Analysis of the role of the European International Organisations (IOs) in the resolution of minority issues in central Eastern Europe.

The diversity and the extent of the regulating capacity in minority issues of the European international organisations (IOs) can be appreciated by describing four major intervening roles of European IOs. In fact, these capacities stretch from prevention all the way to military action. The European IOs show, through this extent, their specialization and their multi-functional character. However, the functions of the European IOs sometimes overlap and crosscheck in same areas and for the same purpose.

Through this brief survey of the regulation modes of the European IOs in central Eastern Europe, a number of general assertions can be deduced. The aim is to answer three simple questions: to what extent the role of European IOs has changed towards minorities? How  efficient are the European IOs in the resolution of minority issues? Hence, what are the new ways and modes of intervention by European IOs?

Differentiation and specialization of the European IOs role after 1989 or the role changing of European IOs

A clear-cut differentiation between the European IOs according to their respective roles can be noticed. The post-cold war generated an important re-distribution of the cards for the European IOs and, as a consequence, a re-definition of the roles for these organisations.

Consequently, the OSCE has gradually become specialized in conflict prevention and, to a bigger extent, in everything converging for European stability by the way of field actions based on mediation by no-coercive means. The Council of Europe is specialized in the field of human and minority rights; and NATO in the field of military security and conflict management; while the European Union, finally, is trying to conciliate those different approaches by developing proper instruments and re-taking the experiences of each IO (norms, law instruments, mechanisms, and field missions).

The European IOs, which appeared destined in the beginning of the 1990s, to act in the same field (central Eastern Europe) have finally learned to develop their own functions in the sectors for which they have created efficient instruments, tested through field experience (like the OSCE long-term missions). Thus, the result has been a natural selection of European IOs functions, deficient activities have been abandoned and those with positive results have been re-enforced. In that way, the OSCE and the Council of Europe appear to be weaker than the EU and NATO, due to a limited development, established goals being too general and the means to succeed have been difficult to create. They have been forced, always proceeding with their goals, (for the OSCE fixed in the 1970s, and for the CoE in the 1950s) to not intervene in sensitive issues (Chechnya, Yugoslavia) and to re-centre their activities on conflict prevention. The activities range from field instruments by the OSCE and the establishment of a series of norms which rule relationships of minorities by the Council of Europe. On the contrary, the EU and NATO have seen their actions extend with relative success. The resolution of the Yugoslav issue and the persistence of the American presence in Europe behind NATO have encouraged the EU to develop and to enlarge its activities rather than to remain centred on military defence of the European territory. Finally, the EU, through the development of a common foreign and security policy and the new will to face European security issues, shows that it is also looking for an enlargement of its competences in this area. 

Two types of European IOs: between observation and action

It is possible to distinguish two types of organizations: passive organizations like the OSCE and the Council of Europe, which have developed around the observation and the following of minorities’ conflicts, as well as around the development of international norms. Actions of the both organizations are few and often very constrained, revealing their weakness of action without active organizations. In reality they can not play with sticks and carrots to target the conduct of states.  

At the other end, active organizations, such as the EU and NATO are able to impose their views on the involved states, by economic, political or military influence, and with the support without any conditions of powerful states (US, France, Germany), their influence goes beyond the borders of the member states of the organizations. These contributions of economic or military means are efficient in the field of surveying and controlling states.

The relationship between these four organizations show us that, whatever their power of persuasion, each of them has a role to play in the regulation of conflicts in Europe, however with an obvious interdependence.

It could be easy to resume these facts in two groups of European IOs: one group of specialized organizations, in which member-states have full power and in which consensus is the main method of decision-making, but without any really efficient way of intervention: and the other in which European integration goes further and NATO, with the unconventional support of the US, is able to act, even if it is between unilateralism and minimal concessions. 

An increasing interest for minority issues

The problem appears very strongly in the management of conflicts in Europe. The European IOs have no other choice than to adapt quickly their aims and their structures to the fact that most of the conflicts in central Eastern Europe involve minorities. The OSCE has done this in a certain way with a new instrument of early warning (the HCNM) and the Council of Europe with the development of legal instruments, which initially were missing provisions covering minority issues. The EU and NATO have used a more pragmatic way but as significant as the other: the EU with the enlargement criteria and NATO as a factor of stability guarantee in central Eastern Europe.

Nevertheless, the European IOs have not resolved all the problems linked to the treatment of minorities in their geographic zone. The question of differences between East and West is frequently being asked, seeing that the Western European states are not ready to consider minority issues in the same way as in central Eastern Europe.

The issue of the nature of minorities is also recurrent. Only a few actors of the European IOs have tried to define the problematic concept of minority. The issue of minority rights is as strong as ever, with the problem of their nature (individual or collective) and of their place. Therefore, a real minority law does not exist in European law, only measures of non-discrimination. The European IOs want to avoid any definition that would not be consensual and since some member states like France, Belgium or Greece do not recognize the concept of minority, the problem regarding the nature of minority rights is very sensitive. 

To conclude, the question of minority issues management needs to be clarified, in order to estimate if this issue could be resolved either by international law instruments and norms, by bilateral treaties, by special insertions in the constitutions or even by a principle of simple cooperation. 

The mission of the OSCE could be underlined in this field, as it has put a certain emphasis on collective rights and territorial autonomy. Territorial autonomy could be implicitly considered as a way, even in the Council of Europe, for guaranteeing minority rights.

This question will be dealt with in a future analysis.

