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The Recognition of Kosovo — A Political Affair

In 2008, about 50 states decided to recognize Kosovo as a legal independent state.
These recognitions were led by the United States and were often debated. Many
countries considered the Kosovar unilateral act of independence as illegal and have not
recognized Kosovo yet. Examples of countries that have not recognized Kosovo are the
Russian Federation, China and India. Intriguingly, Spain also decided to not recognize
Kosovo. This research helps to understand why some countries decide to recognize
Kosovo, while similar countries do not. Moreover, this research provides important
insights in order to accelerate the research in the relatively new field of study on the
recognition of states. The decision making procedures of Spain and the United Kingdom
are compared in order to understand what factors explain their varying outcomes on
the recognition of Kosovo. This thesis examines the influence of refined existing as well
as previously neglected factors, such as close ally relationships, path dependency,
secessionist movements and electoral costs on the recognition behavior of states.
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1. Introduction

On the 17™ of February 2008, Kosovo declared its independence. Several states
responded by recognizing Kosovo as a legal independent state. This recognition,
together with the recognitions of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, has substantially changed
the relatively consistent practice of state recognition. Political considerations have
become more important in the decisions of states to recognize new states (Ryngaert &
Sobrie, 2011, p. 471). However, there are intriguing elements in the case of recognition
of Kosovo. The United Kingdom (UK) was among the countries that immediately
recognized Kosovo on the 18™ of February 2008. Therewith, the British government
was among the first countries in the European Union (EU) to support the independence
of Kosovo. Despite their internal problems with possible secessionist movements, the
British government urged other countries to also recognize Kosovo (Tatham, 2015).

Surprisingly, other prominent member states of the EU came to a different
conclusion by refusing to recognize Kosovo. In 2008, the then Foreign Minister of
Spain, Miguel Angel Moratinos stated that Spain could not recognize Kosovo because
that would ‘not respect international law’ (The Independent, 2008). It is important to
take into account that, just like the UK, Spain had to deal with internal secessionist
movements. In Catalonia and the Basque Country, some groups were interested in a
possible secession. These groups might have influenced the foreign policy decision of
Spain to not recognize Kosovo.

It is puzzling to see that seemingly similar countries like the UK and Spain came
to such different decisions. Since Spain has not recognized Kosovo yet, the relevance of
examining this topic is high. Moreover, there is a shortage of consistency and coherence

in EU foreign policy regarding the recognition of new states. The causes for these




coordination problems can be explained by researching this topic.

The present studies on the recognition of states have only concentrated on the
role of international law and under which conditions states become recognized by the
international community. Only Beverly Crawford (1995) and Bridget Coggins (2011)
try to explain why states recognize other states. They do this by combining international
and domestic factors that can account for the behavior of recognition-providing states.
Therefore, this paper builds on these theories. However, in light of the specifics of the
cases of interest, these studies cannot provide an overarching and complete answer to
the question of why states recognize other states. Particularly the cases of the UK and
Spain’s recognition of Kosovo are intriguing and this leads to the following research
question: why did similar countries like the United Kingdom and Spain come to a
different decision regarding the recognition of Kosovo in 20087

This paper combines both more nuanced existing and previously neglected
international and domestic variables. Factors such as close allies, path dependency,
internal secessionist challenges and governmental electoral costs are derived from
Crawford’s domestic approach and Coggins’ international approach in order to provide
a more nuanced and complete answer to the question of why states recognize other
states. The next section gives an overview of existing theories on the recognition of
states. Subsequently, the theories on which the research is based are explained and the
hypotheses are presented. In the third section, the variables are specified and the exact
research methods are discussed. Then, the empirics are presented, followed by a

conclusion.




2. Literature review

Recognition of new states: constitutive vs. declaratory
The study of the recognition of states is a relatively new field. Nevertheless, recognition

by itself is not difficult to define. Two different conceptualizations have traditionally
been used within the existing scholarship: the constitutive school of thought and the
declaratory school of thought. The first group argues that states can be seen as a state
when they are recognized by other states, while the second group claims that states
become states when they meet legal criteria for statehood according to international law
(Ryngaert & Sobrie, 2011, p. 469; Talmon, 2005, p. 101). Because scholars of the
declaratory school focus on legal reasons, they do not take political factors into account
for the understanding of the recognition of states (Downer, 2013, pp. 583-586; Krasner,
1999, p. 71). Therefore, for these scholars, the foreign policy decision-making process
of recognition-providing states is of no importance whatsoever.

Authors of the constitutive school argue that an exclusively juridical explanation
does not explain the reality on the ground (Fabry, 2013, p. 165; Tirk, 1993, p. 68).
There are several examples, such as Slovenia and Somaliland, for which the
international community have not consistently applied the criteria of international law
regarding the recognition of new states (Eggers, 2007, p. 222; Rich, 1993, p. 39; Turk,
1993, p. 69). This provides additional support for Fabry’s claim (2013, p. 166) that
political reasons and decision-making processes are of substantial importance for
understanding states’ decisions to recognize new states. Based on these arguments, this

paper follows the logic of the constitutive school of thought.

Which new states does the international community recognize?
Although there is a substantial amount of literature available in the domain of the

recognition of states, the main focus lies on the perspective of recognition-seeking




states. Ethnic homogeneity and mobilization, a democratic governmental body, friends
in high places, institutional empowerment, relative strength and negotiated consent are
variables that increase the chances of being recognized (Coggins, 2011, pp. 435-440;
Franck, 1992, p. 90; Roeder, 2007). Although these studies might determine why certain
states have a higher chance of being recognized than others, there is no specific
explanation for the behavior of recognition-providing states. For example, Kosovo
meets the legal criteria for recognition according to the International Court of Justice
and is generally seen as a democratic country, but it is still only partially recognized by
the international community. Therefore, to understand the recognition of new states, it is
important to look at the decision-making processes within recognition-providing states

while keeping the characteristics of the recognition-seeking state constant.

Why and when do states recognize new states?
Some authors do try to explain the question of why states recognize other states and

sometimes decide this unilaterally. Crawford (1995) introduces the idea of domestic
factors as an important element in explaining why states decide to unilaterally recognize
new states. She suggests three conditions under which domestic politics matter in
foreign policy issues. States act unilaterally regarding the recognition of new states
when (1) the decision has to be ratified at home, (2) when the issue at stake is
surrounded by substantial uncertainty and (3) when there is no clear national security
threat from the newly recognized country or its former parent-state (Crawford, 1995, p.
27). Even though she mentions the possible national security threat from the
recognition-seeking countries as a factor, she does not take into account the possible
national security threat from inside. For instance, recognition-providing states could
create a precedent that could subsequently be used by internal secessionist movements.

Therefore, Crawford overlooks some important domestic factors that could influence




the foreign policy decision of recognition.

More recently, Fabry (2010) has provided a normative argument. He mentions
that recognition is the result of national and international factors, because states cannot
become sovereign countries only in terms of their constitution (Fabry, 2010, p. 11). He
comes to the conclusion that new states should become de facto states before third
parties should recognize their independence and third parties should not intervene in
this process (Fabry, 2010, p. 89). On the one hand, this answer gives us a normative
explanation for which path of recognition is the most successful and it includes the
potential role that the international community could play in determining the final status
of states. On the other hand, it does not provide a clear and satisfying answer about
which internal factors help explain the decision of states to recognize other states.

By making a distinction between domestic authority and system membership,
Coggins (2011, p. 440) is the first author that introduces a combination of international
and national factors to explain why states decide to recognize new states. External
security, domestic insecurity and international coordination are the determining factors
(Coggins, 2011, pp. 449-453; 2014, pp. 45-48). States will recognize a new state when
that decision does not threaten their own security position, when they do not have to
deal with internal secessionist challenges and when there is coordination among great
powers (Coggins, 2011, p. 461). Unfortunately, Coggins mainly approaches states as
part of the international arena and does not sufficiently open the black box of the state
by looking at the possible influence of domestic factors. Her study is mainly a
quantitative study that identifies some degree of correlation between the above-
mentioned variables. Although she combines her large-n study with case studies, she

does not fully explain the mechanisms that take place within the recognition-providing




state, such as how and when internal secessionist movements influence their
government’s decision to recognize a new state. Coggins (2011, p. 463) recognizes this
problem when she states that ‘future research into state emergence should concentrate

on the dynamics of recognition among states using in-depth case studies’.

Overall assessment
International law is not a sufficient explanation for whether states are recognized or not.

The declaratory school is not backed up by empirical evidence. Political and domestic
factors also seem to matter. Although there are several explanations for which potential
new states are more likely to become recognized by the international community, there
is not much knowledge on the question of why states recognize other states. Coggins
seems to come up with the most accurate explanation by claiming that geostrategic
considerations, domestic insecurity and international coordination are the determining
factors for why states recognize other states. However, this explanation seems to be
insufficient when we look at the recognition of Kosovo. The UK and Spain did not have
to fear external threats from, for instance, Serbia. Neither was there a lack of
international coordination, and both countries had to deal with internal secessionist
movements. Thus, the existing theory needs to be complemented with more nuanced
and complete explanations for the recognition behavior of states. A comparative case
study of the contrasting decisions of Spain and the UK on the recognition of Kosovo is
necessary to achieve this goal. The next section of this paper describes the theories that

are used in this research and presents the hypotheses.




3. Theoretical framework

Main theories
The focus of this research lies on the domestic-level approach of Crawford (1995) and

the international-level approach of Coggins (2011; 2014). These theories provide useful
and novel variables that can explain why some states recognize new states and others do
not. However, Coggins’ and Crawford’s hypotheses are not sufficiently nuanced and
extended to explain the varying decisions by the UK and Spain on the recognition of
Kosovo. Therefore, this project aims to refine the influential factors presented by
Coggins and Crawford. Moreover, the approaches are combined with previously
neglected variables derived from other approaches. A quantitative case study provides
the opportunity to examine whether the refined hypotheses, which are presented in the
following paragraph, can be confirmed in the cases of Spain and the UK regarding the
recognition of Kosovo. Then, this project opens the door to further research on this
topic.

This deductive research project focuses on four broad logics presented by
Coggins and Crawford. Crawford (1995, p. 8) argues that there are three social forces
that could influence party elites regarding the decision to recognize new states, namely
public opinion, interest groups and media. Although these factors fail to explain in her
article why Germany recognized Croatia, we can still derive useful hypotheses from this
perspective. In this research, public opinion, interest groups and media are used to
determine the influence of potential electoral costs for the Spanish and British
governments related to the recognition of Kosovo. In order to also include and control
for both international and domestic factors, Coggins’ (2011, pp. 449-453; 2014, pp. 45-

48) variables of international coordination, external security and domestic insecurity are




important to examine the question of recognition or non-recognition. Since Coggins’
variables are presented in a rather general fashion, | have refined the variables and
complemented them with other neglected factors. The four hypotheses are not mutually
exclusive.

Lastly, since only one recognition-seeking state is examined, it is not necessary
to include hypotheses based on domestic variables that account for the state
composition of Kosovo. The next paragraph presents the four hypotheses that are tested.
3.1 Hypotheses
International level

Geostrategic
In her international level model, Coggins (2014, pp. 45-46) includes geostrategic

considerations as an important independent variable to account for why states decide to
recognize new states. She mentions that states consider their own power position by
looking at the existing international security environment to find out what effect the
recognition of a new state would have on the status quo. In her analysis and hypothesis
formulation, Coggins only focuses on the relation between the parent-state of the
secessionists and the recognition-providing state by claiming that states are less likely to
recognize a new state when they are in a friendly relationship with the parent-state of
the secessionists (Coggins, 2014, p. 46). However, this logic can be specified by
applying it to the relations among recognition-providing states. For instance, in the case
of civil wars, Findley and Teo (2006, pp. 834-835) claim that states are more likely to
intervene when one of their close allies has already started an intervention in the
conflict. So, by looking at a combination of the strength of relationships between allies

and their recognition behavior, we can derive the following hypothesis:




H1: Recognition-providing states are more likely to recognize new states when their
close ally, with whom they have a special relationship, also recognizes the new state.

Path dependency
Although Coggins (2014) focuses on the relation between recognition-providing states

and the parent-state of secessionist movements, she does not look at the relationship
between recognition-providing states and recognition-seeking secessionists. In practical
terms, Coggins would not consider the relationship that Spain and the UK have with
Kosovo, because she neglects possible commitments that states have made to external
secessionist movements. However, her underlying logic that recognition-providing
states take into consideration their relationship with the parent-state of secessionist
movements still holds when we apply it to the relationship between recognition-
providing states and recognition-seeking secessionists.

