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Abstract

This thesis critically examines the common notion that the process of democratisation
in multiethnic societies is directly linked with the emergence of ethnic nationalism
and violent inter-communal conflict. Whereas generally assuming a positive
relationship between democracy and the absence of violent conflict on the national as
well as international level, academic studies maintain that this positive correlation
does not apply to the actual process of democratisation, which, it is thought, may
heighten interethnic tension and increase the risk of armed conflict in divided
societies. Exposing the flaws in this argument, this thesis offers an alternative account
of the relationship between democratisation and interethnic relations, suggesting that
the former can in fact help to prevent violent conflict in societies divided along ethnic
lines. Drawing on literature from democratisation theory and peace and conflict
studies, and applying it to two case studies, Bulgaria and the Republic of Macedonia,
this thesis shows that the development of democracy — albeit flawed — helped to
moderate inter-communal tension between the ethnic Bulgarian majority and the
Turkish minority in Bulgaria, and the ethnic Macedonian and Albanian communities
in Macedonia. Comparing the experiences of Bulgaria and Macedonia in the 1990s,
this thesis further suggests that the existence of unresolved issues over the
gratification of certain fundamental human needs such as identity, security and
recognition, amongst ethnic communities in heterogeneous societies must be resolved
outside of the liberal democratic process, since needs are non-negotiable and as such
cannot be bargained over through the democratic process. Furthermore, without some
measure of national/political unity that is inclusive of ethnic communities, peaceful
democratisation will be seriously undermined. Additionally, an aspect that has not
been adequately accounted for in studies on democratisation in ethnically plural
societies is the way in which the external security environment influences the
domestic process of democratisation.
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INTRODUCTION

Conventional wisdom has it that the end of the Cold War saw a radical change in the
character of violent conflict, demonstrated in particular by the apparent shift from
interstate wars to intrastate, armed conflict and the emergence of a host of new wars.
Yet, this perception is partly erroneous for, as Caroline Kennedy-Pipe wisely
observes, the Cold War system and the overriding concern about the threat of nuclear
war, resulted in Western observers’ oblivion to the plethora of, either existing,
brewing, or temporarily suppressed conflicts beyond the borders of the First World.!
Whilst the Cold War and military competition between the United States and the
Soviet Union bankrolled many of the proxy wars in the Third World, it also served to
contain, sideline or co-opt the interests and grievances of communal groups within
the communist bloc.2 Many of the conflicts that emerged after the fall of communism,
therefore, were not new but the manifestation of unresolved, protracted conflicts
dating back to the pre-communist, nation-building era in Eastern Europe. Séme
conflicts, such as the inter-communal conflict in Bulgaria, which is addressed in
Chapter Four, were a direct result of perverted communist policies. Similarly, the
Macedonian-Albanian conflict, portrayed in Chapter Five, owed much of its
complexities both to communist-era politics as well as to Great Power politics in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

What the period from 1989 until today acutely illustrates, is the futility of
exercising coercion, power politics and outright suppression, to resolve conflicts. At

best, such means only bring about a temporary settlement of a conflict, without

' Caroline Kennedy-Pipe, ‘Security Beyond the Cold War: An Introduction’, in Clive Jones and
Caroline Kennedy-Pipe (eds.), International Security in a Global Age: Securing the Twenty-first
Century (London: Frank Cass, 2000), p. 1. _

2 Caroline Kennedy-Pipe, ‘From Cold Wars to New Wars’, in Clive Jones and Caroline Kennedy-Pipe
(eds.), International Security in a Global Age: Securing the Twenty-first Century, p. 16.



having actually resolved the underlying issues at the heart of the conflict. For
conflicts that are deeply rooted and whose core revolves around individual as well as
a community’s need for identity, security, recognition and control, are bound to
resurface and demand attention time and again, unless and until they are satisfactorily
resolved.

The premature suggestion that the ‘end of history’® had arrived, following the
collapse of communism in Eastern Europe and the disintegration Soviet Union, and
that the imposition of capitalism and liberal democrac;y in post-communist societies
would eventually result in a politically and economically- homogenous European
continent, has obviously not been borne out by fifteen years of post-communist
experience. Yet, the establishment of Western-style capitalist democracy nonetheless
continues to be seen as ﬁe most effective guarantor of international security in the
twenty-first century. This attitude, in turn, stems in large part from a Western belief in
the superiority of the so-called democratic peace theory,® according to which
democracies are less likely than other regimes to go to war with one another, or to
experience armed conflict within its own borders.