Efficiency of the European IOs in the resolution of minorities’ conflicts

The efficiency of the European IOs depends on different factors, which are as difficult to assess: nature of the intervention, short-term solutions that may lead to long-term resolution, taking satisfaction of the actors into account and the European IOs ability to adapt themselves to the different situations according to their action period.

What used to be the situations in central Eastern Europe?

In 2003, Marshall and Gurr
 estimate that there are 18 conflicts for auto-determination in central Eastern Europe and 18 others in Western Europe. Among those 18 conflicts, 6 are related to Russia and 3 to Yugoslavia. Only 5 of them do not have a link with the ex-USSR, and 2 of them concern the Hungarian Minority: the conflict in Romania and another one in Slovakia. 

 The management of the European IOs regarding minorities has got different conclusions and different results. But the success of the European IOs regulations depends on the nature of the intervention, as well as on the means deployed and on the time-scale of the action.
 

· According to the nature of intervention, results can be very different. Concerning peacekeeping interventions or ceasefire, it could be seen that with the Yugoslavian conflict, there were clear deficiencies of the European IOs interventions. This said, for preventive or diplomatic interventions, the establishment of close (or constrained) relationships with the concerned state, can lead to a larger success even if the degradation of a conflict could be imputable to the deficiencies of the European IOs to develop a preventive strategy for conflict resolution.

· The means used during the intervention are different according to the European IOs. It is obvious that in this field, European IOs defined as passive, have got less resources than the active ones. Nevertheless, even active European IOs are dependant on member states. They intervene only when the member states’ interests are threatened. For example, intervention in Yugoslavia could be explained by the fact that war was threatening European security. The Moldovan conflict did not have the same interest for Western IOs, maybe because it was further away in spite of violence expressions (Russian involvement was also an obstacle). Once interests are threatened, the European IOs are supposed to intervene but only in the case of all member states agreeing on the intervention, knowing the consequences involved are both financial and material. 
 

· A quick intervention generally guarantees a long-term resolution but this link of causality is not systematic, efforts of the European IOs have to be in this sense regular and continuous to guarantee a complete resolution. European IOs have often reacted periodically according to mediatic intensity developed and not in a continuous and durable way. Only the OSCE with the long-term missions has tried to act differently with the time variable but the length of those missions does not only depend on the OSCE. 

New possibilities in the choice of intervention

It appears that the choice of intervention is often guided by the same principles in the four IOs. These choices depend of the assent of member states but also on the interests of member states to act, bearing in mind that the main interest in central Eastern Europe is stability. If previously it was easier to stigmatise state member to not act in an interethnic conflict, today things have changed. Minority conflicts are no longer excluded from IOs agendas when they deal with European stability. Interests of states are more difficult to define because, in Europe, they are linked to each other. Instability in Eastern Europe may have consequences in Western Europe, thus the sudden awareness of Western Europeans of minority issues.

This security issue touching the entire Europe is easily detectable in the NATO intervention in Serbia. European stability was the origin of this intervention and it has made a new precedent: states’ interests do not to have to be directly threatened, but indirectly. 

A new interventionalism

The international interventionist role of the European IOs has changed. If previously the central dilemma of the European IOs could easily be presented as being a confrontation between will and rights, and as being the preservation of national sovereignty (dilemma well represented by the Helsinki Summit in 1975)
, however this is not as powerful as before. The European IOs have the means to go beyond this problem and intervene independently from the issue of national sovereignty, due to a number of reasons. First of all, because the European IOs are more and more inclusive, and the states are more or less required to apply for membership: the OSCE and the Council of Europe include most of the European states; NATO accelerated its enlargement at the end of 2002; and the EU is on its way to enlarge as well. Most of the European states will belong to these four OIs, and one of the consequences is a development of the integration process to the detriment of intergovernmentality.

Following this development, these European IOs have developed new instruments to allow going beyond national sovereignty. It was visible in that the OSCE could impose its observations missions (even if it limited, see the example of Chechnya), and it had been the first to call this principle into question in the case of human rights violations. The EU has also been able to make important sanctions among states which would not respect some principles (Austria) and NATO can practically intervene in a non-member state if the security of a member state is threatened (Kosovo). The European IOs have taken an important step of deepening their integration to the detriment of sovereignty of their member states, which could let them intervene in a decisive manner everywhere in Europe.

To conclude, the European IOs by putting forward political pressure and conflict prevention have learned how to get around the obstacle of sovereignty in order to intervene indirectly in the conflicts often before their escalation.

Concerning prevention, a state will collaborate easily with the European IOs when the IOs bring capabilities to favorize dialogue without constraining or threatening. Prevention seems to appear as the best way to maintain good relationships with the organizations helping the states to preserve their stability. It is, in consequence, a logic way taken by the European IOs when choosing prevention.

Pressure, almost visible in the case of political conditionality, could lead afterwards to an approbation of interventionism by states, which initially would be reluctant, in the name of a better future.

Problems still to be resolved by the European IOs
The European IOs encounter problems inherent to their organisation structure: they lack autonomy and have limited capacities, resulting in a weak intervention system, seeing that the predominant system is determined case by case. 

The interventions are not as efficient as when they are accepted by all parties and not at all when they are imposed. That is why prevention is the more efficient way of resolution, because the European IOs are still instruments of member states. 

Concerning norms developed in the field of persons belonging to national minorities, they are developed and accepted, but the issue of implementation and respect still remains. This problem could be resolved through mechanisms of control and follow-up in an efficient and constrained way.

� Marshall Lonty G., Gurr Ted Robert, 2003, Peace and conflict, Center for international development and conflict management, University of Maryland, p. 65.


� Esman, 1995.


� Esman, 1995. 





PAGE  
1

