpEel, 2tAv mid okAnpA e, 800 To mpwi, utoxpéwoa €vdexa guvadéAdoug
€€eXl&zwv Tng 61dduong tng TicuykooiaBiag va dexBoldv wg avril-

evoPel Twv
va 8éoel toug 3 dpoug.

otdbutope  Tou dixol pag Béto to Sikalwpa n EANISa
xatd moAd xaAltepoug twv dpwv Tou Ymoupyikol ZuuBouilou kar €&n-
70 Ymoupyixd ZupBodiio; Naadlldgetr tnv ovounacia
AuTd, Aéel o Nt € MixéAlg.

“Opoug
vyobucetlr auéowg. Tl Aéer
Maxedovia n omola éxetl Yewypadixh umdotaon.
0 Nrte M1<;A1€%/ive Kbpire Zaucpa) n Aégn WaKESOVLa oxétn wg dvopa TN

Maxedovia Ty Ixomiwv, Maxedovia Tou Bapddpn eivatr Y;waa¢1Kﬁ
Méel n anddaon tng 16ng AexeuBpiou;
S1exdiknoetg. Ovo-

8y&covue.
vrSotaon, Tpémetl va tn Sdexbelg. TH
bﬁ}%‘r , , ’ s,
Ne pn xpnoirponfel ovouaoia mou ve umovoel edadixkég
paoia mou va umov oel edadikéc SrexdikAoerg eivatl xatl n ovopacia ue
Ka1 autd 1o Eexabipiorae amordtwe. Kot elma tdte otTov

Yewypadln évvola.
To ToupkddaoKl Twv ILxomiwv,

Nte MikéAilg, tov omolo amd é€w meplueve o «x.
mhe eivatl oAuepa to dvopa tng Maxedoviag tnc Aeybuevng mou Aéte eoelg)

To glaAlaTikA AnpoxkpaTia tng Maxedoviag. Mol eivatr n edadikh Siexdixnon;

“Ox1 oto LootadigTixi, Oyt oto Anuoxkpatia, oto Makebovia eivatl n edadikn

Stexdixnon.Kal x&Be 11 mou éxel oxéon ue MaxeSovic Snuiouvpyel edad1xA

S1exdiknon. AuTd wg npog tnv 16n AexeuBpiou.

\nd gxel kol wépe B8EAw va mw 6t Sev elvatl dti o1 EEvol ATev Y dev ATV
cvnuepwuévol. 0u Eévor eiyxav mAAPN Yvdon twv Sixdv wou BECEwv wg apuo-

5lou xe1p1otod vmouoyol twv EEwTepikdv. 01 Eévol Sev eiyxav tn yvwon ws

(pog Tlg 9€0e1lg TLG Enionu&g?%uBepvﬁoewg. Ka1 to moidg mpoowd@noe xal
mépuelve va Byetl n AéEn Maxedovie amd omoradAmote amddaon ovouacdics glvdl
4t1 to omolo pmopd mpocwmixkd va To amodeifw, kal miotedw 6T eluan exel-
oc o omolog puuolAiknga, uroxpéwca tnv kuBéovnon téHTe OTNV TEAlkn BE€ON
<0010l ocuvadeddol, xal eipgl uTephdavog Tou TO

ou TAPE Kal To mAlpwoa,
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Amd exel xal mépa €yd Sev mpdxkelTatl va avadepbd ge gnuela, OE OTolyxela
Ta omola Ba umopolgav va wpokaAécgouv BabliTate tpcOuaTa.Yla TNV mapdtagn.

Aev Ba ABecra va plLAAOw Yla TNV guvdvrtnan Tn¢ 6n¢ Maptilou.ue Tov «.

MowBumoupyYd, Tov x. MoAuBidtn xat tov k. Tcoldvun, aAid €ylve. Aev Ba

ABela va uLlAAow Yla To av e€iyxa N dev eixa evtodl otoug EEvoug dtav pe
pwtéyave [xévoep, Mivéilpo, Mméikep, umopeic x. IZaupapd va peg meig Eecé-
Bapa TR AEEN Maxebovie wg cdvBeto dvoue tn Séyeoatr A4 TNV aWOQQiﬁTElgj
Xal EAEYQ EYW TNV-amopplmtw, @AAG wpémetl va yivel cuuBOGALQ apxnywv. Kat

ev 8éAw va piiAow Yia mo1d Adyo Terikd évive ogupBolAiio apxnydv §1dTL eliya

Adén mapattnlel Sia eTloTolASc atov MpwBumoupyd av dev éxave 1o LupBoliio

apyxnydv ©ote va EexabBapioetr n 8fon 81811 TAYalva gto efwtepikd Kal Sev
eiyxape 6éon yle to §€le Tng ovopaoiag. EYd eixe. H xuBépvnan dev eixe.
et gntodde  amd tov Mpwbumoupyd A cuumiedote pec{ pou av éxw eYd 6ixato,
A S1wETE pe av Exm YL &8i1xo. Aev Exewm TO 61Kd@ua va unv- éxovue 8éon Kat

va €lpadTe 0Tov aépc.

Kat autd éyive tnv m1d kpiowun mepiodo nou)xuwduaylxﬁcts Aaumpoic, CANE
dev TNV Yvwpizete auth Tnv mEpiodo. Kal Sev tnv ywwpigel xavéves auth

. tnv mepiodo &1dtt dev pilaye. Autd wg mpog TNV wpdTn mepévBeon.

-
ETrpdkelTo ve pLAAow ctnv mponyoluevn KotvoBoudeutikA Oudda yia to Séga
tn¢ S51mAAS ovouaoiag, otnv omola teAikd Sev piinca 4mwg yvwpligete. Kat
ere18f Bedpnaa to 8épe emeiyov ocag mAnpodopd dti Tnv emouévn nuépa, TNg
mponyoduevne Xo1voBouleuTikhAS, TnAsddvnoa orov'Favtké'rpauuaTéG)OTOV K.
Znuato¢ooi6n)Ka1 Tou eima 611 Bewpd ypAoipo evdyer Twv dowv Aéyovral
Yia 8§1mAA ovouacic o MpwBumoupyds va kévetl, n xuBépvnon va K&vey uld
8AAwon 6Tl Sev Séyetal k&t tétolo. 0 x. Inpatodopidng ue BeBaiwoe OT1
tnv {81a pépa to petédepe otov NMpwlBumovpyd. BeBalwg, Sev mipa xauuia
arévtnon ket efval dAAwote yYvwatd dti1 o MpwBumoupyds aTo Mrepuiyyay Sev
Thoe xav exeivn tnv ardéaon urdyn mou eiyape wéper wg KoivoBoulevtikn
Opéda, tnv tereutaie mpo tav Hiaxomdyv. gt zpdtnon tou x. AAua Tou EAEYE
0Tt av elval va unépfal p1é eddlayn ge otidAmoTe ot oTdon uwag Yla TQ

Ixdmia A Yla tn §1mAA ovoucoia Ba cuvérBer n K.O.

Eaa

Aev 8a avadepbd

"eyh 010 mpwrtodavég alalodu kail grtn odyyuon n omoiw uTAPEE
axdun kat gtnv xuBfpunon péoa pE Ta vYeyovdTa tou Mmépuilyyau. Ga avadepCw

oTnVv ovuola Twv dowv CuvéBnaoav.