For instance, several findings from the civil war literature relate close ties
between the interveners and intervened through colonial history, ideological
relationships and historical ties to a higher possibility of intervention and support (Greig
& Regan, 2008, p. 776; Findley & Teo, 2006, pp. 834-836; Regan, 1998, p. 767). In
light of former interventions by NATO and the UN, in which the UK was a more
prominent player than Spain, we can link the theoretical insights to the theory of path
dependency. Kay (2003, p. 411) claims that sequencing matters because former events
can move a policy into a certain direction and subsequently reinforce future policy
decisions that move in the same direction. Therefore, the next hypothesis is based on the
findings in the field of path dependency, civil war interventions and the before

mentioned logic of Coggins:

H2: Recognition-providing states are more likely to recognize new states when they
were directly committed to the creation of this new state.




Domestic level

Internal political actors
Coggins (2014, p. 46-47) says that internal secessionist challenges are potentially

influential in the matter of recognizing new states that might increase the domestic
security concerns of a state. Governments have to consider the possibility that they can
create a precedent for internal secessionist movements when they decide to recognize a
new state (Coggins, 2014, p. 47). Secessionist movements might then see an
opportunity to use a decision in their advantage by calling for their own secession.
However, Coggins (2014, p.47) operationalizes this influence in a rather general fashion
by stating that countries with secessionist challenges are less likely to recognize
secessionists in other states. This cannot sufficiently explain the variance between the
UK and Spain. Thus, a more sophisticated and specific hypothesis is necessary. | argue
that states have to take internal secessionist challenges into account and I also look at
whether they would create a precedent with recognizing secessionists in other states or

not. This leads to the following hypothesis:

H3: The more governments are challenged by internal secessionists, the less likely they
are to recognize new states out of fear of creating a precedent.

Electoral costs
One last underexplored factor is the influence of governmental electoral costs on the

foreign policy decision of recognition of a new state. Liberal institutionalist theories
introduce domestic constraints and the influence of governmental electoral interests into
the field of foreign policy analysis (Pohl, 2013, pp. 308; 321). Moravcsik (1993, p. 481)
argues that governments respond to the preferences of domestic actors before they make

a decision at the international level. Governments are interested in generating as many

' | have also looked at the potential influence of ethnic identity groups and the lobby of Kosovars and
Albanians in Spain and the UK. However, there is no evidence available to assume that this ethnic group
played any substantial role in the recognition processes whatsoever.




votes as possible to get reelected and, therefore, try to gain support of domestic
constituencies that have the capacity to influence public opinion (Dai, 2005, p. 365;
Moravscik, 1993, p. 483). In order to secure its reelection, governments also want to
avoid making decisions that could cost them electoral support. Domestic constituencies
are defined as ‘individuals and private groups [...] who organize exchange and
collective action’ (Moravcsik, 1997, p. 516). Hence, actors as voters, public opinion,
opposition parties and politicians are potentially influential factors to equally consider.

Liberal institutionalism allows introducing the insights of Crawford (1995) into
this hypothesis. She only reluctantly introduces the societal factors of public opinion,
interest groups and media into the field of recognition by focusing on several interest
groups, opinion polls and surveys that were published during the period that Germany
decided to recognize Croatia. Although Crawford has not found a clear relationship
between the influences of these societal factors and the recognition of Croatia by
Germany, there are other scholars who claim that these domestic factors are important.
For example, Risse-Kappen (1991, p. 510) states that mass public opinion matters in
foreign-policy decision-making through indirect effects. Namely, he argues that public
opinion limits the available foreign policy options and mass public opinion is
particularly influential when the issue is salient to the incumbent political elites.
Through relating electoral costs to the influences of media, interest groups and public
opinion, this research provides a more specific and sophisticated explanation than

Crawford. The insights are captured in the following hypothesis:

H4: When governments fear electoral costs as a result of recognizing a new state, they
are less likely to recognize this new state.

In the next section, the presented hypotheses and variables are explained and

operationalized in order to clarify how these possible causal relationships are measured.




4. Operationalization

Case identification
The case selection of this project is based on the Most Similar Systems Design (MSSD).

Hence, it is important to select cases that are similar across most background conditions,
but show variance regarding the dependent variable (Seawright & Gerring, 2008, p.
304). The cases selected for this research are the UK and Spain. These countries are not
only both democratic and unitary parliamentary constitutional monarchies, but they are
also members of the same international organizations. Examples of such organizations
are NATO and the EU. Above all, the two cases score similarly on Coggins’

independent variables that are meant to explain foreign policy decisions on recognition:

Coggins’ IVs X1- Context X2- X3- Y-
international Internal External threat by | Recognition or
coordination secessionist parent-state non-recognition

Cases among great challenges secessionist
powers

United Kingdom | Similar Yes, Scotland No clear threat from | Recognition of

Serbia Kosovo

Spain Similar Yes, Catalonia and No clear threat from | Non-recognition

the Basque County | Serbia of Kosovo

Table 1: scores of Spain and the UK on Coggins’ Independent and Dependent Variables

Despite these similarities, the cases differ on the dependent variable. The UK has
recognized Kosovo, while Spain has not. Therefore, a comparison of these cases is very

useful to identify the specific reasons for why states recognize a new state or not.

Case-selection and research method
The MSSD allows performing a controlled comparison. In the cases of the UK and

Spain, existing theories cannot sufficiently explain the varying decisions on the
recognition of Kosovo. Therefore, it is necessary to examine more nuanced as well as
previously overlooked independent variables. A controlled comparison is the ideal

method for cases that are ‘comparable in all respects except for the independent




variables, whose variance may account for the cases having different outcomes on the
dependent variable’ (George & Bennett, 2005, p. 81). This argumentation makes a
controlled comparison the best option to examine which variables explain why the UK
decided to recognize Kosovo and Spain decided not to recognize Kosovo. Moreover,
the fact that a controlled comparison looks at comparable sources from similar time
periods increases the strength and consistency of the argumentation. This simplifies any
possible replication of the case studies, makes the research more transparent and opens
the door to further research on the topic and findings of this project. Hence, in this
research it is necessary to evaluate the different hypotheses to the two cases under the
same conditions.

However, this method also has some flaws. A first disadvantage of a controlled
comparison is that it is hard to find cases that are completely similar (George &
Bennett, 2005, pp. 151-153). Nonetheless, the case selection in this thesis shows that
Spain and the UK score similarly on important independent variables and, most
importantly, score different on the dependent variable that is under examination in this
research. A second disadvantage of a controlled comparison based on a MSSD, is that it
is hard to make generalizations. Nevertheless, this research can give concrete insights in
the foreign policy decision-making behavior of European democracies with
parliamentary systems that have to deal with internal secessionist challenges.
Furthermore, because the recognition of new states is a rather new field of study, this
research could provide insights for further general research on important variables in the
foreign policy decision-making process regarding recognition or non-recognition.
Finally, by analyzing national differences, this examination helps to understand why the

EU is not able to generate a coherent foreign policy on the recognition of new states.




Dependent variable
The dependent variable is the decision to recognize a state or not. The UK can be placed

in the first category, while Spain belongs to the second. The evidence is based on
statements of the Spanish and British ministers of Foreign Affairs. On the 18" of
February 2008, British Foreign Secretary Miliband stated that ‘the British government
has decided to recognize Kosovo’ (Reuters, 2008a). While, on the same day, Spanish
Foreign Minister Moratinos said that ‘the government of Spain will not recognize the

unilateral act proclaimed yesterday by the assembly of Kosovo’ (Reuters, 2008Db).

Independent variables
Allies with a special relationship, path dependency, internal secessionist challenges and

electoral costs are the four independent variables that are derived from the hypotheses
that are presented in the theoretical framework. These variables can be identified at the
international and domestic levels of analysis. In the following section, the

operationalization of the variables is explained.

International level independent variables
First, the independent variable derived from H1, allies with a special relationship, refers

to situations ‘in which a foreign state is seen like another self [and] provide a more
adequate account of how one is doing in one’s attempt to secure minimally just
institutions and policies’ (Digeser, 2009, pp. 339-340). According to Coggins (2014, p.
48), the role of great powers is vital, because countries are more likely to recognize new
states when great powers have already done so. In this research, the focus lies on the
relationship of the UK and Spain with the United States (US). First, the US was one of
the major great powers in 2008 and, second, the US was of decisive importance in the
Kosovar case, because the recognition of Kosovo was initiated by a US-led coalition

(Fabry, 2012, p. 661). Regarding the decision on the recognition of Kosovo, the close




ally relationship was either present or absent. The expectation is that a recognition-
providing state will act in accordance with their close ally. Nevertheless, this relation
only holds under the condition that the role and influence of the close ally, in this case
the US, was also mentioned in parliamentary debates, governmental statements,
speeches, interviews, party manifestos, newspapers, academic publications or policy
reports. In order to find evidence for H1, | look at the convergence between the
argumentations and decisions of Spain and the UK with those of the US with regards to
the recognition of Kosovo. Then, | examine whether the Spanish and British
governments explicitly referred to the US in their argumentations to support their
decision. At last, I focus on whether there is evidence from the US that they put
pressure on Spain or the UK to recognize Kosovo. H1 is confirmed when both allies
made the same decision regarding the recognition of Kosovo and the close ally
relationship was explicitly mentioned. The focus of this variable lies on the time period
between December 2007 and February 2008, because this is the period during which the
independence of Kosovo was discussed from the Council of Minister meeting of the EU
on the 14" of December until the actual decision on the recognition of Kosovo on the
18"™ of February 2008.

Secondly, in the context of H2, path dependency is a situation in which ‘initial
events that move policy in one direction will encourage future developments in that
same direction and the effects of early policy decisions will often reinforce those
decisions’ (Kay, 2003, p. 411). This is a categorical variable and path dependency was
either present or not. When members of government and politicians explicitly referred
to former commitments linked to the creation of Kosovo in parliamentary debates,

governmental statements, speeches, interviews and party manifestos, path dependency




was present. When decision-makers and politicians did not explicitly mention former
commitments to the creation of Kosovo in order to support their decision on the
recognition of Kosovo, path dependency was absent. Potential commitments can be
found in UNSC resolutions, military interventions, bilateral aid programs and whether
there were diplomatic ties with Kosovo. Since the process towards the determination of
the final status of Kosovo started with the UNSC Resolution 1244 in 1999, the time

period of the data selection for H2 starts in June 1999 and ends in February 2008.

Domestic level independent variables
Coggins (2011, p. 47) describes internal secessionist challenges (H3) as a domestic

constituency that expresses ethnic discontent by trying to find a legitimate way to create
its own state. Coggins (2011, p. 47) also mentions that the more acute the challenge is,
the less likely it is that states recognize a new state. However, the UK and Spain both
seemed to be facing an acute secessionist challenge in 2008. In order to provide an
opportunity to create a more sophisticated and nuanced explanation for the influence of
secessionist challenges than Coggins, this variable is operationalized in an ordinal way.
A secessionist challenge was high when secessionist movements made public
statements in which they linked their plans for secessionism explicitly to the Kosovar
case. Evidence of these statements is found by looking at political statements, speeches,
interviews and political manifestos of internal secessionist movements and in
newspapers, academic articles and policy reports. We can speak of a medium-level
challenge when internal secessionists movements mentioned Kosovo in political
statements, interviews and other sources during the decision-making process on the
recognition of Kosovo, but did not link this explicitly to their own plans for secession.
When internal secessionist movements did not pay any attention to Kosovo, the

challenge by internal secessionist movements was low. In order to make a convincing




argument | first examine whether the secessionist movements in the UK and Spain were
already advocating for their independence prior the Kosovar independence. Then, | look
at how the secessionist movements responded to the Kosovar case. Lastly, | focus on
whether the British and Spanish governments perceived the internal secessionist
challenges as a potential threat. For the same reasons as with H1, the focus of H3 lies on
the time period between December 2007 and February 2008.