Reflecting the changes in the international 'system since 1989, the academic
focus shifted in the 1990s from interstate wars to intrastate, inter-communal conflicts.
In the debate on the relationship between democracy and inter-communal conflict,
two opposing theories were articulated. On the one hand, democracy is regarded as

the political system (in existence thus far) most capable of effectively and peacefully

* Francis Fukuyama, ‘The End of History’, The National Interest, Summer 1989, pp. 3-18.

4 Michael E. Brown, Sean M. Lynn-Jones and Steven E. Miller (eds.), Debating the Democratic Peace
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1997); Miriam Fendius Elman (ed.), Paths to Peace: Is Democracy the
Answer? (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1997); Bruce M. Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993).



preventing and managing violent conflict.” Typical characteristics of fully democratic
systems include broad political participation, toleration of opposition, equality before
the law and the protection of human rights — features that provide democratic systems
with peaceful means of channelling conflict and grievances. The fulfilment of human
needs, such as freedom, security and protection of identity, in a democracy, also helps
to promote peaceful relations between diverse communities on the national as well as
international level. Accordingly, it is presumed that democracies are relatively better
at managing conflict than are authoritarian regimes, as they contain mechanisms for
addressing disputes that arise. In fact, we can say that inﬁerent in the democratic
system of government are mechaﬂsﬁs for conflict regulation that help to channel
competing interests non-violently. The more democratic a society is, therefore, the
greater should be the likelihood that ethnic groups and other identity groups will
express their dissent non-violently.® Authoritarian systems, in contrast, tend to either
suppress conflict and grievances — forcefully if necessary — or manipulate the interests
of ethnic minorities to serve the ambitions and interests of the regime itself. They
typically deprive citizens of civil and political rights, as illustrated by the experience
of Eastern Europe during the communist period.

The opposite view, on the other hand, is classically represented by John Stuart
Mill’s argument that democracy is unlikely in ethnically (or nationally) plural
societies,’ and that to the extent that democracy is pursued, it may exacerbate conflict

in heterogeneous states, as political parties tend to form along ethnic lines, which in

5 Peter Harris and Ben Reilly, Democracy and Deep-Rooted Conflict: Options for Negotiators
gStockholm: International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance, 1998), p. 16.

Barbara Harff and Ted Robert Gurr, Ethnic Conflict in World Politics (Boulder, CO: Westview Press,
2004), p. 104.
7 Adam Przeworski, Sustainable Democracy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), p. 19.



turn deepens communal divisions.® The democratic principle of majority rule, it is
argued, is thus transformed into a ‘tyranny of the majority’, in which the majority and
minority remain fixed, thereby perpetuating a volatile state of asymmetric power
relations. Hence, the existence of inter-communal divisions can make democracy hard
to realise. It is therefore suggested that democracy is in fact ineffective and
inappropriate in societies divided by ethnicity, language and/or religion, and that
majority rule, political party competition, and an open political system may cause
further deterioration of interethnic relations.
~ Whilst democracy refers to a consolidated political regime, democratisation is
understood as the process whereby such a regime is established. Even those who
claim that democracy is conducive to peace often maintain that democratisation is
not. The argument is that democratisation may generate or intensify violent conflict,
as this nascent political process allows politicians to manipulate ethnic and communal
conflicts for their own intents and purposes, which in turn may increase the
probability that ethnic and/or other identity groups will mobilise to advance their own
interests. Thus, the democratic process itself can weaken the unity of the state, create
conflicts over the allocation of resources, and make the development of fair, just and
efficient government more difficult. Others also argue that democratisation fosters
ethnic nationalism which in turn may generate violent conflict, within as well as
between states.’
Whereas a great deal of attention has been given to the relationship between
democracy and conflict, there is a gap in the literature on the relationship between

democratisation and interethnic conflict. In the last decade, however, it has become

® Donald L. Horowitz, Ethnic Groups in Conflict (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1985),
. 291.
See in particular, Jack Snyder, From Voting to Violence: Democratization and Nationalist Conflict
(New York: W.W. Norton, 2000).