XIO-
Eyd mpooma8d va omdow TtOo Baumd rca%itrng céyxvongvcé-éoous mhg éxel TO
, 7, / vd Vd 2
9¢ua Tou mepidnuou Kavdhowou tng EOKto oxetikd pe ti¢ eumopixég cxécels

Twyv A08exa ue Ta ILxkdmic. Ioxupizetal o MpwBumouoybe 67T1 BEV UTOYWOARCAUE,



Ac umofBécovue 6Tl Bev Toug TO CNT&ue. Znualvel autd 4Tl mpeEmst
va Ttoug xapicouuc epeig, ot Biyduevor amd tnv umdBedn auth, TO
EOWTEPLIKO TOoug Guoua exX Twv TPoTépwv, dTav yvwpigeure 4Tl autd

8a el{vaetl Maxedovia; [irati to SnAdvouue autd xatl 7olé& amddaon TO

antBéfsx va To dnlwoouvpe; Kat yietl toug exywpoluei tc .feccéroecec
dnAboetlg 1o Sixalwpa autd TNS S1kAg Toug ovopaoiag 0to cgwrepixd
xwplg axdua va €xct edapuocdel n amddaon tng AroaBdvag; Tiati
dnAadA auth mou E£xetl xé&be

autA n Biacbvn, yviet{ omelder n EArég,
Maxeddveg;

cuudépov va unv ovopuacdfoldv Ta &topc cutd mouBevé
?1atl omeddetl n EAN&S xat Siyxotouel ogrnv oucia tnv amddaon Tng

AtcaBdévagy Tirati ve tefeil xav 8éue ve toug &doouv ot 12 qutd mou
/

’ ’ , ’ ’ e
Sdev mpoBAfmetal amd moubBeva, O&nAadn TO eowTeEP1iké TOUG ovoua;
FTiat{ ve Statpéooure eueig ote 800 tnv ovoucoie toug; Tl elver .

auTtdc 0 véog o0ploudc Tou Sikolwpatog ve autoamokaloldvTat

o1 Lxkomiavol 0T0 gowTepikd TOUS UE x&TU TO Sradopetixd; T{ Ba

avtoamoxAnBolv, xlple mpdebdpe,; LépRot; Maxebddveg Ba autoamokaloldvtal
<al TO vaofcouv.kat TNV Opa ToU exdi1x&ZeTtal «uThA TN OTlyun .
péoga 6 auTR TNV cuolteon TpooTwdBela Tou acddeAiws NV KAveEl Kal TO ,

umoupyeio EZwTeplkdv, aodaAdS TNV K&vel xal o TowdumoupYds, NV

Opa mou exdixkdzetal n Si1eBVAS  TomoBETnon TNg XWPag,hUAVUon NG

X0pas KaTd Tou 0d.€ teptopod Tou ovduatog TNS. Maxedovieg amd tToug
Zxomiavoug, 3ban éxovpe epeig TNV avédykn auth Tn OTLYUAR va

QVAKOLVWOOUUE TNV ECWTIEPLKA Xoﬁgn Tou ovduatoc oe évav T'kllyxkdpwd
¢ Zta péTia ToUu

Tou TeEpiTOU pa¢ KAvel Kal TOV avunoxépnroj
FkAtycépwéd yivape autdcintol ouVAYOPOl TNG ECWTEPLKAS TOU ovoua-
gilag. Kat gipat oglyoupog 611 Bewpel o T'kAryxbpwd Adn 4Tt éXEl
amokTAGEL éva Katvovpylro x£pdog. Eyd zntéw to 81xd pag pdvipo
. onoxépnon} Yrépyxet

xépdoc.Mbd mApaue amd auTnry Tnv TEPACTICL
Tou va Sixalolo—

<x&molo &Alo avtdilayua éoTtw va Sex8d 6TU TApaue
Eyd miotedw 6T1 xataotpéyape, Sev €duvaudoaue

vye{ autA T™n dAAwon;
Tng AreBolsg

Tres amddaon  tng ArogaBdvag xKat adalpégaue amd ta pdTia
Koivdétntag tnv ouadia tng €AAnViKAS évataong xatd tng melpatdag

tou ovéuatog. Kat ot Eupwmaiol amd dw xet mépa, xal To yvwpicw

avth, B8a xoltdve pe pdti avabenpnong tn AlgaBdve.

AAAG elmate xau x&Tt dAlo, Tpwtodaveég, xlple mobebdpe, oro Zamwelro,
Ottt udvo mpo orlywv nuepdv TEBNKE otnv EAA&Sa to mpdBAinua, oTnv
EAA&Sa, to mwg 6a auroanozakoévpﬁs o1 Ixomiavo{ oTo cowTepixkd TOUGS.

Ma autd dev éxouve «&vel €pyo ZwAg o1l Ekomievol; Ea{ 50 ypdvia
/
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amopoéouv .yla dloug toug Aaolc. Kot xaveic Sev umopel va mder

gto otdua xé&moto Lxomiavd o omolog Ba emiuével va
Maxkedav o {dtoc. Moté dev elmape autd. AANG ™Mk gou

d¢an v mpoadioplgetg modte pwe €ve Oxt Siapkelag, we pia wdviun

oV €vaotaon-<xeTayyeiia otnv amétn Twv Icomiavdyv peE TN yvdon

KU aAltws ta 2/3 and auroOg7Boélyap01 Kat AkBavoi)EWLSU—
Boulyapia A AABavia. Me Ttnv amddaon va
tn vaptjiorolinagn:

Q)

iifﬁ
dti éto
uoOv S1xd toug dbvoua,
un Toug xapicoupe moté pe TETOlES BnNADOE T«
€0wTEP KO Toug weuddvupn. Iffwg Tdpa mou cntdvetan

OTO E€5AYHUEVO
8a S10Eel elxkolda

dreBvA tavutdtnte viati To vduipo KaKé Yevdavuno
to xaAd bdvopa amd tn Sradikacia ToU, eelouou Kat ucoa atd TN

L.O\)OT/\QUOF) XOT]O'Y] O'TUJQ OUUSCH.\)EL Kl JdTa OIKO\)OULKG He TO. Kaxd

XPAHE Tou d1wyvel to kaAd. Kat €dw €iva1\usyukn Hag 61a¢wvta

cat €84 elvatl n peydin uag Stadopd. EYd voufzw 6ti éxet yiver
via va oxemaotel -g'éva xi{ua xi1drag

’

! .
gdcupPECN TOU TOALUOU
7és o cuuB8i8acudg SimAAg ovoupaciag. Evd .

evdeyxducvou 6d68cu, au
pe auth tn Stadikeo{a Tou axoAou8Alnke

cag Afw, xUpire wpbebpe, 4Tt

HEXPL Twpa Bev Ba xatadépeTte va UTEpEel xav, TouldyloTov G070

Tpooexés uéilov, véo dvopa amordTw¢ 6eTikd yia tnv EANESa pe Ta

Ixémia. Tietil; a1dt1, xupieg xat xUplol guvéddeldor, ~nramdoacn

ing AroaBdvag mpoBAémel
)
véo dvoua yila Ta Ixémie,fa mpEémel auTd To véo Jvopa va To bdexHoldv

4t1 av elvatl va unép&ouv Badtiora uc

<atl Ta Ixémia kai n EAAGSa. Kal cog pwTdw, aidtvcn "oTiypd mou

Toug 8y&Aaue amd To cixovouixkd &yyog, amd TA OTlIYHA wou avTidékinTa
0To e0wTeplkd Toug Toug Sdoape miotomoinTikd Makedovikng
avtol dev

yvnoidtntag ve cautoamoxinBolv 6mwg excivot 8€Aouv,
]
8a ocuvaivéoouv moté oge véo dvoua ywpi¢ A oldkAnpo"TuAua TNS

AéEng Maxebovia, yia va unv cag Tw tnv Xetp{otn exdoyxh, va ueivou-

HE TeAlK& pe tn Makedovia oTo ecwTepikd xat to mwpdnv [touykooAaBi-

ki anuoxoati{a tng Maxeboviag ogto &ABev xatvodpyilo toug dvoua. “Oia

avtd, duwg, onpeivouvkatr xétt @AXo. Znuaivouv Bapltatn ueciwon

tou xUpoug uag oto eEwTteptkd xal 1dtai{tepa ogta Baikévia, T OTlYUN

uditota mou cuvduaopoi SUVAHEWV OTn YElTOVl& pag €mlS1LwWKOUV TN

MeysdAn AXBavia xat tn MevédAn Bouldyapia.