Lastly, electoral costs (H4) are defined as the interest of governments in
generating as many votes as possible to be reelected and, therefore, trying to avoid
losing support of domestic constituencies that have the capacity to influence elections
(Moravcsik, 1993, p. 483). Voters, public opinion, opposition parties and individual
politicians are potential factors that could create electoral costs for governments
regarding a foreign policy topic, in particular in period of elections. When public
opinion polls, opposition parties, local parties and influential politicians were explicitly
in favor of non-recognition of Kosovo, then the electoral costs for the government to
recognize were present. This evidence can be found in political statements made by
opposition parties and influential politicians, governmental statements that responded to
requests made by domestic constituents, interviews and speeches of national and local
politicians and public opinion polls in which more than 30% of the population was in
favor of non-recognition. When domestic constituents were on the same line with
regards to the recognition of Kosovo or when only a small part of the population (<
30%) supported non-recognition of Kosovo, governmental electoral costs for
recognition were absent. The 30% threshold is based on the fact that about 20 to 30
percent of the public see foreign policy as salient (Risse-Kappen, 1991, p. 481). These

people could change their voting behavior as a consequence of the foreign policy of a




party. Therefore, when less than 30% of the total population supported non-recognition,
it is likely that only a non-influential percentage of the electorate would have changed
their voting behavior. A higher threshold cannot be justified, since relatively small parts
of the population can create substantial effects on the Spanish elections outcome.

To find evidence for H4, | also look at media coverage, because this is a strong
indicator for whether the issue was salient. As with the H1 and H3, the focus lies on the

period between December 2007 and February 2008.

Data
The evidence for this research is based on both primary and secondary sources. A

combination of both primary and secondary sources is necessary to discover latent and
manifest reasons for the recognition of Kosovo by the UK and the non-recognition of
Kosovo by Spain. On the one hand, primary sources such as speeches, press releases,
political manifestoes, governmental documents, opinion polls and public statements are
used to discover the underlying argumentation of both decision-makers and influential
actors in the decision-making process regarding the recognition of Kosovo in the UK
and Spain. These sources are useful in a controlled comparison, because most of the
evidence for the hypotheses can be found in clear statements and explicit references to
certain factors such as close allies, secessionist challenges and former commitments. By
looking at comparable data in both countries, it is possible to make a comparison
between the UK and Spain on the relative influence of independent variables that are
examined in this research.

In particular, statements made by ministries of both countries, political parties
and politicians are used as evidence. The most relevant political parties for this research
are the Labour Party (Labour), the Conservative Party (Conservatives), the Liberal

Democrats (LibDems), the Scottish National Party (SNP), Partido Socialista Obrero




Espafiol (PSOE), Partido Popular (PP), Convergéncia i Unio (CiU), Esquerra
Republicana de Catalunya (ERC) and Partido Nacionalista VVasco (PNV). Furthermore,
statements of Prime Ministers Gordon Brown and José Luis Rodriguez Zapatero,
Foreign Ministers David Miliband and Miguel Angel Moratinos and influential
secessionist and opposition politicians like Alex Salmond, Artur Mas, Mariano Rajoy,
David Cameron and Juan José Ibarretxe are used to support the claims made in this
research. Lastly, I build on declassified documents from the archives of the UK, Spain,
Catalonia and Scotland.

On the other hand, secondary sources, such as local and national newspapers of
different political ideologies, academic articles, history books and policy reports are
consulted. Secondary sources make it possible to trace certain underlying arguments
that are not always mentioned by, for instance, members of government. By looking at
the presence and intensity of the independent variables in public debates through
secondary sources, it is possible to get a clearer and more comprehensive overview of
the importance of these variables in the decision-making processes regarding the
recognition of Kosovo. Examples of local and national newspapers and of different
political affiliations that I use to find evidence are The Daily Telegraph, The Guardian,
The Scotchman, The Herald, El Pais, EIl Periodico, La Vanguardia, La Razén and El
Mundo. Moreover, | build from the findings of several scholars that have written on this
issue. The subsequent section of this thesis presents the evidence | have found in the

consulted sources.




5. Empirical section

5.1 Close allies
As the major great power of the last twenty years, the position of the US with regards to

the independence of Kosovo was of vital importance. The recognition of Kosovo by a
part of the international community was the consequence of a well-prepared and
deliberate lobbying effort led by the US (Fabry, 2012, p. 661). In order to examine
whether the relationship between the UK, Spain and the US was decisive in their
decisions on the recognition of Kosovo or not, it is important to know how the position
of the US towards Kosovo evolved.

The US was strongly committed to the determination of the final status of
Kosovo. On the 21 of May 2009, the Vice President of the US, Joseph Biden, declared
to the Assembly of Kosovo that the ‘success of an independent Kosovo is” a US
‘priority’ (White House, 2009). Above that, the US actively and continuously urged
other countries to recognize Kosovo and to promote their integration in the international
community (Woehrel, 2011, p. 342).

The supportive position of the US was already present before the Kosovar
declaration of independence on the 18" of February 2008. The US Ambassador to the
United Nations (UN), Zalmay Khalilzad, said, during a meeting of the United Nations
Security Council (UNSC) on the 18" of February 2008, that the recognition of Kosovo
was the direct result of ‘a long unique process’ which started after the violence during
the Yugoslavian wars in the 1990s. UNSC Resolution 1244, which was adopted in
1999, was the first step towards the determination of Kosovo’s final status and since
then, the US had supported Kosovo’s path towards independence (Security Council

Report [SCR], 2008, p. 18). In March 2007, UN Special Envoy, Martti Ahtisaari stated




that the independence of Kosovo was the only viable solution for peace and security in
the region (SCR, 2016). This conclusion was seen as the official permission for Kosovo
to declare its independence and was immediately supported by the US (SCR, 2007;
SCR, 2008, p. 18).

The US officially recognized Kosovo one day after the Kosovar declaration of
independence (US Department of State, 2008a). The US Ambassador to the UN said
that the recognition of Kosovo was the ‘logical, legitimate and legal response to the
situation at hand’ and ‘fully consistent with’ former resolutions (SCR, 2008, p. 18).
Hence, the US was a perseverant and committed advocate for the recognition of Kosovo
as independent state and also tried to convince their allies to join the coalition in favor
of the recognition of Kosovo.

In the next part, the focus lies on demonstrating whether there was a link

between the UK and Spain positions on Kosovo and the position of the US.

5.1.1 United Kingdom
Since the Second World War, the UK and the US have had a special relationship based

on shared values, language and history (Dumbrell, 2009, p. 65). They often worked
together on foreign policy issues and they professionalized their alliance with
commitments through international organizations, such as NATO. Moreover, they held
formalized expectations of co-operation and collaboration (Dumbrell, 2004; Dumbrell,
2009, p. 65). In 2008, there were no signs that the strong and close alliance between the
UK and the US had changed (Dumbrell, 2009, p. 71). Though, Prime Minister Gordon
Brown used a different rhetoric with regards to the special relationship with the US,
because he wanted to be less dependent on the US than his predecessor Tony Blair

(Dumbrell, 2009, p. 71). Nevertheless, the close alliance might have played an




important role on the similar decisions of the UK and the US regarding the recognition
of Kosovo.

First, it is interesting to emphasize that the US and the UK used similar
argumentations regarding the path to and the actual recognition of Kosovo (United
Nations, 2008). Just like his American colleague, the UK Ambassador to the UN, Sir
John Sawers, referred to the long and unique process towards the determination of the
status of Kosovo as an independent state, that started with the UNSC resolution 1244
(SCR, 2008, pp. 12-13). Furthermore, in line with his American colleague, Sir John
Sawers supported the conclusion of UN Special Envoy, Martti Ahtisaari, that the
independence of Kosovo was the best solution to create peace and security in the region
and was ‘the only viable way forward” (SCR, 2008, p. 13). For the British government,
the chronology of events led to the decision to recognize the independent state of
Kosovo. The British and the Americans used similar argumentations, but the question is
whether this means that the British decision to recognize Kosovo was the direct result of
their special relationship with the US or not.

In fact, a reference to the decision of the US regarding the recognition of Kosovo
was not included in the British argumentation. The British mainly focused on the
chronology of events, democratic values and human rights with regards to their decision
to recognize Kosovo (Chatham House, 2008; UK Parliament, 2008a; SCR, 2008, p. 13).
In his written ministerial statement on the 19™ of February, Secretary of State of Foreign
Affairs Miliband did not mention the US at all (UK Parliament, 2008a). Actually, the
independence of Kosovo was framed as a ‘European issue’. The press office of the UK

government stated that the Kosovar issue ‘must be resolved [...] with the EU in the




lead’ (Foreign & Commonwealth Office [FCO], 2007)% Miliband also said that the EU
had ‘to play a leading role in bringing the status process through to conclusion’ (Der
Spiegel, 2008; UK Parliament, 2008a). Moreover, the UK declared their recognition of
the independent state of Kosovo on the 18™ of February. The US made that decision on
the same day, but EU countries were the first to announce their policy on Kosovo (Der
Spiegel, 2008). This evidence shows that the EU countries, led by the UK, were trying
to take a united stance regardless of the policy of the US.

From the American side, there were some references made to the relationship
with the UK regarding the recognition of Kosovo. Assistant Secretary for European and
Eurasian Affairs, Daniel Fried, for instance stated in an interview with the Washington
Journal that ‘The United States has a responsibility in the world. In Kosovo, we are
working not alone, not unilaterally, but with our European allies, especially with the
United Kingdom’ (US Department of State, 2008b). It might be the case that the
Americans needed countries such as the UK to justify their own decision to recognize
Kosovo. However, ten days after the recognition of Kosovo, a report was released by
the American Congressional Research Service on the state of the partnership between
the US and the UK. This report presented several examples of foreign policy decisions
in which the UK followed the US. Regarding Kosovo, the report only referred to the
military support that was given by the UK during the NATO air campaign in 1999
(Archik, 2008). There was no reference made to the decision of recognizing the
independent state of Kosovo. There was no direct evidence that the US pushed the UK
in a certain direction.

Based on the evidence, the US and the UK coordinated their behavior regarding

2 7™ of December 2007. Letter from the press office of the UK government. (‘Kosovo final status —
Media.’). The citation can be found in the appendix, document no. 1




the recognition of Kosovo. First of all, both countries recognized Kosovo on the same
day. Secondly, the fact that the US and the UK used exactly the same argumentation to
justify the recognition of Kosovo is particularly interesting. Thirdly, both the US and
the UK often referred to the coordination between the Western allies and particularly
the coordination between each other with regards to the recognition of Kosovo.
Nevertheless, the claim can be made that the close ally relationship factor
between the UK and the US was absent with regards to the recognition of Kosovo.
Firstly, British officials did not explicitly mention that the British decision to recognize
Kosovo was based on the decision of the US. This might be related to the fact that
Prime Minister Brown tried to be less focused on the US than his predecessor Tony
Blair. Secondly, the British government framed the issue as a European one and
supported the position that the EU should play a leading role in determining the status
of Kosovo. Lastly, the US never made any statements that implied that they put pressure

on the UK regarding the recognition of Kosovo.

5.1.2 Spain
The relationship of Spain with the US can be characterized as strong. American

politicians see Spain as ‘an important US ally and one of the closest US partners in
Europe’ reinforced by ‘extensive cultural ties and a mutually beneficial economic
relationship’ (Mix, 2015). The intensity of the close ally relationship between the two
countries partially depends on the political ideology of the government in power. The
ties are generally stronger when the government is led by the conservative PP instead of
by the socialist PSOE (Mix, 2015, p. 7). An example of this difference is the foreign
policy change that happened under the socialist Zapatero led government after the pro-

Atlantic government of the conservative PP lost the elections in 2004. The Zapatero




government changed its focus from the Atlantic to the European continent and aimed
for more cooperation with the EU rather than with the US (Vaquer i Fanés, 2011, p. 15).
After the elections, Zapatero immediately and abruptly withdrew all Spanish troops
from Irag and this seemed to end the special relationship that had carefully been
constructed by the Aznar government (Basora, 2009, p. 94; Mix, 2015, p. 7).
Notwithstanding this policy change, the bilateral relationship continued during the years
prior to the declaration of independence of Kosovo (Basora, 2009, p. 94). Therefore, the
Spanish-American relationship still might have played an important role with regards to
the decision on the recognition of Kosovo.