10



apparent that more attention to the impact of democratisation on inter-communal
conflict is necessary. Hence, this thesis aims to contribute to the broadening of this
field of research. Despite the fact that the majority of post-Cold War conflicts have
been intrastate rather than interstate, and mostly inter-communal in character,
relatively little focus has been given to the effects of democratisation on intrastate
security and interethnic relations. This, however, is an area in which further study is
important not only for political scientists but also for scholars of international
relations, as the boundaries between the domestic and international are becoming
increasingly blurred in a world where, what have traditfonally been considered
domestic issues are transcending bbrders and assuming a transnational character.
Intrastate conflicts take on international dimensions as well, through for example,
refugee flows and spillover effects of one conflict into another state (see the conflicts
in Liberia/Sierra Leone, the Democratic Republic of Congo/Rwanda/Uganda,
Bosnia/Kosovo and most recently, Kosovo/Macedonia), which in turn contribute to a
heightened sense of insecurity on the regional and international level. As Kalevi
Holsti suggests, the classical formula that stipulated that intemationa} peace and
security was the condition necessary for domestic politics to “unfold untroubled by
external disturbances” has now been reversed so that ;‘[t]he problem of contemporary
and future international politics...is essentially a problem of domestic politics.””
Similarly, democratisation influences and is influenced by the dynamics of the
international system. A prime example of this is the democratisation processes in
Eastern Europe in the 1990s. The onset of these wa(ls determined largely by the end of
Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe and the assumptioh in the West that democracy

was the only choice for states emerging from the Soviet bloc. Hence democratisation

10 Kalevi J. Holsti, The State, War, and the State of War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1996), p. 15.
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assumed an international dimension as the spread of democracy was popularly held to
be the best guarantee for peace and security in the international system.

Establishing democracy is of course a momentous undertaking in any society.
According to Jack Snyder and Donald Horowitz,"' democratisation in ethnically
divided states becomes problematic as it tends to be accompanied by aggressive
ethno-nationalism that in turn may well increase the risk of armed conflict. This
dissertation, however, takes another look at the relationship between democratisation
in heterogeneous states and the risks for conflict, focusing in particular on South East
Europe, and exposes the flaws in the claim that democratisafion is unlikely, and may
even be harmful to peace and security in ethnically mixed states. Although it is oﬁen
argued that the process of democratisation, as opposed to consolidated democracy,
increases the level of conflict in ethnically heterogeneous societies, this thesis
suggests otherwise.

The hypothesis set out here and subsequently supported, can be divided into
two parts. First, it is argued that it is a mistake to attribute interethnic conﬂict to
democratisation per se and, second, it is maintained that democratisation — not just
consolidated democracy — does have potential to serve as a medium for conflict
prevention' in ethnically heterogeneous sqcietics.. Yet, as will become clear in this
thesis, the ability of the democratisation process to mediate interethnic relations non-
violently is indeed conditioned by the behaviour of political elites, the institutional
features of the democratic system that is being developed and, perhaps most

importantly, the type of conflict present between different communities sharing the

1 Jack Snyder, From Voting to Violence: Democratization and Nationalist Conflict (New York: W.W.
Norton, 2000); Donald L. Horowitz, ‘Democracy in Divided Societies’, Journal of Democracy, vol. 4,
no. 4, October 1993, p. 18; Donald L. Horowitz, Ethnic Groups in Conflict (Berkeley, CA: University
of California Press, 1985).

12 An explanatory note on the meaning of ‘conflict prevention’ is offered at the beginning of Chapter
Two. ,
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same territorial and political space. The present study sets out to identify the main
misconceptions about the relationship between democratisation and interethnic
conflict, with a particular focus on Bulgaria and the Republic of Macedonia. Whilst
there is a tendency to attribute interethnic conflict to the process of democratisation
per se in ethnically plural, post-communist societies, this study seeks to challenge this
view and instead suggests that in order to properly understand the emergence of
violent interethnic conflict in post-communist societies, we must look at the initial
transition phase following the breakdown of the communist regime and which
precedes the initiation of democratisation (or other type of fegime, for that matter).
Anothg:r important factor to consider in the explanation of interethnic conflict in
Eastern Europe is the legacy of the communist state and its ambiguous and
inconsistent attitudes toward ethnic identities. In order to understand the relationship
between interethnic conflict and democratisation, the nature of a given conflict must
also be explored. For, as we will see, whether a conflict is mainly interest-based, or
needs-based, will have important implications for the capacity of democratisation to
act as a conflict-preventive agent in a society divided along ethnic lines.