Kot axdpa ypdute <atl autd: Oa €xovue dhoer epueic to Sixafwua ota

tnv Tpomaydvda Tou¢ yia tnv Umepén SABEV

TAaB1xkAG wetovétnTag otnv EAAGda, adol eguciy o: {5101 Ba éyovue

guunBeite pe, Maxkeddveg tou eodwtepixod xal MaxedOveg

fkdmia va avebBepudvouv

Snulovpynget,

Tou €fwTepikod. MiAdw, Xoimdv, Yia Tn peiwon Tou gBvixod xlooug.
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Exd xat pra &AAn wAnpodopia. Le tercutala cuvévrnon(‘nal avTh

amodgivdeTal, xatl 8dev plldw via Tnicypadipeta €1d1kod xe1plouald,

xOple mpdedpe, unv mder-ekE{ o voig oag) ge teicutata guvdvtnan
T -'1/" ’ 2.0

0UPpYOS Twv EEmTEDLvaJO K. llemaxwgTavtiyoy, ue tov .
{onua mwep(

mou £ixg o v
oV LKOoukpedTaTnY Aucpixh, avedépbnke
TAn ovopaoia. “Omwg

grpatnyd
e rd

¢ umoXwPNOEws TNS EAXddog ue
/ , ,

1aTPAYRATEUONS Ue TOV mid gexabBapo

¢ IXCET

BAémete €
tpdTo  To Bfua tng 81mAAS ovouaciag. AANE Ga gag SiraBdow fva
Eyyopado nuvxekégvdépqséeun:o_nou urope{ va 1o Bpel o npéfog
€ £fwua ard tov IoGAto ToU

<AntApeg, To omolov
“\Me evTodq tou wpuBuToupyed

<. Tzodvn. Kat

O wépa, yia va petadépel oploué-

gAtnos va Set
Rl

va mpdyuata OTOV vVal avdykn o K. XepvTt va Hetadd-

gelsTn cxowtayﬁ TAeupd xatd tnv exel em{iokeyd tou &TL n EXAde
€xel kdvel Adn ueydAn mapexdenon ue tnv amodoxd Tou Simiold
ovéuetog. Kat wg ex todtou 0 K. TkAtyxdpuwd wpémelr va npoBsf
gc aveyxaleg mapaywpAgelg kel autdc.

oS-

“Eve onuclo exdpa: Eime o mpwbumoupyds yie tnv tedeutaia obokedn
mou eixe eyw pe tov MTivelpo, xal to uetéoepe cwotd, 1n Ampiiiou,

exel mépe elyape xepdlioetl ToAA& wpéyrete. Hpdtn ¢o0pd avadéplnke |,

}
To 8éua £5d. Eyd Sev eiyxa utAAogel woté€ olte via auté. Avedépbnxke

CALEPE Kal €UXAPLOTA Tov mPpdedpo. AXAE Eéyxaoe va mel xal éva
tétapto 8éua mwépav ewd tnv amddaon tng 16n¢c AexeuBpiou wou
kavévioge tdte pe tov Mivéilpo, dniadi dieg ot BoABEleES Ol KOLVOT L-
kéc mpog Ta EIxémie va WeEPpVAVE QTOKAELCTiKE awd Tnv4EAAd6a. Kat
Ba ABela va mAnpodopnbd, xUpte wpdedpe, dEleg aUTESC ot - ONUAVTILKES
s KQTGKTATELS, Tou 8€Aw va miotelw ST urédpyxouv axdpa, Tl yvivetea
auTh TN ¢05ET/ T{ aewéyivav; o0 Bploxovtatl;
mou eixa wel ¢edyov-.

Kdpie wpdedpe, Yla va punv e€maeinBeutd vl autd
Badtloovue

tag amd to unoupye{o twv EEwTepixkdv, Sniaedl To va un
10 ouuBiBaoud oe emituxia, vie wéva dpon tou cuuBiBacuold xal

tautdypove wpdtadh unou chuepa €ival n €£Ag. Kel edyxomatl va TO

. ’ S z z ’ P P z 4
Kt;tagaté(aﬁ elver doyixd va to dexbeite, mapd ta doa elmate OTL

’ ’ 2 ? ’ 2 z *
Sev wpdkeiTtal va xouvnBeite £éve 1wrte amd Tn onueplvh gag otéon:

Ne y{vouv 800 8nidoetg em{onues <at pie Sécpeuon Tou mpwlumoupYol.

AAAwon 6Tt oTdYX0 uwag éxouHE TNV oAokAnpwuévn edapuoynd uTEP TNG

xhoas upag Twv amoddoswv tng EOK kat tng 16n¢g AexeuBpiou xat
BeBa{wg tnv ambéaon tng AroaBévag ; kopudaia, uia olokAnpwuévn

£6apuOYA QUTHV TwV amoddoewv TARTKVpLo GTHYX? éXOUV Ve unv
N . »./.. _‘.



avadépetal youesvé Kat U€.6WOL05ﬁﬂOTE tpdmo agTnv ovoupadia Tou
uTd avayvoplon xpatitdiou n Aéin A Tapdrwyo TNg AEENG MaxeSovia.
Zjduré eiu&t BéBautlog, To eime o mpdebdpog, Gev vmapycst xayulatew autcd
avtipnan. Xpcidgetatl xat pie dedtepn dAlwon, SexdBapn mPo¢ TNV EOK,
6T1 n EAXGSa Sev avayvwpliZel to 61§aiwua Twv Ixomlwv va quToamo-
<aAoOvtat ue dmoto dvope exe{votl emiBuuolvu. A1dTL €1¢ TNV ETLITOAR
TOU TNV EXw €AAQVIKE A ayyAikd  Tou K. TpwBumoupyoUmpog TOUS
11 Xéei: AUG0 evedldaxtixég AGoeig. Mia, n Kowvdédtnta umooed v
anAdg .ve &dninoet 6t givel €toiun ve evayvwplicel ta Lkémia férw
amd 6moro dGvoua emiAégel auth n Anuoxkpatia, pe Tnv mpouwdBedn
6t1 &ev Ba mwepriaufdvel to Maxecdovia o autd. Ao, Seldtepn evali-
Aaktikn Abon, unoooéga va wodue OTQ'EKénta 6t1 8c to avayvwpioou-
ne ue dmoro _dvoue emiAégouv to omolo Sev Ba TeptAeuBdvetl TO
Maxeboule, d}xé 8a €xyouv Tnv elevlepia va autocmoxaloldvral uE
dmoto bGvoua emiBuuodv. Evd gntéw uie 8A4Awon x. wpdebpe, n omola
9g Aéel £cxdBape 6T n EAAGSe Sev avayvwpiget 1o Sixkalwpa Twv
Ixomiwv va autcamokaedodvtal pe 6molo dvoue excs{vol emifupodv
tiere @mAodotate fe aqutoamokinBolv MaxkeSéveg, xatl n EAMGSa Sev

puropel va avayvwpiost autd 10 Sixaiwpe.