Until the debates on the final status of Kosovo started, the Spanish and
American positions regarding the fate of Kosovo seemed to be broadly similar. Since
1999, Spain had supported UNSC resolutions and NATO statements in favor of
international intervention in Kosovo. However, the main argumentation for the Spanish
support was based on the promotion of European and Atlantic unity and the
reinforcement of democratic values and human rights in the Balkan Peninsula
(Johansson-Nogués, 2008, p. 2). The conviction that the final status of Kosovo should
had been determined by the international community in order to promote peace and
security in the region was not included in the public Spanish argumentation. The
argumentations of the US and Spain started to diverge publicly after the publication of
the Ahtisaari Plan, which saw the independence of Kosovo as the only viable solution,
and the failure of the subsequent negotiations between Kosovo and Serbia (Johansson-
Nogués, 2008, p. 2). The main disagreement focused on the legality of the Kosovar
independence. According to the Spanish government, the independence of Kosovo was

a unilateral act that was not in line with international law and UNSC Resolution 1244




(Senado, 2009, p. 145). By contrast, the Americans were convinced of the legality of the
independence of Kosovo which was justified by UNSC Resolution 1244 (SCR, 2008, p.
18). Hence, unlike the British, Spain had a completely different interpretation of what
happened prior to the unilateral declaration of independence of Kosovo than the
Americans.

The Spanish opposition against the US-led coalition in favor of recognition was
intensified by the position of the European-centered Zapatero government. In December
2007, after the meeting of the European Council, the Spanish Prime Minister Zapatero
stated that peace and security should be restored in the Western Balkans and that the EU
should have a ‘common and unique position’ regarding the final status of Kosovo (El
Pais, 2007a; Johansson-Nogués, 2008, p. 3). Moreover, the Spanish Minister of Foreign
Affairs Moratinos declared that he ‘supported European unity’ on this issue (El Pais,
2007b). There were no references made by the Spanish government to promote unity
with the US. Furthermore, the pro-Atlantic PP was against the recognition of Kosovo
(Vaquer i Fanés, 2011, p. 13). The leader of the PP, Mariano Rajoy, stated in an
interview on the 17" of February 2008 that he strongly opposed the unilateral
declaration of independence of Kosovo and that he expected the incumbent government
to not recognize the sovereignty of Kosovo (El Pais, 2008a). Gerardo Galeote, a
Member of the European Parliament of the PP added that the declaration of
independence of Kosovo was ‘very bad news for Spain’ and should be rejected (El
Mundo, 2008). Thus, the most pro-Atlantic parliamentarians were against the
recognition of Kosovo as well and did not take the relationship with the US into
consideration.

In fact, Spain made statements that publicly countered the arguments made by




the US and its close allies regarding the Kosovar recognition (Fabry, 2012, p. 666). For
instance, Spain voted in favor of requesting the International Court of Justice to provide
an advisory opinion on the legality of the independence of Kosovo, while the US voted
against such a decision (United Nations General Assembly, 2008). Eventually, Spain
led the anti-recognition coalition of member states within the European Union (The
Guardian, 2008a). The US Ambassador to Spain had concerns ‘regarding third countries
reporting that Spanish diplomats have lobbied against Kosovo recognition, sometimes
opposing other EU diplomats who were seeking to promote recognitions’ (US Embassy
to Spain, 2008a). Although they denied the accusations, Spain actively lobbied against
the US-led coalition that was trying to convince other states to recognize Kosovo
(MacShane, 2008).

An additional possible explanation for the Spanish disagreement with the US
might have been its room to maneuver on this topic, because the recognition of Kosovo
was not a hot topic in such a way that it could rise tensions between the US and Spain
(Mix, 2015, p. 7). After Spain decided to not recognize Kosovo and to withdraw its
troops from Kosovo, the US Vice President, Joe Biden stated that ‘the relationship we
have with Spain exceeds whatever disagreement we may have over Kosovo’ (Reuters,
2009). However, the US unsuccessfully asked Spain for clarification of their position
and they pressured Spain not to act counterproductive in the process (US Embassy to
Spain, 2008a).

Eventually, the disagreement led to diverging decisions with regards to the
recognition of Kosovo. There are several justifications to claim that the close ally
relationship between Spain and the US was absent in the decision-making process

towards the non-recognition of Kosovo. Firstly, the actual decisions on the status of




Kosovo were completely opposite. Spain decided to not recognize Kosovo and led the
anti-recognition coalition of European countries, while the US recognized Kosovo and
led the international coalition of Kosovo recognizing states. Secondly, the relations
between Spain and the US were rather cold during the Zapatero government, but even
the most pro-Atlantic parliamentarians of the PP were against the recognition of
Kosovo. Thirdly, despite some diplomatic pressure, Spain opposed the statements of the
US regarding both the recognition of Kosovo and the advisory opinion of the ICJ in
2010. Lastly, the alternative explanation that Spain tried to focus on European allies due
to the shift in focus of the Zapatero government from the US to the EU is not
convincing. After it became clear that there was no single voice in the EU regarding the
status of Kosovo, Spain decided to act on its own and decided to not recognize Kosovo.

Concluding, since H1 cannot convincingly explain the variance in the British
and Spanish decisions on the recognition of Kosovo, it is necessary to look at other
possible explanations. In the next section, the influence of path dependency is

examined.

5.2 Path dependency
The US Vice President Joseph Biden stated to the Assembly of Kosovo on the 21 of

May 2009 that the path to the Kosovar independence ‘included nearly a decade of U.N.
administration and determined diplomacy by the US and our partners in Europe that
resulted in the plan that you are following to this day’ (White House, 2009). This
decade of diplomacy started with the adoption of UNSC Resolution 1244 in 1999 and
was followed by a NATO intervention, the deployment of international peacekeeping
forces and several financial aid programs. During such an intense diplomatic process, it

Is possible that some states took binding commitments that led to a certain policy




direction. In the next section, the focus lies on the possible commitments that were

made by the UK and Spain that might have led them to the recognition of Kosovo.

5.2.1 United Kingdom
The UK had maintained extensive ties with Kosovo, since the end of the Yugoslav wars

in the 1990s (Doyle & Morina, 2013, p. 6). The relationship between the UK and
Kosovo is a classic example of how historical context matters in international relations
(Selimi, 2011). During the Distinguished Speaker Series of the The Hague Institute for
Global Justice on the 15" of March 2016, President Elect of the Republic of Kosovo
Hashim Thagci, stated that the relationship between Kosovo and the UK is historically
strong and special (Thaci, 2016). The history of interactions between the UK and the
Kosovar movement might have led to certain commitments that eventually explain why
the UK recognized Kosovo.

The British commitment towards Kosovo’s status started during the preparations
for the NATO intervention in 1999 when Tony Blair played a ‘crucial role’ in passing
UNSC resolution 1244 that ‘saved Kosovo’ (Selimi, 2011). Because of these efforts,
current President Elect of Kosovo, Hashim Thagi, called Tony Blair ‘a political giant
given the tremendous role that Blair played in helping my country forge its
independence’ (Office of the Prime Minister of the Republic of Kosovo, 2016). UNSC
resolution 1244 cleared the way for an international civil and military presence in
Kosovo in order to ‘establish an interim administration for Kosovo under which the
people of Kosovo can enjoy substantial autonomy’ (UN, 1999). Contrary to comparable
resolutions, it did not explicitly prohibit a possible declaration of independence.
Therefore, UNSC resolution 1244 is often seen as an important step towards the

independence of Kosovo (Hilpold, 2012, p. 323).




The British did not only play a crucial role in the adoption of UNSC resolution
1244, they also participated in the following military intervention. The NATO-led
Kosovo Force (KFOR), which came into play after the adoption of UNSC resolution
1244, underlined the British commitment to actively participate in securing a peaceful
and safe future for Kosovo (Doyle & Morina, 2008, p. 9). By sending 10500 troops to
the mission, the British were responsible for the support of almost 20% of the whole
mission which comprised a total of 50.000 troops (House of Commons, 1999).
Eventually, the total cost for the military operation in Kosovo was estimated to be more
than 1 billion pounds (The Guardian, 2014).

Besides the military support and the commitment to establishing a final
settlement for Kosovo, the UK focused on state building and development aid. The
British government provided indirect support for the improvement of the government
capacity of Kosovo through the UN Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo
(UNMIK). According to Doyle and Morina (2008, p. 9), the British participation in
UNMIK was comparable to other EU countries, but this participation also made it
possible for the UK to develop its bilateral help to Kosovo that was vital for a future
independence of Kosovo.

The bilateral help from the UK was more extensive than the bilateral help of
other EU member countries for Kosovo. In the beginning of this century, from 2000-
2002, the British government spent over 17 million pounds on bilateral assistance to
Kosovo in order to establish a governmental framework (Doyle & Morina, 2013, p. 8).
After that first period, the British government remained committed to the state building
process of Kosovo (Doyle & Morina: 2013, p. 8). By providing bilateral aid, the British

tried to fulfil several goals, such as stabilizing Kosovo through developing stable and




accountable central government institutions, supporting the European integration of
Kosovo and promoting the international cooperation within the state (Doyle & Morina,
2013, p. 8). This commitment to strengthening the capacity and efficiency of the
governmental structure of Kosovo had a substantial effect on the internal position of
Kosovo. It is likely that Kosovo could not have convincingly declared its independence
without the British political, financial and juridical support (Doyle & Morina, 2013, pp.
11-13). The UK also built diplomatic relations with Kosovo before its independence
(Doyle & Morina, 2013, p. 8). Moreover, in 2004/2005, British officials formulated in
an internal document that it ‘should make clear that the logical destination of Kosovo is
independence’ (FCO, 2004/2005)3.

When Kosovo declared its independence on the 17" of February 2008, UK
officials explicitly referred to former decisions that the British government took with
regards to the creation of the Kosovar state. For instance, the UK Ambassador to the
UN referred to the chronology of events and UNSC resolution 1244 as being important
steps towards determining the independent status of Kosovo (SCR, 2008, pp. 12-13). In
addition, the British Ambassador to the Republic of Kosovo and the current leader of
the UK mission to the UN emphasized the long-lasting and continuing British support
for the independence of Kosovo (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of
Kosovo, 2011; Tatham, 2015).

In sum, the British government committed itself to the creation of the new state
of Kosovo through playing a crucial role in the adoption of UNSC resolution 1244,
After this resolution, the UK continuously supported the state building, capacity

building and governmental improvement of Kosovo through bilateral aid programs.

%2004/2005. Internal document from the Foreign & Commonwealth Office. (‘Kosovo: Elements of UK
strategy 2004/2005.’). The citation can be found in the appendix, document no. 2




These programs played an important role in creating the opportunity for Kosovo to
declare its independence. With every step they took, officials mentioned the relevant
decisions the British government had taken beforehand. Initial events moved UK policy
in one direction and encouraged and reinforced future developments in that same
direction. Hence, path dependency was present as a factor in the decision of the UK to

recognize Kosovo.

5.2.2 Spain
The Spanish government never played a crucial role in the Balkans (Vaquer i Fanes,

2011, p. 9). In the 1990s, Spain was more committed to improving its integration within
the Euro-Atlantic family than to solving the problems in Yugoslavia (Vaquer i Fanes,
2011, p. 9). Because of the focus on its own position, Spain had not a clear policy
regarding the Balkans and Kosovo. Therefore, after the conflict between Serbia and
Kosovo broke out in 1998, Spain followed the general EU policy regarding the Balkans
(Vaquer i Fanes, 2011, p. 10). Furthermore, the relation between Spain and Kosovo was
weaker than the one between the UK and Kosovo. For instance, unlike the UK, Spain
never established diplomatic relations with Pristina (Vaquer i Fanes, 2011, p. 10).
Consequently, in contrast with the UK, Spain had not directly committed itself to the
creation of the new state of Kosovo.

In 1999, when the UNSC resolution 1244 was adopted, Spain did not have a seat
in the Security Council and therefore did not vote on the resolution. Nevertheless, the
Spanish government made some official statements with regards to the resolution. On
the 16™ of June 1999, the Spanish Prime Minister, José Maria Aznar stated that the
resolution provided a solution for the political crisis in Kosovo and that Spain supported

the resolution in order to defend democratic values and human rights (Congreso de los




Diputados, Leg. VI, Num. 246: 13058). Subsequently, the Spanish Secretary of State of
Foreign Policy and the European Union, Miguel y Egea, declared that the Spanish
support for the missions did not mean that Spain was in favor of the independence of
Kosovo (Asociacion Espafiola de Profesores de Derecho Internacional y Relaciones
Internacionales, 2003, p. 187). Through this statement, the Spanish government
demonstrated its willingness to not commit itself to the possible creation of Kosovo.
The Spanish reluctance was reiterated during the process towards the Ahtisaari plan.
When UN Special Envoy Ahtisaari was working on his proposal on the final status of
Kosovo, the Spanish government clarified that it was against an imposed independence
for Kosovo by the UNSC out of fear of creating a precedent (Perritt, 2010, p. 136).