The fall of communism in Eastern Europe 'gave way to the assumption that
liberal democracy constitutes the only legitimate form of political systeni in the post-
Cold War era; that democracy had won against communism.'® The goal was to
democratise, thereby stabilising the post-communist states of Eastern Europe in as
short a period as possible. The eruption of war in the former Yugoslavia, however;
soon became grounds for arguing that democratic principles and institutions, if at all
-established, were likely to have destructive consequences for countries harbouring

inter-communal grievances amongst different ethnic groups. This last contention

1> Ghia Nodia, ‘Nationalism and Democracy’, in Larry Diamond and Marc F. Plattner (eds.),
Nationalism, Ethnic Conflict, and Democracy (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1994),

p-3
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brings us straight back to the hypothesis, for it is this argument that this thesis
examines.

Two case studies, Bulgaria and Macedonia, serve as illustrations of the
hypothesis. The choice of these two states located in the Balkans' may not seem
obvious at first glance, and thus warrants a more detailed explanation. Clearly, Bosnia
has been the main locus of post-Cold War conflict in the Balkans and although peace
formally prevails there today, and democratisation efforts since the Dayton agreement
have been extensive, Bosnia nevertheless appears to be holding togetﬁer chiefly as a
result of international pressure and a NATO military presenée. Despite a significant
demoératisation apparatus in place, democracy has made very little progress. One
reason for this is the fact that the Bosnian state lacks the most basic precondition for
democracy, that is, ‘national unity’, or sufficient agreement on who is to be a member
of the Bosnian democratic polity. Moreover, Bosnia today is a de facto international
protectorate and domestic politics is ultimately controlled by the office of the United
Nations’ High Representative, who holds a veto on legislative power."” It is doubtful,
therefore, whether Bosnia could be said to be undergoing a genuine process of
democratisation. Serbia and Montenegro, previously known as the Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia (FRY)'S, had until the overthrow of Slobodan MilsoSevi¢ in 2000,
made virtually no progress in terms of democratisation, and in fact seemed to be
moving in quite the opposite direction. Although democratic government has since
emerged, it is still at a very early stage and thus an assessment of its outcome is much

too premature. In Croatia, democracy was effectively undermined during most of the

' Also referred to as South East Europe. Throughout this dissertation, ‘the Balkans’ and ‘South East
Europe’ will be used interchangeably.

1% David Chandler, Bosnia: Faking Democracy After Dayton (London: Pluto Press 1999), p. 2.

16 In February 2003, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia was formally replaced with Serbia and
Montenegro, a loose federation under a new constitution. Kosovo remains, formally, a part of Serbia,
although in practice it is under UN protection. Source: The Book of Rule: How the World is Governed
(London: Dorling Kindersley, 2004), p. 183.
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1990s by the nationalist leader Franjo Tudjman, whose means of addressing the
country’s ‘ethnic problem’ was to expel a majority of its minority Serb population by
the mid-1990s. Slovenia, today the most democratic and economically developed of
the former Yugoslav republics, was always the most homogenous Balkan state and
thus has experienced little if any ethnic tension since its independence. Whether or
not Slovenia is at all a Balkan country is itself a contentious issue.!” Albania, too, is
generally regarded as an ethnically homogenous state, although the Greek
government has clashed with the Albanian government on numerous occasions in
regards to the small Greek community within Albania’s borders. In Romania, regime
transition was an exceedingly violent affair, and the democratic outcome remained
precarious for many years following the overthrow and execution of Romania’s
communist dictator, Nicolae Ceaugescu. Whereas academic work in Balkan studies
has tended to focus on Bosnia and the disintegration of Yugoslavia, less attention
have been paid to Bulgaria and Macedonia. One of the aims of this thesis, therefore,
is to illustrate the important place that Bulgaria and Macedonia inhabit in the political
arena of South East Europe. Macedonia is also particularly interesting as it is the only
former Yugoslav republic that managed to secede peaéefully from the Yugoslav
federation.

Specifically, the experiences of Bulgaria and Macedonia serve to highlight
some of the flaws in the argument that democratisation poses a threat to peaceful
interethnic relations, barticularly in the Balkans. Both states managed to take
important steps toward the establishment of a democratic system during the 1990s,
and did so without provoking violent interethnic conﬂict. Even the breakdown of

peace in Macedonia in the spring of 2001 does not invalidate the use of Macedonia as

17 For an account of Slovenia’s peculiar geographical and cultural position in Europe see, James Gow
and Cathie Carmichael, Slovenia and the Slovenes: A Small State and the New Europe (London: Hurst
& Company, 2000), pp. 2- 4.

15































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