KEGZAOTIANNHZ: . . . . .

IAMAPAZ: XCpre KedaXoyidavvn...
IPOEAPOL: Mapaxaid, wepaxadd, xappie Staxomd. Mav amavtdg Avtdvn.

LAMAPAL: Erme1df éyete utAdoel xal ece{¢ ocuvéyxela yie tnv 16 Ae=
xeuBpliou, cag axolduw, Sev €xw amavticel péypt Tdpa . Aev Ba amavIAow

edw.
NMPOEAPOZ= Iapaxkaid va unv ...

IAMAPAZL: ...XQEI&CETQL, Xotwdv xatd TNV &mwovd pou, va avatpEYeTe
@UTA TNV &moyn dc 6n0190g amodEéKTEG TNV €YOoUV 6ex6€i)6ﬂwg eivat
or 11 vumoupyol tTwv EEwtepixdv tng EOK.

Kat)rpirov, T1otedw 6Tt Ba ATav XPAOluo va CntAgel o TpwbBumoupyds
gto ewduevo LuuBobAiio KopudAg oto EdiuBolpyo,ce cdapuoyd TNng
arddeong tne Atoeldvag, va uroxpewbodv Ta Lxkdmia va pun  XPNOLHO-
mo1o0v tn.XéEn Maxedovia oe xkpatixd €yypada, pe wapdAinin éécgsuon

twv xwpdv-«<patdv tAg Kotvdtntag va unv amodéyxovtal tétotra £Yypadw

Tou Ba dépouv autd To dvoua. Na unv mépetr wmiow n Evpdwn tnv

uToypadnd tTng. Kat mioTeVw 6Tt autd e{val to pdvo mou umopoldue va

kdvoupe w¢ emionun 816pBwon yYia va mwapaxkdpuvouue auTéd . Ta teleutaic
TeTeEAécguéva ToU OAUEpPGQ @Aﬁigw va By A@Bog, eimigw va éyouv yiver
~xwvAgeig) clokAnpdvovial TRV UNdCdonTa Trmu Rangeitdn



QoL 1

Aeu

ZyUjCupic -pOEOPpPE, Cupicq c

TrpOTGGn  Aoykp, <ai

neé

Zyd) a4advTug¢ Seucu c:i n %-6ppi&n

dpeaci TToAiTi;<éi ctversic?h. [to

T/Ac iounc ia LAy n Kcivodou Acut i:

70U cita cyd, cdv cyu cipai uc i

UTToxp]:chn, avAcdtivn, néicp;

va TTaoaitnS'l' ate tc a%iuua tou

qcca9api;u tn 6con uou, ctay cy

Z" "wtepicéyv va cuved'/noa' GC :<dti

AdSoi c¢cTTcvavt; et il vcutecpee ye

¢c XI gtAug cec uia TToAiticn, a AAd

a;<cuGtn<E a TIC apT7lpia, e

u770pci vorcyci ctepen d770pn, Ot

,<6ua <ai PC tov

<aAci Acrcii yia tov c.

Kai

va/ACC i

a6bpaAc[a”. 6Gepat

0a to dpcoc <ai aV 10 ¢

’

iCcave Yla va to icooapiGCi pec t

nu Toupcla 07UC trv tapccdA

T\ya(vouyv 6Aa ta Scpata tuv

clA\10 AICcOvcl Aicactnpio t

,uoaAocpn77lcaj Se

fiatl o6cv pt

a 70 5¢i.<vuoAstE ; cCyw

Tle p1 cuput pc AuvT"na4apc_J'\opu opu

ticuv. Eyu voulpu dti d6cv cxoup

i 6itAni ovopeolai uc to picp

GupDiSactu auto

6a

docv Tlopu va c
p p P

Snuio

Tlo u

irepcvépy ciCl upynoc

Gtpv cyvuPtou tautodotntPi 0icGvq

upa avtipctut(poupe tpaypaticd

n TOup<(a -

ouvdocAooi, cupic

67t i

Kupioi

y ia pecva, cita piropu

Guvcidneni. Kai ntav Otiy to

va ta TU. Eyu Sa cAclou, ctitp é

TP U tti 17/

TPUuOUTIOUPY6 m i

ctiotoAni cotciAa o

e<uv Gtov x A AMai

eyuve ve ctattecei ctiupvn? atasSec

01 atoddccil Gtov cyuve clpvoyv

totoici. Itnyv 0tadpopn ptopecl

<n

ttcAi t I:t<n ,cubciai

pi.<poo,<0771<6

10 T cuvdi écova m v

up
Trpoedpoc.

tnyv ]

6a

pw au

tni uéva tou-.AdxiOTcu?

Scua ouvoiononi 6cv x*pececi

Cudoda o6cv cyEi ttcioSci o'autéd

G>bn<i7la ~:<patdu tn ctoixe idéon''ucc'

ypapuni UTroxPEdJCn,

yiati ocv utcod,

2,5

ScuAcutn

w oiatcAcaci XPOvia utouptéi

tou Occepu cticivecuvo cai c'AcSp.o

vAici, cute uttopu va cuvecpynou

oc-uia veotoctia ottul cutn tou

ti n ZAAdoa oav pi.<prT'xulJioa-"cv

6a 77007701 n 151a va ouubi6bd-%"

i

fcAiyccpup, a:<dépa cai atoA

fratcvtep, AlAnce yic Scpaia

a a00P Ac la i, cupic Aaptpia, n ZAAd-'

Xace toapcoo

o dpdépo occg cai va SdAci pecge

tnu cuScpvnecen otn 30uAn oto v(

&uviuyv tni Toupeclai pec tnu SAAddc

Xdyni yte va Aubci ctitcAoui

tted civali 0Aa; Itnv 7hd*cXio

opu va o6cxdd, cupic [Aer[jThpia, to

va dcx9d c¢*pi-GTo tfcpl cupuutoyupn —

¢

[ todicaiupa eutou tou oupSiSacpou

00<0771<6 Fecliycopud. Kai Acu

yictl yvupipu tig pogecpeci

i n cicdova tou va wutocuttoupe

cirartn F<Aiycépud otav tnyv 16ia

loxupoui evtitdAoui otui civai

ntav cpipipei autel oi ottypes

airodciCu. Kai ntav ot types

u utoxPCué6bn<a a776 tnyv opiAla Pas

ute pou, pec tov ctlAoyo piai

3, dctog, ui utoupyds tuv ECutcpi-

-AEivai n poipa tou <dbc c¢cGvicou

poétnta acopec .<ai Bucics. Kai

tai cto tO0O c¢cSvoei -tou tOV tocypec-
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a0i<ai0A6YHToi av odcv
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(xciPP<POXxnuGxa)