Despite its opposition against the independence of Kosovo, Spain decided to
participate in the UNMIK and KFOR missions. In 1999, the Spanish government
declared to send 1.200 troops for the KFOR mission, which accounted for 2.5% of the
total mission, and to provide about 40 million pounds for humanitarian aid and the
reconstruction of Kosovo (Congreso de los Diputados, Leg. VI, Num. 512, p. 2). From
1999 until 2009, 22.000 Spanish soldiers served in Kosovo and the total costs for
humanitarian and development aid were estimated at about 750 million pounds (Spanish
Ministry of Defence, 2016). In general, the Spanish support for Kosovo was comparable
with the support provided by the government of the UK, but the commitments and
argumentation differed. Unlike the UK, Spain did not set up a bilateral aid program in
which they committed themselves to the improvement of the governmental capacity,
European integration and the international participation of Kosovo.

In fact, the extensive financial and military support for Kosovo by Spain was

mainly based on prestige and on improving its own power position (Johansson-Nogués,




2008, pp. 2-5; Vaquer i Fanes, 2011, p. 10). First of all, two important positions were
occupied by Spanish officials, namely the NATO Secretary-General (Javier Solana) and
the Personal Representative for the Former Republic of Yugoslavia (Felipe Gonzalez).
Secondly, due to a lack of cultural, historical, economic and linguistic ties, Spain had no
interest in Kosovo and the Balkan region itself (Johansson-Nogués, 2008, pp. 1-2;
Vaquer i Fanes, 2011, pp. 16-17). Third, the government focused more on international
law than on the position of Kosovo when it came to their argumentation for the non-
recognition of Kosovo (Vaquer i Fanes, 2011, pp. 8-17). Last, and most important, the
communication with Kosovar authorities took place through the international missions,
since Spain had never established diplomatic relations with Pristina (Vaquer i Fanes,
2011, p. 10). The Spanish lack of interest in Kosovo came to the surface when European
unity on the recognition of Kosovo was unachieved and Spain became the group-leader
of the non-recognizing coalition (The Guardian, 2008a; VVaquer i Fanes, 2011).

In sum, despite the fact that Spain had supported most of the policies of NATO
and the EU, it was always clear about its opposition against an independent Kosovo.
After the resolution in 1999, the Spanish government stated that it would not recognize
Kosovo. Moreover, it differed from other countries by not establishing a diplomatic
presence in Pristina. Although Spain contributed to the military missions in Kosovo and
provided financial aid to Kosovo, it did not commit itself to the creation of a Kosovar
state by making statements in favor of Kosovar state building. Spain had no interest in
the fate of Kosovo. As European unity on the issue of recognition of Kosovo was not
achieved, Spain could decide to not recognize Kosovo without breaking any of its
alliance commitments. Hence, path dependency was absent in the Spanish case.

In general, H2 shows that the final UK and Spanish decisions on the recognition




of Kosovo were in line with their former statements. Nevertheless, this variable cannot
explain on its own why the UK and Spain made their final decision. In 1999, the British
and Spanish governments were not aware that they had to decide on the recognition of
Kosovo in 2008. Therefore, it is necessary to look at potential other factors, such as

secessionist challenges and electoral costs.

5.3 Secessionist challenges
The UK and Spain are both countries that had to deal with internal secessionist

movements in 2008. In the UK, the Scottish demonstrated their ethnic discontent by
advocating in favor of the creation of their own state, while the Basques and Catalans
tried to achieve statehood in Spain. Prior to the decision on the recognition of Kosovo,
secessionist movements in both countries had been calling for the holding of referenda
on the future of their regions. The SNP was the main political actor in favor of Scottish
independence. In May 2007, the SNP obtained 47 seats and became the biggest party in
the Scottish parliament after a strong nationalistic campaign (BBC News, 2012). In the
meantime, the Spanish government had to deal with the PNV as one of the most
prominent political actors in favor of independence of the Basque Country and their
leader already called for an independence referendum in 2007 (EI Mundo, 2007). The
most prominent Catalan nationalist movement of Artur Mas, CiU, was more focused on
gaining greater political autonomy than on secession. However, after the publication of
the new Statute of Autonomy in 2006, tensions with regards to the status of Catalonia
rose and led to early elections (Lang, 2013, p. 1).

Altogether, the secessionist challenge was already present in both the UK and
Spain before 2008. However, the decisions regarding the recognition of Kosovo

differed. In order to explain this difference, it is necessary to look at the positions of the




secessionist movements prior to the 2008 decision on the recognition of Kosovo, to
evaluate whether the secessionists referred to Kosovo in their advocacy for
independence and whether British and Spanish government officials considered the

secessionist movements as a threat.

5.3.1 United Kingdom
The decision on the recognition of Kosovo came less than a year after the elections for
the Scottish Parliament. Following the ‘historic victory’, the SNP acted in favor of
enforcing independence through a referendum (The Guardian, 2007). The SNP believed
that ‘independence is the natural state for nations like our own’ and ‘with independence
Scotland will be free to flourish and grow’ (SNP, 2007, p. 7). Moreover, the SNP
supported ‘a written constitution for an independent Scotland to guarantee the rights and
liberties of citizens and limit the power of government” (SNP, 2007, p. 66). The right of
self-determination of the people was of great importance for the SNP and a referendum
was considered to be the best way to achieve independence. Therefore, the SNP stated
that they trusted ‘Scots to take the decision on Scotland’s future in an independence
referendum’ (SNP, 2007, p. 5). A few months after the elections, the leader of the SNP,
Alex Salmond, put these statements into practice by starting a public consultation with
the Scottish people on the position of Scotland. Salmond initiated a ‘National
Conversation’ that had to determine the status of Scotland with a referendum as one of
the possibilities (Scottish Government, 2016). Thus, the threat of Scottish secession was
high in the months prior to the British decision to recognize Kosovo.

Nevertheless, the SNP did not pay any attention to Kosovo in their party
manifesto in 2007. A possible explanation for this is that the SNP was cautious about

referring to Kosovo, since the issue could have caused electoral problems based on a




previous costly precedent. Namely, Salmond opposed the bombardments of NATO in
Serbia in 1999 out of fear that the actions would be ineffective (Herald Scotland, 2001;
World Socialist Website, 1999). In fact, the bombardments effectively stopped
Slobodan Milosevic. Hence, a big emphasis on the developments in Kosovo might have
brought back to light the controversial statements by Salmond regarding this topic.

Prior to the British recognition of Kosovo in 2008, the SNP had not made any
public statements about Kosovo being a precedent for Scottish independence. In the
plenary parliamentary meetings, debates and meetings of the European and External
Relations Committee surrounding the declaration of independence of Kosovo, the
Scottish politicians only mentioned Kosovo once. A Member of the Scottish Parliament
for the SNP, Aileen Campbell, presented a motion to the Scottish Parliament on the 18"
of February 2008 in which he ‘congratulates Kosova on achieving her independence’
and ‘fully recognizes Kosova as a member of the international community’ (Scottish
Parliament, 2008). The Scottish pro-independence movement avoided any comparison
with the Kosovar unilateral declaration of independence, because of its violent character
(Bourne, 2014, p. 111). Scotland was aware of the Spanish resistance regarding the
recognition of Kosovo and, therefore, the SNP was afraid that a comparison with
Kosovo could endanger the recognition of Scotland by Spain and therewith a potential
Scottish EU membership in case of a Scottish independence (Financial Times, 2008a).
Hence, interestingly, the SNP had no interest in comparing Scotland with Kosovo and
there was barely any risk of creating a precedent for the British government.

From the perspective of the British government and opposition, there were no
indications of concern about secessionism either. Despite the high secessionist

challenge from the most prominent political actor in Scotland, the British government




did not seem to be constrained with regards to their decision on the recognition of
Kosovo. The mainstream British parties, Labour and Conservatives, did try to force
Salmond to apologize for his statements on the NATO bombardments in 1999 (Daily
Record, 2008; Scottish Parliament, 2008b). Moreover, George Foulkes called the
‘celebratory tone of Aileen Campbell’s motion [...] misguided at best and political
opportunism in the extreme’ (Scottish Parliament, 2008c). However, this was more
likely a strategy meant to affect the electoral prospects of the SNP than to force them to
accept that Kosovo was no precedent for Scotland.

Furthermore, British government officials did not mention Scotland in their
statements on the recognition of Kosovo. Both the UK Ambassador to the UN and
British Foreign Minister Miliband said that EU Ministers were clear in their view that
Kosovo constituted a sui generis case which did not set any precedent (UK Parliament,
2008a; SCR, 2008, p. 13). However, this last statement was not unique to British
officials as it was coordinated with other European governments and was initiated by
Spanish diplomats (Vaquer i Fanes, 2011, p. 14). Therefore, the British government did
not perceive Kosovo as a possible precedent for Scotland.

In sum, the Scottish secessionist movement cleared the way for the British
government to recognize Kosovo by not framing Kosovo as a possible precedent.
Despite their plans for creating a Scottish state, the Scottish nationalists actually tried to
avoid any comparisons with Kosovo. Moreover, the British government did not refer to
the Scottish issue whatsoever. Therefore, the British government did not have to fear the
creation of a precedent with the recognition of Kosovo and, consequently, the

secessionist challenge was low.




5.3.2 Spain

In 2008, the most persistent secessionist challenge in Spain came from the Basque
Country. Namely, the demand for Basque independence was accompanied by violent
actions and the non-violent PNV presented its referendum plan for independence in
2007 (Rodriguez-lzquierdo Serrano, 2011, pp. 429-430). For several years, the PNV
had been the biggest party in the Basque parliament and it continuously made
statements in favor of Basque independence. After their victory in 2001, the PNV
developed a new political strategy to achieve Basque independence in a constitutional
and political context (Rodriguez-lzquierdo Serrano, 2011, pp. 430-434). The refusal of
the ‘Ibarretxe Plan’, which tried to make independence possible by changing the Basque
constitution, led to the creation of a new way to achieve independence. This strategy
came into play in September 2007 when the PNV-leader and president of the Basque
region Juan José Ibarretxe presented his plan to hold a referendum on the future of the
Basque Country on the 25" of October 2008 (El Mundo, 2007). Therefore, the Spanish
government was aware of the secessionist challenge by the Basques when they had to
decide on the Kosovo issue.

Another potential secessionist challenge for the Spanish government came from
Catalonia. However, in 2008, the Catalan nationalist parties were focusing on increasing
their autonomous status within Spain rather than on creating their own Catalan state
(Rodriguez-lzquierdo Serrano, 2011, p. 429). The Catalan nationalists CiU agreed with
the new Statute of Autonomy in 2006, because it ‘responds to the Catalan wish of self-
government’ and ‘is supported by 90% of the Catalan representatives’ (Parlament de
Catalunya, 2005, p. 10). Therewith, they agreed with the increased autonomy of

Catalonia and had no intentions of proposing secession. The radical, but small Esquerra




Republicana de Catalunya (ERC) was the only party that rejected the Statute of
Autonomy, because they preferred a path towards secession (Castella Andreu, 2008, pp.
96-97). The CiU did not change its position until it decided to develop a secessionist
position, due to the economic crisis in 2010 and the problems with regards to the Statute
of Autonomy (Blas, 2013, p. 399; Bourne, 2014, p. 95). Hence, the threat of Catalan
secession was low in the months prior to the Spanish decision to recognize Kosovo,
because the main political actor in Catalonian politics, CiU, was not in favor of
secession yet. Nevertheless, secession and gaining autonomy were on-going issues in
Catalonia.

Kosovo was more important to the secessionists in Catalonia and the Basque
Country than to those in Scotland. Immediately after Kosovo declared its independence,
several secessionist politicians reacted. The Basque government, led by the PNV, linked
the Kosovar issue to their own situation. The spokeswoman of the nationalist Basque
government, Miren Azkarate, said that this event was ‘a lesson for resolving identity
conflicts in a peaceful and democratic way’ and that ‘the will of citizens is important for
solving entrenched political problems like this.” (El1 Mundo, 2008; El Pais, 2008b).
Therewith, the link to their referendum plan was made. She also put extra pressure on
the Spanish government to recognize Kosovo by referring to other Western countries
that immediately recognized Kosovo and treated the case as a normal situation (El
Mundo, 2008).