IT7?OEA?O0E; Kupioi cuvddocAPoi,

narraxiijaxa VT {vou 8¢ xduw 6uo

TTpdjxn avapépoxai oc

oxigq 16 AcxcpSpiou. Eivai

cxo”con Xcu ixoupyixou
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KYPi-az xnO'YPros- ton-me o-T-r dJ? &*% **-

c04Zn NEOY I'YPOY UIABOYAEYIE QM HPOIEXH OKTQ-fiPIO, AAA'OTI 3EQPE |

AnAPAITHTO 0'lQI AMEPU.ANIKH KY3EPNHIH n.APOTPYNEI K.K, DENIPEL KAl

DETI.'i, onoioi XA7 EXOYN HAn YnOIXEOE! OTI OA HIEIOYM DE.'IKTASH,
EOIPPONn TOYI EI'*"YT-Y, 71TA /G EOITE/XOEI A!<Aln,

\-1TOYpriKH KAl ElJI! -4 AYU KYTPIaKOY.

ry\E:oo?IE, HAPETHPHIE OTI EI Al HAOTOTE

ZTPATHI'OT 3:0.,:KOET
["|JA TO Kf-yiAKO, AAA'OTI O

-m! |mi:v¥Y-'0 LA h.:PaZEI <.“EI[ A!l;|]0\j:]A
r.'YAAX 1 ZTO' " '"IYr<PAT.-".:ELEI EAillaElI’” CAUTIOUSLY
ADMINISTRATION OA KATA5AAEIl KAOE
-OQIOAOEIA riA VA YIlOEOriOHIEI AIAnPAr.HATEYTI KH AIAAIKAIU KAI
FZEAHAOIE |IKAuonolHiH ru TIlI EFIAUEI KAl I1YNA?EII npoiOAQOEIEI
FETAEY EAAHMIKHI KAl TOYPKIKnl KY5£P HIEO01, >nOFP ANN I ZO.NTAI OTI
OnOY YHAPXEI KAAH OEAHIH OA EYPEOEI FIANTOTE TPOHOI AIEYOETnIEOI TON

[Alcl SIATnPEI
HOPEFUL), AIA3EEA10IE OTI

NnPOEAHNATON.
ITHN IYNEXEIA, K. YilOrPI'Ol AXEUEPOH ITO OENA IKON ION,

EfillHNAINONTAI OTI HEPAN TON BAIINQN KAl ITO I XE | OOETHNENQN
IITOPIKON AOrCN KAOOI KAI THI 1YNAIIOHNATIKHI ANTIAPAIEOI OAOKAHPOY
TOY EAAHNIKOY AAOY, H OEIH THi EAAHNIKHI KYBEPNHIEQI KAOOPI ZETA |
KAl ADO THN iKOniNOTHTA AnOsYPHI' AHNIOYPFIAlI EMOI NEAAONTIKOY
IHNEIOY TPIBHI KAI' ANASAEEEOI ITA BAAKANIA.

EIATIKQTEPA, K. YilOYPfOI ETON IIE'OTI EAAHNIKH KYBEPNHIH EXE 1
EnilHMA, AHMOIIA KAI KATHFOPHMAT IKA &HAOZEI OTI EAAAI OYAENIA EXE!
EAAOIKH AIEKAIKHIH ENANTI ''A.M.'' KAI OTI EINAI ETOIMH-NA BOHOHIEI
KAI NA ITHPIEEl KAO'OIONAHnOTE TPOHO THN NEA AHMOKPATIA, ME I1YNAVH
no IK TAON 1YMOONLON, HAPOXH OIKONOMIKHI ENIIXYIEQI KAI AKOMH EmYHIH
TON 1YNOPON THI. YHO THN HPOYHOOEIH OTI H IKOHiANH HfEIIA O0A

IYMMOPOOOEI nPOI TOYI OPOYI THI TNOITHI KO INOT!KHZ AHOOAIEOQI

ATIIABQNOI.
EE AAAOY,T#!"KC YHOYPFOI/EEEOPAIE AHOrOHTEYIH K. HPQOYnOYPrOY

AIOTI nn”*" N EXOYN MEN ANAFNOPIIEI THN --"A.M.", AAAA, ME THN
ITAIH TM".ENOAPPYNOYN OYIIAITIKA TON GLIGOROV NA EINAL
AA TAAAAf"B"KAI ZHTHIE OHQI ADMINISTRATION AIKHIEI EH'AYTOY OAH
EniPPOH THI, QITE EHIAEEEl ENA ONOMA TIA THN AIEONH YHOITAIH THI
XQPAI TOY, TO OnOlO AEN HPOKEITAI, BEBAIQI, NA TOY EHIBAAEl H
£AAAT , »6«Qi?BTOAeriE6M$®9maojBgimiBmam

KYPioi YnoYPror EOEIHMANE, AKOMH, AIAOAINOMENOYI KINAYNOYI
HEPIOXH XOZZYOOHEAIOY KAI YOErPAMMIZE AHOYH KAI EKOniMOTHTA
ETKAIPHI AMEPIKAMIKHI HAPEMBAIEOZ HPOI AnOTPOHH ANAOAEZEOZ,
nPOIOLTONTAI OTI EAAHNIKH KYBEPNHIH YnOITHPIZEI HAPOXH EYPEIAI
AYTONOMIAI ITOYI KOIIOBAPOYI AAAA 0X1 AlKAIQMATOI AYTOiIA9EIEQI HOY
OA DiHEHIEl, ANAHOOEYKTA, ITHN ENOHAH 1YPPAEH. ITO 1610 HAAIIIO, K.
YnOYPrOI EZEfPAIE AHOYH OTI PANIC EMPANIZETAI HIO nPAEMATIITHI KAI,
0z EK TOYTOY, HPOITEPEI, 1IIO@t KAAH EYKAIPIA TiA NA 6 1AMOP«(300YN
ANAAOrEI 1EPBIKEI OEZEII, HOY HHA OA HPEHEI ENOAPPYNOYN .\£ EHIPPOH
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LVAYND CNTIXKATAITALZFDL TOY A00 AKP0L AL2ala KAl PlZ0LNasrTi«a

ITIXE A

KYPICL YOOYPITOL ciaxEAARE ITO0 ILTPATHITD SIOACTSIFT, 20Qlog

JFIETPALE RANTAA QT 24 EIEYPEZAL AMOI3ALA [KANONOIHTILA AYEd, 0TI

£, TA2REYNCYPECL ¢d ENL2YHOYIE COQL NPJEAPDLI SUSH MNIcZE! GLISOAQV Vo
;j ANTANUKPIQE ! ETHN FIRATH YNCXRPHIH EAAHNIKHI MAEYPAL KAl EMIAEIE] s

ONOMA XRPAL TOY NPOL AIESNMH XPHIA, EFKATAAEINONTAZI OPQ
. PIMAKEACONTAT T NQY YAOAHAAQL EAADIKEZ AIEKAIKHEEILZ KAl NOY, AN

AJATHPHOE L, DA AMDTEAEZEL! MONIMO- ZHMEIQ MEAAONTIKAL TPIBHL KA|

ENTAZEQL ETAN MELIOXH, ENQ TYXON AIEYOETHIH MPOBAHMATOI 2A

EIRTTAANIZE STHN IEA AAMOKPATIA YNOITHPIIH, IYMOAPAITALH K&l 2lAlA

EX MEPOYL EANAAQL, ANAI'NQPIZIH ANO EQK, ME QAEZ SYNAKQAOYOET OQETIKEL

IYNENEIEL KAl KATOXYPQIH EIPHNHI KAl LTAQEPOTHTOL.

TEAQLZ, K. YNOYPITOL EMNEIYPE MNPOLOXH LYNOM|IAHTH TOY ZLTHN AMOQAZH

FAAHNIKHE KYBEPNHIERL IT1A NPOMHOEIA 40 AEPOZKAGQN F-16 KAl ZHTHIE
QML AMEPIXKAMNIKH KYBEPNHIH AIATHPHIELl ZTHN
OELH TOY AMEPIKANO ZYNTQMIELTH KYNPIAKOY XK. LEDSKY, MEXPI KAl TQN
NMPOSEXQN AIKOINOTIKQN ZYNOMIAIQN N.YOPKH, AQrQ MAKPAL EMNELIRPIAL TOY
STO QEMA. ITPATHIOL SCOWZROFT ANANTHIE OTI! EXEl HAH AMOOAZIZAE!
CNQS K. LEDSKY MAPAKCAOYOHEIE! QI ANQ ZYNOMIAIEL YNO TYMBOYAEYTIKH
LaIOTHTA <, :
2. E=z ﬁﬂAOY K. YNEZ= ZYNANTdOHKF THMEPA, XQPILTA ME NPOEAPO
YﬂOEﬂ!TPOHHZ EYPQMHEI - M. ANATOAHE, EMNITPOMHI EZQTEPIKQN YMOQEZEQN
BOYAHL ANTIMPOIQNQAN, BOYAEYTH K. HAMILTON KAl ME OMOIMENH
FEPOYZIALTH K. SARBANES, ME QMNCIOYLI LYZHTHZE QAA TA QI ANQ ZHTHMATA
IALAITEPOY EAAHNIKQY ENAIAGEPONTOZ KAl OMOIOYLZ EYXAPIZITHEZE 1A
YNOSTHP I ZH NOY EKAITOTE MNAPEXOYN EITII QEIEIZ MAL KAl MOY K.
HAMILTON EZEOPATE, EK NEQY, ENQOEAHGE!L EYKAIPIAL ZIXETIKHI

IYZHTHLZEQL.

ANQ LTPATHITO SCOWCROFT

STNXARAK LY/
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9EMA: Em!ox.A"Ir ornv Adnva Avan AnpojToO U'mouoYOU F~'Oiac u.V.Churkin,

12.8.1992.-

fipojLvn ouvdvTnor) OTO YnoupYELO EEwTEpLxdv ue Ypuncupydé KupCa

B.Taou6epoO, napouai.'a,uévov , exaT*pojOcv ITpéaBeciiv u.x.rouvapn

KQL Mikclaenko, cLpa 10.00.

fCOpLO Oeua ouCnx'noGGa¢c: Mauedov LKG .

Msxd ouvnOcLC pLAoppovnoELC, K.Churkin Egédeoe xa eEns:

Yv c.pxn, Guns, da oa¢ c¢Cnu xi 6év npoxLdexai va ncd*EL Pwoua

rd npdapaxii avayvdpuon Anuonpaxila¢c Maxebovuac;

fa) Aév da en Lo ICDFOUUL avayvdpiori
ouxe da nooAoiilu-e ae OLadqnoxe evépyelLa npog xaxeuduvon auxn.
evepyetac uag, %wpa- ¢ mwdodpe ou-

AniucKPo x 6ag auxnc ano xpuxec

xojpec,
EpiiJxduevolL. da r.Enyouue anAwc Xdyous
voui. Anx*"C uap axoAoudnoPuv napdoetyud uas.

(6) AEV da anenaouuG anoKxnaouue 6 unAcJuaxL KES cx/oeis Excnia

OxexLKO dcdxayua PLEAXOLV npogAeneu uév,exx6s ano avayvdpLOlm, KCL eyxa-

v-'Aoxaari 6 LnAcouax tucLv oxEoeuv, x*pCp OUCHC va déxei xpovLxd nepadupuo yic

auxEs- rxExuxEs ouvevvonae Is unopoiv va xpaxdoouv noAu xaipd )cai 0Ev m

npoBAenexai anoAnSouv uaxa xo npo&Aenxd uEAAov.
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Lto anuelo autd, Kuola YeLrmcupydg £powInde €dv rjoav Yvwotol

\oyoL yvia onotoug x.Gligorov emiowénrtetalr IZdora "YLa V@ QVaXOLVWJEL

«dtL goBapd". K.Churkin elme cttL 8év eyYvdpLlE QL TAPETHONTE OTL
ZHOTLAVOL €LYV MPOTKAAECEL-TLEATOLY TOUC ERmLOkepdel npd SrackéPewng

AovSivouy.

Luvextfovtag avdAuord tou, Pucog enlionupoc Stcuxplvidge ot andgaon
avayvwp (oewg &év egriuatve wat Ahdyn S€0ewe UTMEP ULAC TMALUPAC, MPOadé-

Tovtag oTL edv uépn elpiorav =no koLvoy wdnoira Avon, Ywpa Ttou da Tnv.
anebexeTo euxaplotwg. Méoxa duwg Sedpnoge ottt &4v dtav owdniun napdra-
On EXKPEUSTNTOC XAL OTL, HETE ALTOABOVE, LHOMLAVO( €LXaVv MEPLEASeL oO¢
a8Lefodo, mou xadiLoTolos onolabhnore enoLuodountunr SianpayudTevon ue-
¢ Toug adldvartn. Avayvdpion, enopdvwc, oxdrneve enlonevon Avgewg, YU’
autd kat toug guoThAoaue Sitdrorvo pall oac, onolov autdl Gév anéxkAeLoav

oUTte xat yYia 1o dvopa.

f‘ 8a UMOpoUdaTeE, guvéxLos K.Churkin, va 8exddte wdnoira @OPUOUAC, TOU
da neptelxe 7o dvoua "Maxedovia" 1 éva anc ta napdywyd TOU; Aol Sexe-
o%e orn "&6unAA Adon" Tn xprion Tou Spou "Maxebovia", TolTO cnuaCVELI6TL
&év Tov aropplnteTe tedelwg. MhAnwe &€xeode xdnoia wdpuoLAa ©¢ T.X.
"NétiLa Baixkavixr Anuowpatl(a MaxebSoviac": €a unopoloaTe va aoXCUGTEz;
Stdloyo agrivovtag mpodwplLvig TO dvopa xata uépoc. 'Otav travormotndouv.
ta Aotnd attiuatd cag, m.X- anaoqaéabro guvdpwy KAT., 9a unopoVvoe N’

Pwola Toug emnpedoet xat nPog xartebduvon ovduatog. Mdvtwg, IxomLa &év

S€xovTatr Avon AitcoaBwvog. MNapaxalw SelETe elagrixdInra.
oy

Anavrovtag, Kuola Toouvdeool, a@ol napathpnde oTL EAANVLHY nAevpd

€e€enAdyn ano atpvidia avayvwpLon, UNEYPduuLge eErc &uo onuela:

1. Avayvdpion éyive xwolg mpoeLbomolnon kat xwplg wag odel €u-
watpla ga¢ eEnydooupe ott timing ftav Addo¢. Elyxaue ocawelc gvéetgetc
otL Iudnia erxduntovionetéd cndpaon ALOTABWVOC Kal OTL UMNPEXE eAnig
YLa xdroLo guufiBacud. Avayvooron cac Hpe nleadn nat SLEnobe mo@gptum,
Yt autd nar efenidynuev. Efval xplux oti 8év uag £80H0ATE gunaipla 0ag
eEnydoouue 6ia avtd, 6.étL n napéuBact gag, apydtepa, Sa eixe (OWS
onoLudtnta. 2. YroAoY({OUUE OTLEC QLALKES oag mpodéoelC KAl EEL‘“Aéev
éxoune xowvd gbueépovta ota BaRdvia. H EAMGg emnébeiEe 1dn u€YdA“ﬁ¢&a:»

-
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APPENDIX XIi

Previously unpublished letter that Greek Foreign Minister Michalis
Papaconstantinou sent to his EPC counterparts on 3 November 1992
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Athens, 3 November 1992

Dear Colleague,

Following the Declaration of December 16, 1991 and the
Lisbon Declaration of 27 June 1992 on the proposed recognition
of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, the British
presidency has undertaken to convey to Skopje the contents and
the substance of the position of the "12". Ambassador O0'Neill
has informed me on the results of his two visits to Skopje. To
this day, no apparent progress has been registered.

On the contrary, there is a hardening of attitudes and an
escalation of hostile propaganda against my country of the
nature cited in the December "Declaration on Yugoslavia". More
precisely, President Gligorov has publicly tried to discredit
Greece by attributing to her aggressive intentions and terri-
torial claims. In an obvious act of provocation, the Skopje
Parliament passed a resolution to adopt the emblem of King
Philip's ancient Greek Macedonian dynasty --a l16-ray sun found
in excavations at the royal tombs of Vergina in Greek Macedo-
nia-- as the emblem of the flag of the new Slav Republic of
Skopje.

Such acts, at a time when recognition is still pending
not only undermine efforts toward good-neighbourly relations
but could well inflame passions across borders.

Various reports reaching my office attribute the intrans-
igence of leading circles in Skopje to the belief that the
Lisbon Decision is likely to be reversed in Edinburgh. They
are encouraged in this stance by certain writings in major
European and American journals. In addition, they appear to
interpret the eagerness of European governments for humanita-
rian aid and interest in medium and long-term economic coope-
ration as support for their position on the recognition issue.

We should not allow such gestures to be wrongly inter-
preted by the authorities of the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia. If we wish Ambassador O'Neill's mission to succeed,
we should take care that no mixed signals reach Skopje.

The Portuguese Presidency prepared a "package deal"
which, in addition to the name problem, could resolve all the
outstanding issues connected with recognition. This package
should be part of the discussions currently being carried out
by Ambassador O'Neill.

I would urge all partners to convey to President Gligo-
rov, in no uncertain terms, our will, as Community and as
member-states, to stand firm by our December Declaration and
the Lisbon Decision. And that his early compliance with it
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will not only prevent calamities of the nature he has repea-
tedly implied over the past two months, but will open the way
for the safequarding of the territorial integrity of his
Republic and for peace and security in the region. Greece
would be the first to join in such constructive steps.

On behalf of my Government, I would like to re-emphasize
that Greece has made a serious effort toward a solution. We
have discussed proposals and ideas that have already caused
much concern and apprehension in important segments of the
Greek public and the political parties. The parliamentary
group of "New Democracy" recently approved unanimously a
resolution insisting on the terms on which a viable solution
of this problem should be found.

Following the official publication of Regqulation No.
3031/92, Greece stands ready to resume oil supplies to the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia immediately and without
limit as to quantities, provided of course that the provisions
of the Regulation are fully adhered to. This means that the
authorities in Skopje must conform with the Regulation by,
inter alia, using seals with the denomination "F.Y.R. Macedo-
nia" for this territory as agreed in the General Affairs
Council on 5 October last.

Additionally, we have said that we are prepared to send,
if and when requested, aid to Skopje for humanitarian pur-
poses, including oil for use in schools and hospitals, without
any formalities whatsocever from any side. This offer of ours
has never been taken up.

We have reached the "end of the rope"”. There are propo-
sals on the table that if accepted will leave no one humilia-
ted. We need and support the independence of the neighbouring
Republic and we firmly believe that, through Greece, that
Republic will be rendered politically and economically viable.
But we cannot accept a decision, which will be a cause for
constant irritation, quarrels over borders and instability in
the wider Balkan region. In one word, we cannot accept to see
the reopening of the "Macedonian Question" of the early deca-
des of this century. Such an eventuality will cause terrible
havoc and additional suffering in the Balkan.

I need not go over the points which speak for upholding
the Lisbon Decision again. I hope you will agree that the "12"
will see it advisable to communicate urgently, through any
proper means, to President Gligorov our unswerving support for
our common position.

Michael Papaconstantinou
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APPENDIX XIlI

Previously unpublished letter that FYROM's President Kiro Gligorov sent to Greek
Prime Minister Konstantinos Mitsotakis on 2 December 1992.
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PRESIDENT
OF THF RFPUOLIC OF MACFOONIA

Skopje, 2 Dr'.r*mber,1992
Dear Mr. MitsotaJcis,

My inlenlion lo address you at this crucial moment for my country and people, Immcdia
prior to the meeting of (Jje European Cbmmunily Council m Hdinburph, has been Urgec<
by a 8ingle nira: it is the ultimate hour for the Ourop”n C.Qimuuitily io_rce<;gnise
Apublic of Mflc*douia! ! "

All condiliocn for the internadorul recogru'ion of Ou: Republic Miccdunia, which
achieved its indépendance by peaceful and legitimate methods and preserved iiic peace thus
becoming a barrier to the escalation of war in the Soudi of the Balkans, arc fulfilled.

You arc familiar with the Golgotha passed by my country on iJie road to its constitution and
international affirmation at a time of calaclisms in the aiea of former Yugoslavia. Wc arc
happy to bave achieved preserving Macedonia from Uic war. The transition towards
democracy has been carried by peaceful political means ils well as Inter-ethnic and inter-
denominational tolerance. For all that we bad, only through our efforts, to resolve extrcracly
complex économie and social problems which are still seriously pressing us.

Determing our future and development as an independent, sovereign and equal member of
tltc international community; we have built the highest principles of the United Nations
Charter and the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe in the foundalion.s of
our stale. We have cho se n jhc Huropean_option and the policy of good-neighbourly relations
and cooperation as priorities. On diat base we have Joined the efforts of the international
"commiinifj~ in overcomming the Yugoslav crisis. We have fully .supported..and__mei_ihe
Europe” Community criteria for the establishment of new states, which has been confirmed
by Dr. Badinter's Arbitration Commission Report.

1 would lake the liberty to remind you this, since there is unanimous feeling in the Republic
of Macedonia that the European Community has not found strength and way for a Just
assessment of the elements according to which, the Republic of Macedonia should have
been granted the widest international recognition so far. Yoil arc jiQW_ facing YCI another
possibility to rectify this unjusliccjn a prmcip[cd manner ..and preventivelly, maybe in
ihFTast moment, for preventing a new focus in the Balkans.