Contrary to the Basque statement, the most prominent Catalan secessionists did
not compare the Kosovar issue with their own situation. In fact, the CiU declared that,
although they respected the democratic will of Kosovo, ‘Catalonia is not Kosovo’

(Diario de Sevilla, 2008). The leader of the more radical secessionists of the ERC,




Josep-Lluis Carod-Rovira, admitted that a comparison between Kosovo and Catalonia
‘makes no sense’, because they had to deal with ‘completely different realities’ (Diario
de Sevilla, 2008; EI Mundo, 2008). However, it is important to note that Carod-Rovira
was also the vice president of the Catalan Generalitat and was therefore committed to a
moderate view. Namely, his party members Joan Ridao and Joan Puig called Kosovo ‘a
very important precedent’ and said that Catalonia ‘will be independent if a political and
social majority decides it” (US Embassy to Spain, 2008b). Moreover, the Catalan parties
supported the Kosovar declaration of independence. Both Mas and Carod-Rovira put
pressure on the Spanish government to recognize Kosovo as soon as possible (US
Embassy to Spain, 2008b). Mas said that the Spanish government was not acting
‘democratically’ if it decided to not recognize Kosovo, because that would have been
‘against the democratic will of the Kosovar people’ (Diario de Sevilla, 2008).
Furthermore, representatives from both CiU and ERC announced that they would go to
Kosovo to ‘study the secession process’ (US Embassy to Spain, 2008b).

The division between Madrid on the one hand and Barcelona and Vitoria-
Gazteiz on the other hand was felt by the Spanish government. Already in December
2007, before the common statement of the EU ministers on Kosovo, Prime Minister
Zapatero called the case ‘exceptional’ and said that he ‘would not recognize a unilateral
declaration of independence’ out of fear of Spanish secessionists (Publico, 2007).
Before that, the Spanish Foreign Minister Moratinos said that ‘Kosovo has no relation
to territorial and administrative division in Spain from either a political, diplomatic or
legal position’ (Johansson-Nogués, 2008, pp. 2-3). Eventually, this led to the EU
Council of Ministers making a special statement in which they stated that Kosovo was a

‘unique case’ and could not be compared to other cases of secessionism because of the




principle of ‘sui generis’ (Europa Nu, 2008). This statement was vital for Spanish
diplomats to prevent the Catalans and Basques from using the Kosovar case in their
advantage (Vaquer i Fanes, 2011, p. 14). In a leaked document from the Embassy of the
US to Spain, the US Ambassador wrote that Spanish diplomats had told him that the
recognition of Kosovo by Spain was ‘not a near-term prospect due to domestic
considerations influenced by autonomous communities politics, particularly in the
Basque Country and Catalonia’ (US Embassy to Spain, 2008a). Herewith, the Spanish
government did not only implicitly link the secessionist challenge of the Basque
Country and Catalonia to their decision on the recognition of Kosovo, but also explicitly
declared that they feared that Kosovo would create a precedent.

Concluding, the Basque and Catalan secessionist movements explicitly
pressured the Spanish government to recognize Kosovo and particularly the Basques
linked the Kosovar case to their own position. Although the Catalans were more
reluctant to compare themselves with Kosovo, they still encouraged the people of
Kosovo and supported their path to independence. Moreover, the Spanish government
continuously feared a possible precedent and despite clear statements that Kosovo was
not a precedent, the evidence supports that it was afraid of internal problems. Therefore,
the secessionist challenge from the Basque Country and Catalonia was high in 2008 and
the fear of creating a possible precedent could explain why Spain did not recognize
Kosovo.

H3 shows that Coggins’ secessionist challenge variable needs some nuance and
sophistication to understand the mechanisms that explain the influence of secessionist
movements on a governments’ decision on the recognition of states. The presence of a

secessionist movement seems to be insufficient, since a secessionist movement most




likely should link its own situation to that of external secessionist as well. However,
secessionist movements referring to the Kosovar issue might be a necessary condition;
it is not a sufficient condition. Namely, it is important to look at whether the Spanish
government had to take these interests into account. In the next section, the potential
electoral costs of the government with regards to the recognition of Kosovo will be
discussed.

5.4 Electoral costs

In 2008, when the decision on the recognition of Kosovo was made, the British
government was led by Labour and Prime Minister Brown. Labour had obtained 355 of
the 646 seats in the House of Commons during the general elections of 2005. Their
biggest competitors were the Conservatives with 198 seats and the LibDems with 51
seats. The next elections were more than two years away and were planned for the 6 of
May 2010. In Spain, the PSOE had won the elections in 2004 and formed the Zapatero
government with a large minority of 164 out of 350 seats. In order to obtain a majority,
the government was supported by the ERC and Izquierda Unida (1U) (El Pais, 2004).
The biggest and only competitor of the PSOE was the PP, which held 148 of the 350
seats in the Spanish parliament. Interestingly, the Zapatero government was dissolved in
January 2008 and the next elections were scheduled on the 9™ of March 2008, just a few
weeks after Kosovo had declared its independence.

Because of the variation in electoral proximity, it is important to look at whether
recognizing Kosovo could damage the electoral position of the two governments.
Therefore, 1 mainly focus on the role played by the influential opposition parties, the
Conservatives, the LibDems and the PP, public opinion and media coverage to

determine whether electoral costs can explain the variation in the decisions.




5.4.1 United Kingdom
The coverage of the Kosovar independence issue was not extensive in the UK. Except

for some columnists in The Guardian and The Herald, there was not much coverage in
either Scottish or British newspapers on the recognition of Kosovo. A columnist in The
Guardian called the recognition of Kosovo ‘the least worse solution’ (The Guardian,
2008b), while a columnist in The Herald tried to describe a fictional and comparable
situation with Kosovo when Berwick would decide to secede from England (The
Herald, 2008). In general, newspapers, such as The Guardian, The Daily Telegraph, The
Sunday Herald and The Scotsman, only published some general factual accounts about
the independence of Kosovo and focused more on the non-recognizing countries in the
EU and on the position of Russia rather than on the decision of the British government.
Moreover, the Daily Telegraph mentioned the possible precedent that Kosovo could
create for other separatists, but did not link it to the British situation (The Daily
Telegraph, 2008). Hence, the most relevant newspapers in the UK did not see a British
recognition of Kosovo as salient and there has not been much criticism of the decision
of the British government in the newspapers.

The general consensus in favor of the recognition of Kosovo was also present in
the British parliament. The Labour government of Tony Blair had been supporting the
determination of the final status of Kosovo since the adoption of UNSC resolution 1244
in 1999. The Labour government of Gordon Brown prolonged this line by recognizing
the independence of Kosovo on the 18™ of February 2008. Interestingly, the position in
favor of the independence of Kosovo was, already prior to the decision on recognition
in 2008, supported by the main competitor of Labour in the British parliament. In
November 2007, the leader of the Conservatives, David Cameron, said that ‘the harsh

truth is that after the events of 1999, there was never any prospect that Kosovo could




remain under the sovereignty and administrative umbrella of Belgrade’ and that ‘we
need to take the steps to pave the way for Kosovo's independence, and to ensure that the
threats to stability are contained” (Cameron, 2007). Moreover, within a few days after
the independence of Kosovo, other British parties publicly supported the recognition.
Sarah Ludford, a Member of the European Parliament for the LibDems, stated that
‘there really was no other option but the independence of Kosovo’ (Liberal Democrats,
2008). Additionally, in the first debate on the recognition of Kosovo in the British
Parliament, Jo Swinson (LibDems), said that "I and my party very much welcome the
Kosovan declaration of independence and the recognition of Kosovo by the
Government” (UK Parliament, 2008b). In the Scottish Parliament, both the
Conservatives and Labour supported a motion of the SNP that congratulated Kosovo on
achieving its independence (Scottish Parliament, 2008a; Scottish Parliament, 2008b).
Therefore, support for the government’s decision to recognize Kosovo was high.

The only criticism of the recognition of Kosovo came from members of the
Conservatives. In the European Parliament, Charles Tannock said that he was afraid that
Kosovo might create a precedent and that not all countries would see it as a sui generis
case (European Parliament, 2008). Though, his criticism more focused on potential
problems for other countries and on the position of his party leader than on the decision
of the British government. In the British parliament, members of the Conservatives,
namely Daniel Kawczynski and Bill Cash, were afraid that the recognition came too
early and blamed the government for taking the wrong decision (UK Parliament,
2008b). However, they were immediately reminded by their fellow Conservative Keith
Simpson that it was ‘on record that the Opposition support the Government’s position

on the independence of Kosovo’ (UK Parliament, 2008b). Therefore, there is




convincing evidence to claim that there was an overall consensus in the British
parliament on the recognition of Kosovo and that Labour had no reason to fear a
possible overflow of voters to other parties.

Unfortunately, there are no polls available that asked the British people about the
recognition of Kosovo. However, it seems that the people of the UK have always been
rather strong supporters of Kosovo. Already in 1999, about 70% of the British
population supported the NATO air strikes in order to liberate Kosovo from the terror of
Slobodan Milosevic (Ipsos Mori, 1999; Universiteit Leiden, 2008, p. 21). The UK was
one of the few countries where a majority of the people would have been in favor of
sending ground troops to Kosovo (Ipsos Mori, 1999; Universiteit Leiden, 2008, p. 21).
This support could only be an indicator that British support for the plight of the Kosovar
was high in 1999. Therefore, it is not possible to link this directly to the position of the
British population on the recognition of Kosovo in 2008.

In sum, electoral costs for the British government linked to the recognition of
Kosovo were absent. Opposition parties and their leaders were generally supportive
towards the recognition of Kosovo. The biggest competitor of Labour was also in favor
of the recognition of Kosovo. There was not much criticism from either opposition
parties or the media regarding the behavior of the British government. Furthermore,
there are no indications that a substantial part of public opinion was against the
recognition of Kosovo, although this last claim cannot be directly supported by any

explicit empirical evidence.

5.4.2 Spain
In Spain, there was less consensus on the Kosovar issue than in the UK. Most

secessionist parties from Catalonia and the Basque Country supported the independence




of Kosovo, while the PP was the most outspoken party against the recognition of
Kosovo. Moreover, the Zapatero government came into conflict with two of its electoral
promises (Johansson-Nogués, 2008, p. 1). On the one hand, the government had
promised to focus on the EU instead of on the Atlantic alliance. On the other hand,
Zapatero wanted to give more autonomy to the Spanish regions without giving them the
possibility to secede. The Kosovar issue endangered these promises, since recognition
could have created a precedent for the Spanish regions, while non-recognition could
have created disagreement within the EU (Johansson-Nogues, 2008, p. 1). With the
upcoming elections, the PP tried to exploit this conflict of promises by pushing the
Zapatero government to make a decision on the status of Kosovo.

For years, the PP accused Zapatero of ‘balkanizing” Spain and ‘presiding over
the dissolution of 500 years old Spanish Kingdom’ (El Pais, 2005; US Embassy to
Spain, 2008c). Already prior to the declaration of independence of Kosovo, the PP
made clear that it would reject the independence of Kosovo and immediately started to
question whether the Zapatero government would be capable of dealing with this matter
(Vaquer i Fanés, 2011, p. 13). On the 17" of February 2008, the leader of PP, said that
he would oppose a unilateral declaration of independence of Kosovo and that he
expected the incumbent government to not recognize the sovereignty of Kosovo (El
Pais, 2008a). Moreover, the spokesperson for Foreign Affairs of the PP, Gustavo de
Aristegui, stated that accepting a unilateral declaration of independence of Kosovo
would be a ‘mistake’, because Kosovo is ‘a Serbian province’ (Europa Press, 2008).

After the Kosovar declaration of independence, the president of the PP Mariano
Rajoy, believed that ‘Spain should not recognize Kosovo as an independent state if

there is no agreement between the parties and no new resolution from the UN Security




Council’ (US Embassy to Spain, 2008b). Moreover, he said that Spain ‘should not send
or maintain the presence of civilian officials’ and blamed the Zapatero government of
‘incongruity’ and bad diplomacy (US Embassy to Spain, 2008b). Hence, the PP used
the Kosovar issue to criticize the PSOE, framed it as incapable of dealing with
international issues and blamed it for reinforcing secessionist tensions within Spain.