The flame of war is seriously threatening-to expand from Bosnia Herzegovina towards the
"areas in whichlhc' Republic of Macedonia is located, uxi. The history is warning of the
terrible repercussions of such an eventual war esoaJaticm over the wiiole Balkan-area. On
account of that aJT urgen” rcc*wulion of our country is of a decisive

"slgmHcance Torlhclt&1Hty”and peace in this region.
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In ihe. present conditions wc arc fflced with gre:\t difncullics in Ibc economic aa well as
other iields of life. You know of ihc additional_difri.culge,s._our_ov.u.gtry, suffersjpccausc of the
imp~t__~_the_inlerna(jonal Js*i“ionsjigninat FR Yugosluvi« emd_bccauac uf tiio blockades
on the supply of petrol impoaed on us by neighbouring Oiccce.  Tlie international
rccogniUon by the European Community mcmber-Saics as well ns by other countries and
international organisations and insliiututiona, wec arc sure would represent the best way for
a way out from the present unfavourable situation, for (he pence iu the Balkajis and for tlic
triumph of the principles on whicli the European Community is based.

__J>unng-paSt-clcven-mon(h3-w'c have-undertaken .a scries_o.f p(intical steps aimed at assuring
the Jdiropean Community' (hat we mainLain a policy of good-ncighbourlines and frTen'dsFip,"
peace, cohaFitanon Trnhe”Balkans. Unfortunately, The Lisbon Declaration reqiurcs from
iI§ to erase the term ivlaccdomn from the name of our country. This is a precedent in the
history of nations and I>cyond the international standards. This request by the Republic of
Greece was-being .followed .by .economic—pressures -and -blockade;-on-lhe-Republic o f
Matcdonla. In spite of all this, however, the Republic of Macedonia, facing great losses and
difficulties, started a great number of initiatives for a [>caceful and right solution of the
international problems.

I am calling upon you, again, on behalf of the citizens of tire Republic of Macedonia, its
legitimate bodies and in my own name, with an appeal for showing full understanding for
arguments put forward. In the name of a good future between our countries and nations,
in the name of peace and the principles the European Cummuniry is based on, I aa asking
you to undertake immediately the intcrnational__rccognition o/jhe_Repu_blic jofjylaccdonia
bylbé European Commuoity, “d_by your honoured country in particular.

Ii would be a real expre.ssion of rcsj)ect of the right of a small nation to self-determination,
a support for the peace and stability in the region and a rcril step of a preventive activity

against the threats of a new Balkan war.

Please receive-Mr. Prime-Ministcr, 'cxpres.slon.s“Of my highest'considerations.
Kij*GHgoi"y— ®-

M i l‘f rrn rn ’ "I
of the Republic of Macedonia

H.E. Mr. Constantin Mitsotakis
Prime Minister of the Hellenic Republic
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APPENDIX XIV

Letter that Antonis Samaras sent to Konstantinos Mitsotakis on 15 March 1993. [t
is published here in its entirety for the first time.
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O :uvaxuvr [vo MgxoozcKU
poiopp Kudcp™r/jqq
xyapo Mt L ou

AY1VQ, 15 MaptCou 1993

I'CCiiau ()C\: ro Ouvaiov ofdvzoiioq.
Dajzuwc" il *{'vo’nza -ppv OCV atreieXcC pr(Lnpi)<ri iTir.pxnXavrjar}- prtopEt

JICCAWC Vv L ac cuaCcSqrec wptic; opprzvTLKn Y'-* %cr oupqjfpovia:;.!

i dicelpCo’-". ¢'C. AACT %L noXdiLpn Y TO aOp'.o rn*; ol*h¢ pat;.TiapdxaCqe'/J.

10péveiiC, vy r.poo/wpqcecic  -ofitic  veXeutirCa  Sr*Aioate- aiqv/\a”C¢'KavT.

wYKOfLOcnn; aux:jr trjr cv6zr\zaz, ,oijicrA'rie, £ai(i KiZL ~-nOuaxepqpcva, yu% xo .

inXO Kn'Xn X -ty T"»Ké353m%oc  -et »:Avexe xqv cvdeqxer cuxq iipaCn* -''' !
L}

'ﬁc Se xr'i' ko.cxc ", bxeev  ovx'f"."/qocxE cr: ¢l oo”péq- jOuzgwvCeq-

fi; oS ¢" L .r.AY -0A-ii-r/j.;. 0 LKOvop ,  KOLvuvLxnq '

'Ri00qOLa". kAL <+ \c .pvjq;, xo00 oOr”ooiou Mg ot”ciXovtel  -omjq

soiTpooavaxLXlcl'-KC LgX"CA'Tr. ce o0qOcv olki* pou "cLpeXLKq" ouxSeoq,."iXXec.

nCScxa riiviCouv uqv CLDwO”q SZoq pou évcevxi iljv cpxwv xnQ'TvapdxaCqq-;.

*ji xou npoyp<xpp:(: . *e- KO;pere< ncu éxcL ofjpepoc oxe5<5v Cexctexs Co f 3y

A ] 'LT-

ppevur.  UC0C a3, n% .V 0uCjjAviilv  ¢CcXCBu.; v'otq xwpce.

iAoyiKoCi :aza%ov UUL i tge 103 iitrq, ipox: :vu :yKaEplol;ql:-j%Iﬁ;:.#(ng:+3:‘

iiOLpeq O'.ifSwex i, T.q% KuP' pvq;.K.';q loX-.X'-KnC i Y-

1:

Jdiixov, vu, rywT.aXcLipv5¢C KaSc i”ta aup3i(ic:opoij

f@iiOLqSLi. 'ivepan éXuv xwv cXXqvuKiv S5SEOpeuapwy=5y

£XX«5a2 6xv oéx&xaL kel ocv Sa ScxSGLiiojjEypw' KOO0
To 'cCivLKO 6npo4;rj(fLOpa, Tfiou .dpoxeCycy
K.ngg.pqpa- t.chipa .cTtavaxo'l"l'oS."xqaqq- rbiajseliofog
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gov, ..v'aKupwSoiv 4 v= OXCC

°  SnXnTnpu35(i<: SiSpuBoi; «xi, ¢ TxpoBXrjpa-CLapé¢-*""*"ffi
"°3«péd xnv KapdtaCn KkL. yUMC 'Scv'cffiffig** gHBS*
*j|5 jYuPipvnon tnc "Scpan¢ « «v«KP»u(gq x»«po««<;

:AS5cewv «v« vK6p<Jvotvo KopKa, aPK ro p«¢, pc tov'k* "'"teyxS g/~ T A

TftCtov, va Katcu8iv8et 0 outovopta npo* tqv avé&rtuCn wtv tnv .CuaCcS1lKI”*fel
:jgo|3Xn>w wv aoatvtoxEpuv tOLvwviKwv xaCcwv.Kat tou EUnva

dic3¢C KucLzAnKiiKil apcpoynvCa oxn XLtilixgxa* oo

iEAo's, vee iifpLapLa3cL Sporcrrtjca kc?l chozechiazLKd q uiicp”oXlkog

jCc:oxpGTTL(.K6q ricr to Képpa “~(IXop" twv cxv3pli/ruv tou iTGpL AAovtCq c<zq.

iivai AOanév oapcp, KUpLc ripécSpe, 6ti ro kaclOC rq¢ cvdzqvxe ppCoKctaCox”v.'
iip5,u2 tou ouvoXqu auTiHv xwv ao(iapiiv SiayxuvL Sv, Nv: cCozz zirCaqq plp~io¢c-6VL :
& ardiltp autcp ovurcQypagi. q  auvxplIXNK® Xlafigfta xw  OiaSwwv~—xau !
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