This position of the main competitor of the PSOE led to concerns about a
potential electoral loss during the upcoming elections. In a leaked document, the
Spanish Director for North America and Europe, Pene Pons, said that ‘Kosovo would be
an elections issue’, because it was ‘in the headlines and the debate in Europe is drawing
the government’s attention away from its campaign priorities’ (US Embassy to Spain,
2008d). The Chief of Staff of Foreign Minister Moratinos, Javier Sancho, stated that ‘it
was politically impossible for the government of Spain to support Kosovo’s unilateral
declaration of independence in the middle of a hotly contested campaign’ (US Embassy
to Spain, 2008c). Therefore, the Spanish government tried to keep the issue quiet. He
also said that Spain would not change its position ‘until after the elections’, because the
government ‘wants it out of the headlines’ and that ‘if Zapatero wins reelection, the
government of Spain will be willing to discuss further avenues for progress toward
peace and stability in the Balkans’ (US Embassy to Spain, 2008c). The PSOE was not
only concerned about the framing of the PP, but was also afraid of losing moderate
voters to the PP (US Embassy to Spain, 2008b).

Namely, the Spanish people are traditionally more reluctant when it comes to
supporting Kosovo than the British. In 1999, about 30% of the Spanish population
supported the NATO air strikes in Kosovo, while a majority of 53% was against the

NATO operation in Kosovo (Barbe, Herranz & Mestres, 2003, p. 5). This trend of




Spanish reluctance to support Kosovo was still present in 2008. According to a poll of
Real Institudo Elcano, which was held just after the decision of the Zapatero
government not to recognize Kosovo, at least 40% of the Spaniards was against the
recognition of Kosovo (El Periodico, 2008).

Furthermore, despite the attempts of the Spanish government to avoid media
coverage, and unlike the Scottish and British media, Spanish newspapers widely
reported on the issue of Kosovo. Hence, the saliency of the issue was high in Spain. In
fact, the newspapers were divided in their opinion. The Madrid-based newspapers, such
as El Pais, EI Mundo, ABC and La Razon, were supporting the government in their
opposition against the recognition of Kosovo, while the Barcelona-based newspapers,
such as La Vanguardia, El Periodico and Avui, were in favor of the recognition of
Kosovo (Vaquer i Fanes, 2011, p. 14). For instance, Andres Ortega, a journalist of El
Pais, wrote about Kosovo that ‘more than a declaration on independence it seems like a
declaration of dependence, Kosovo does not appear to be a prepared or viable country’
(El Pais, 2008c). Both the conservative dailies ABC and La Réazon wrote that the
independence of Kosovo would set a dangerous precedent (ABC, 2008; US Embassy to
Spain, 2008b). By contrast, the Catalan newspaper La Vanguardia wrote that ‘the
independence of Kosovo is not illegal’ and a ‘recognition of Kosovo can be easily
explained’ (La Vanguardia, 2008).

Concluding, the stakes for the Spanish government were high with regards to
their decision on the recognition of Kosovo. The elections were going to take place just
a couple of weeks after the decision and the Zapatero government was facing criticism
from their biggest competitor. The PP opposed the recognition of Kosovo and feared

that a possible precedent would be created. This position was reinforced by the fact that




Basque and Catalan parties, as well as the Catalan media supported the independence of
Kosovo. Furthermore, the Madrid-based media were advocating against the recognition
of Kosovo. Therefore, the PSOE could potentially lose moderate voters to the PP, if the
government decided to recognize Kosovo. This concern was supported by the fact that
at least 40% of the Spanish voters opposed the recognition. With the electoral calendar
in mind, the electoral costs for the Spanish government to recognize Kosovo were
present.
5.5 General findings
This research on the decisions of the UK and Spain with regards to the recognition of
Kosovo has provided some interesting results. The close ally relationship with the US
was absent in the cases under examination. Both the UK and Spain had not based their
argumentation and decision on the behavior of their great power ally. There might have
been some coordination with the US or the EU with regards to their statements, but the
relationship cannot explain the varying decisions on the recognition of Kosovo.
Therefore, it was necessary to look at path dependency as a possible explanation. H2
can be confirmed, since the UK continuously committed itself to the creation of the
state of Kosovo and Spain explicitly avoided any commitment towards the recognition
of Kosovo. Nevertheless, this variable is not a sufficient condition to explain why these
countries made opposite decisions. Namely, in 1999, both Spain and the UK could not
expect that they had to decide on the recognition of Kosovo in 2008.

Hence, the explanation had to be found at the domestic level of analysis. First,
both the UK and Spain had to deal with secessionist movements that wanted to secede.
However, in the UK, Scottish secessionists did not see Kosovo as a precedent, while in

Spain, Catalan and Basque secessionists explicitly linked their future to the decision of




the Spanish government. Thus, the fear to create a precedent by recognizing Kosovo
seemed to be decisive in the considerations of the British and Spanish governments.
Moreover, the electoral costs in both contexts seems to provide a more substantial
explanation. In Spain, elections were closer to the decision on the recognition of
Kosovo than in the UK and, therefore, the issue was more salient. Furthermore, the
consensus in favor of recognition was bigger among British parties than among Spanish
parties. Moreover, there was more media coverage of the Kosovar issue in Spain and the
Spanish population was more critical of the recognition of Kosovo than the British
population. Therefore, recognition could have led to more potential electoral loss for the

PSOE in Spain than for Labour in the UK. Overall, this table summarizes the findings:

Hypotheses United Kingdom Spain

H1.: close ally relationship Discarded Discarded

(decision depends on US)

H2: path dependency Confirmed (presence of path | Confirmed (absence of path
(commitment to creation of dependency -> recognition) dependency - non-
Kosovo) recognition)

H3: secessionist challenge Confirmed (low fear for Confirmed (high fear for
(fear for creating precedent) precedent - recognition) precedent - non-recognition)
H4: electoral costs (potential | Confirmed (absence of Confirmed (presence of
electoral loss with electoral costs = recognition) | electoral costs = non-
recognition) recognition)

Table 2: Findings with regards to hypotheses




6. Conclusions
This controlled comparison of two most similar cases with different outcomes on the

recognition of a new state has generated some interesting and novel findings in this
relatively new field of study in Political Science. First of all, H1 cannot explain the
varying British and Spanish decisions. Therefore, the importance of recognizing-
behavior of great powers does not seem to matter as much as Coggins suggests in her
research. Another important implication of this research is that the previously neglected
variable of path dependency (H2) proved to be an important indicator for the behavior
of Spain and the UK and could thus be an important factor to predict what states will
decide eventually. However, this variable could not sufficiently explain why states
make a certain decision with regards to the recognition of a new state.

The most important findings came from the domestic level of analysis. Although
the secessionist challenge (H3) was present in both the UK and Spain, this was not
sufficient to explain the variance in their decisions on the recognition of Kosovo. The
difference was caused by the rhetoric of the secessionist movements and whether they
explicitly linked their position to the Kosovar issue. Spain could not recognize Kosovo,
because the secessionist movements in Catalonia and the Basque Country explicitly
linked the Spanish decision on Kosovo to their own political future. Since the Scottish
nationalists did not explicitly make this link, the UK could recognize Kosovo. Hence,
this adds a very important sophistication and nuance to Coggins’ secessionist challenge
variable and should be tested through additional research. Furthermore, electoral costs
(H4) form a neglected variable that is of high importance. With upcoming elections, the
electoral costs for the Spanish government to recognize Kosovo were high. By contrast,
the British government did not have to fear electoral costs as a result of recognizing

Kosovo, because there was a broad consensus in favor of the recognition of Kosovo. H4




plays an important role in explaining the varying decisions of the UK and Spain.
Therefore, the central claim of this research is that countries are less likely to recognize
a state when they fear creating a precedent for their internal secessionist movements and
when the government faces electoral costs as a result of recognizing a country.

Nevertheless, there are some recommendations for further research. During the
research, it became clear that the socialist Spanish government also possibly had to deal
with a different kind of path dependency following their rigid interpretation of
international law regarding the Spanish decision to join the coalition of the willing in
the Iraq war. The conservative PP government decided in 2002/03 to join the coalition,
a decision which was contested by the then Socialist opposition due to a lack of
international legal legitimacy. In absence of an explicit new UNSC resolution on
Kosovo, the government stated that UNSC Resolution 1244 could not legitimize the
unilateral declaration of independence of Kosovo. This possible additional explanation
might be an interesting variable to look at in further research on this topic.

One possibility to get a more detailed explanation of what accounts for the
varying decisions of Spain and the UK on the recognition of Kosovo is conducting
interviews. For instance, interviews can provide new insights on party considerations of
politicians that had to decide on the recognition of Kosovo. The major players in the
decisions processes on the recognition of Kosovo are now possibly available and
willing to give interviews, since they do not hold prominent positions in current politics.
Namely, politicians like Ibarretxe, Moratinos, Brown and Miliband have resigned from
their political positions and are not actively participating in public debates anymore.

Moreover, in order to increase the generalizability of the findings, it is

recommendable to apply the same hypotheses to different case studies or a quantitative




study. The recognition of countries has become politically burdened after the
recognition of Kosovo and was followed by controversial recognitions of independence
of regions such as South Ossetia and Abkhazia. This research only focused on Western
and European democracies. The generalizability could be increased by examining a
wider sample of the recognizing-behavior of non-democracies and countries in different
regions or with different ethnic compositions. For instance, Italy and Switzerland might
be interesting cases to look at whether the Albanian diaspora played substantial roles in
the Swiss and Italian recognition of Kosovo in 2008.

Finally, there seems to be an interesting interaction between the secessionist
challenge variable and the electoral costs variable that could be further examined. In
Spain, the PP tried to blame the PSOE for being inconsistent by creating a dangerous
precedent for Spain. This had everything to do with the fact that secessionist
movements in Spain were framing Kosovo as a possible precedent. If these movements
had not referred to Kosovo, the PP could not have made that argument. In further
research, it would be interesting to examine how these two variables interact and
whether the variable of electoral costs would also be applicable to countries without
secessionist movements or to countries with secessionist movements, but parliamentary
consensus. A process-tracing method could provide the necessary insights to answer
this question. Possible cases to consider are Slovakia and Greece, since these countries

have not recognized Kosovo, but had no elections in 2008.




7. References

ABC (2008, January). Espafia ante el error de Kosovo. Retrieved 7-5-2016 from http://
www.abc.es/hemeroteca/historico-23-01-2008/abc/Opinion/espa%C3%Bla-ante
-el-error-de-kosovo 1641580093733.html

Archik, K. (2008). The United Kingdom: Issues for the United States. Retrieved 21-4-
2016 from Congressional Research Service website: www.dtic.mil/cgi-
bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA524375

Asociacion Espafiola de Profesores de Derecho Internacional y Relaciones
Internacionales (2003). Spanish Yearbook of International Law — Volume VII
1999-2000. Leiden, The Netherlands: Martinus Nijhoff.

Barbé E., Herranz, A., & Mestres, L. (2003). CFSP watch 2003: National report
Spain. Retrieved 5-5-2016 from the website of London School of Economics:
http://www.lse.ac.uk/internationalRelations/centresandunits/EFPU/EFPUpdfs
/CFSPWatch03Spain.pdf

Basora, A. (2009). US-Spain Relations from the Perspective of 2009. CIDOB
International yearbook, 90-95.

BBC News (2012, October). Timeline: Scottish independence referendum. Retrieved
26-4-2016 from http://www.bbc.com/news/uk-scotland-scotland-politics- 99076
75

Blas, A. (2013). Catalonian Secessionism Made in Spain. Ethnopolitics, 12(4), 398-401.

Bourne, A. (2014). Europeanization and secession: The cases of Catalonia and
Scotland. JEMIE, 13(3), 94-120.

Cameron, D. (2007). David Cameron’s first speech in Washington DC. Speech
delivered in Washington DC, 29" of November 2007. Retrieved 6-5-2016 from
http://conservative-speeches.sayit.mysociety.org/speech/599733

Castella Andreu, J. (2008). Spanish autonomic state reform: Catalonia's 2006 new
statute of autonomy. Journal of Law and Political Science, 102(3), 89-128.

Coggins, B. (2011). Friends in high places: International politics and the emergence
of states from secessionism. International Organization, 65(3), 433-467.

Coggins, B. (2014). Power politics and state formation in the twentieth century: The

dynamics of recognition. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.




Congreso de los Diputados (1999). Pleno y diputacion permanente. Legislatura VI,
No. 246, p. 13058.

Congreso de los Diputados (1999). Pleno y diputacion permanente. Legislatura VI,
No. 512, p. 2.

Crawford, B. (1995). Domestic pressures and multilateral mistrust: Why Germany
unilaterally recognized Croatia in 1991. German Politics and Society, 13 (2),
1-34.

Dai, X. (2005). Why comply? The domestic constituency mechanism. International
Organization, 59(2), 363-398.

Daily Record (2008, February). Demand for apology Alex Salmond over Kosovo.
Retrieved 1-5-2016 from http://www.dailyrecord.co.uk/news/scottish-news
/demand-for-alex-salmond-apology-over-969199#bHmBOufFMg3cW11d.97

Der Spiegel (2008, February). Suspense is over: France, Germany and UK to
recognize Kosovo. Retrieved 22-4-2016 from  http://www.spiegel.de
/international/europe/suspense-is-over-france-germany-and-uk-to-recognize-
kosovo-a-536119.html

Diario de Sevilla (2008, February). Los nacionalistas catalanes admiten que Kosovo no
es Cataluiia. Retrieved 1-5-2016 from http://www.diariodesevilla.es/article
lespana/57468/los/nacionalistas/catalanes/admiten/kosovo/no/es/cataluna.html

Digeser, P. (2009). Friendship between states. British Journal of Political
Science, 39(2), 323-344.

Downer, J. (2013). Towards a declaratory school of government recognition.
Vanderbilt Journal of Transnational Law, 46(2), 581-612.

Doyle, N., & Morina, E. (2013). The United Kingdom’s Foreign Policy towards
Kosovo — A Policy Perspective. (Policy Report GLPS No. 07/2013). Retrieved
5-4-2016 from the Group for Legal and Political Studies: http://
legalpoliticalstudies.org/download/Policy%20Report%2007%202013.pdf

Dumbrell, J. (2004). The US-UK ‘'special relationship’ in a world twice
transformed. Cambridge Review of International Affairs, 17(3), 437-450.

Dumbrell, J. (2009). The US-UK special relationship: Taking the 21st-century
temperature. The British Journal of Politics & International Relations, 11
(1), 64-78.




Eggers, A. (2007). When is a state a state? The case for recognition of Somaliland.
Boston College International & Comparative Law Review, 30(1), 211-222.

El Mundo (2007, September). Ibarretxe propone una consulta en el Pais Vasco el 25 de
octubre de 2008. Retrieved 29-4-2016 from http://www.elmundo.es
/elmundo/2007/09/28/espana/1190972019.html

El Mundo (2008, February). La independencia de Kosovo, desde una mala noticia para
Espafia a leccion democratica. Retrieved 26-4-2016 from http://www.elmundo
.es/elmundo/2008/02/17/espana/1203263910.html

El Pais (2004, April). Zapatero, investido presidente con 183 votos. Retrieved 1-5-2016
from http://elpais.com/diario/2004/04/17/espana/1082152801_850215.html

El Pais (2005, October). Aznar acusa de nuevo a Zapatero de balcanizar Espafia.
Retrieved 5-5-2016  from  http://elpais.com/elpais/2005/10/07/actualidad
/1128673025_850215.html

El Pais (2007a, December). Sarkozy: La UE ve inevitable la independencia de
Kosovo. Retrieved 25-4-2016 from http://internacional.elpais.com/internacional
/2007/12/14/actualidad/1197586811 850215.html

El Pais (2007b, December). La UE anuncia unidad europea para un Kosovo
independiente. Retrieved 25-4-2016 from http://internacional.elpais.com
/internacional/2007/12/10/actualidad/1197241205850215.html

El Pais (2008a, February). A Zapatero, sin careta, se le ve el careto. Retrieved 26-4-
2016 from http://elpais.com/diario/2008/02/17/espana/1203202808_850215.html

El Pais (2008b, February). EI Gobierno vasco dice que Kosovo supone una leccion para
resolver los conflictos de identidad. Retrieved 1-5-2016 from http://internacional
.elpais.com/internacional/2008/02/17/actualidad/1203202811 850215.html

El Pais (2008c, February). Declaracion de dependencia. Retrieved 7-5-2016 from
http://elpais.com/diario/2008/02/18/internacional/1203289204 _850215.html

El Periodico (2008, February). El 40% de esparioles ve perjudicial la independencia de
Kosovo. Retrieved 5-5-2016 from http://www.elperiodicodearagon.com/no
ticias/espana/40-espanoles-ve-perjudicial-independencia-Kosovo_407643.html

Europa Nu (2008).De Raad van Ministers over Kosovo en Servié. Speech delivered
by the Council of Ministers, 20" of February 2008.Retrieved 2-5-2016 from

http://www.europanu.nl/id/vhsI385w55so/nieuws/de_raad_van_ministers_over




_kosovo_en?ctx=vh9iflear39f&start tab0=740

Europa Press (2008, February). EI PP considera un error aceptar ladeclaracion unilateral
de independencia. Retrieved 7-5-2016 from http://www.europapress.es
/internacional/noticia-kosovo-pp-considera-error-aceptar-declaracion-unilateral-
independencia-20080215153958.html

Fabry, M. (2010). Recognizing states: International Society and the establishment of
new states since 1776. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Fabry, M. (2012). The contemporary practice of state recognition: Kosovo, South
Ossetia, Abkhazia, and their aftermath. Nationalities Papers, 40(5), 661-676.

Fabry, M. (2013). Theorizing state recognition. International Theory, 5(1), 165-170.

Financial Times (2008, February). Kosovo could end Scotland’s European dream.
Retrieved 30-4-2016 from http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/a4756a3c-e472-11dc-
a495-000779fd2ac.html

Findley, M., & Teo, T. (2006). Rethinking third-party interventions into civil wars: An
actor-centric approach. Journal of Politics, 68 (4), 828-837.

Franck, T. (1992). The emerging right to democratic governance. The American
Journal of International Law, 86(1), 46-91.

George, A., & Bennett, A. (2005). Case studies and theory development in the social
sciences. Cambridge, MA: The Mit Press.

Greig, M., & Regan, P. (2008). When do they say yes? An analysis of the willingness to
offer and accept mediation in civil wars. International Studies Quarterly, 52(4),
759-781.

Herald Scotland (2001, July). Kosovo problem for the SNP. Retrieved 30-4-2016 from
http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/12178158.Kosovo_problem_for_the SNP/

Hilpold, P. (2012). Kosovo and International Law: the ICJ Advisory Opinion of 22
July 2010. Leiden, The Netherlands: Martinus Nijhoff .

House of Commons (1999). Oral Answers to Questions. Secretary of State for
Defence (Mr. Geoffrey Hoon). Question 96126. Retrieved 12-4-2016 from the
website of the British parliament: http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa
/cm199899/cmhansrd/vo991108/debtext/91108-03.htm#91108-03_spmin2




Ipsos Mori (1999). Mail on Sunday — Kosovo Poll. Retrieved 7-5-2016 from https://
ipsos-mori.com/researchpublications/researcharchive/1860/Mail-on-Sunday-
Kosovo-Poll.aspx

Johansson-Nogués, E. (2008). The Kosovo Juggling Act? Zapatero's delicate balance
between Spanish constraints and European imperatives. In Barbé, E. (Ed.) Spain
in Europe 2004-2008 (pp 1-5). Barcelona, Spain: Institut Universitari d’Estudis
Europeus.

Kay, A. (2003). Path dependency and the CAP. Journal of European public
policy. 10(3), 405-420.

Krasner, S. (1999). Sovereignty: Organized hypocrisy. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press

Lang, K. (2013). Catalonia on the road to independence? — The key lies in Madrid.
SWP Aktuell, 50, 1-8.

La Vanguardia (2008, February). La independencia de Kosovo no es illegal. Retrieved
9-5-2016 from http://blogs-lectores.lavanguardia.com/colaboraciones/la
-independencia-de-kosovo-no-es-ilegal

Liberal Democrats (2008). Sarah speaking about Kosovar independence. Speech
delivered by Sarah Ludford at the European Parliament, 20" of February 2008.
Retrieved 6-5-2016 from http://enfieldlibdems.org.uk/en/article/2008
/0098725/sarah-speaking-about-kosovar-independence

MacShane, D. (2008). Europe needs to speak with one voice. The Independent.
Retrieved 2-6-2016 from http://www.independent.co.uk/voices/commentators
/denis-macshane-europe-needs-to-speak-with-one-voice-850964.html

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Kosovo (2011). Great Britain,
Switzerland and Croatia support Kosovo on its Euro-Atlantic path. Retrieved 12-
4-2016 from http://www.mfa-ks.net/?page=2,217,670

Mix D. (2015). Spain and its relations with the United States: In brief. Retrieved 22-4-
2016 from:  Congressional Research Service website: https://www.fas.org/sgp
[crs/row/R44298.pdf

Moravcsik, A. (1993). Preferences and power in the European Community: a liberal
intergovernmentalist approach. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies,
31(4), 473-524.




Moravcsik, A. (1997). Taking preferences seriously: A liberal theory of international
politics. International organization, 51(4), 513-553.

Office of the Prime Minister of the Republic of Kosovo (2016). To Kosovans, Blair is a
true  hero. Retrieved 12-4-2016  from http://www.kryeministri-
ks.net/?page=2,9,1576

Parlament de Catalunya (2005). Proposta de reforma de I’Estatut d’autonomia de
Catalunya. Speech delivered by Artur Mas, the 2" of November 2005. Retrieved
2-5-2016 from http://www.parlament.cat/document/cataleg/48104.pdf

Pohl, B. (2013). The logic underpinning EU crisis management operations.” European
security, 22(3), 307-325.

Publico (2007, December). La escicidon de Kosovo incomada a Zapatero. Retrieved 3-5-
2016  from  http://www.publico.es/espana/escision-kosovo-incomoda-zapa
tero.html

Regan, P. (1998). Choosing to Intervene: Outside Interventions in Internal
Conflicts. The Journal of Politics, 60(3), 754-779.

Reuters (2008a, February). UK recognizes Kosovo Independence. Retrieved 24-2-2016
from http://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-kosovo-serbia-britain-idUKL18246939
20080218

Reuters (2008b, February). Spain says won’t recognize Kosovo Independence.
Retrieved 24-2-2016 from http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSL18645227

Reuters (2009, March). Biden says Spain relationship goes beyond Kosovo. Retrieved
22-4-2016 from http://www.reuters.com/article/us-spain-kosovo-usa
-idUSTRE52R23E20090328

Rich, R. (1993). Recognition of states: the collapse of Yugoslavia and the Soviet
Union. European Journal of International Law, 4(1), 36-65.

Risse-Kappen, T. (1991). Public opinion, domestic structure, and foreign policy in
liberal democracies. World Politics: A Quarterly Journal of International
Relations, 43(4), 479-512.

Rodriguez-lzquierdo Serrano, M. (2011). The Basque Country: With or Without the
Spanish Constitution, Like or Unlike the Kosovo Precedent? In Summers, J.
(Ed.) Kosovo: A precedent? The declaration of independence, the Advisory




Opinion and implications for statehood, self-determination and minority rights
(pp. 427-444). Leiden, The Netherlands: Martinus Nijhoff.

Roeder, P. (2007). Where nation-states come from: Institutional change in the age
of nationalism. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Ryngaert, C., & Sobrie, S. (2011). Recognition of states: International law or
realpolitik? The practice of recognition in the wake of Kosovo, South Ossetia,
and Abkhazia. Leiden Journal of International Law, 24(2), 467-490.

Scottish Government (2016). A National Converstation: 2007-2009. Retrieved 26-4-
2016 from http://www.gov.scot/Topics/constitution/a-national-conversation

Scottish National Party (2007). Manifesto 2007: It’s time. Retrieved 30-4-2016 from
http://image.guardian.co.uk/sysfiles/Politics/documents/2007/04/12/SNPManifes
toprogramme.pdf

Scottish Parliament (2008a). Kosovan independence. Motion S3M-01363: Aileen
Campbell, South of Scotland, Scottish National Party, Date Lodged: 18/02/2008.
Retrieved 3-5-2016 from http://www.scottish.parliament.uk
/parliamentarybusiness/28877.aspx?SearchType=Advance&ReferenceNumbers
=S3M01363&ResultsPerPage=10

Scottish Parliament (2008b). Kosovan independence. Motion S3M-01363.1: Murdo
Fraser, Mid Scotland and Fife, Scottish Conservative and Unionist Party, Date
Lodged: 18/02/2008. Retrieved 3-5-2016 from http://www.scottish.parliament
.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28877.aspx?SearchType=Advance&Reference
Numbers=S3M01363&ResultsPerPage=10

Scottish  Parliament (2008c). Kosovo. Motion S3M-011373: George Foulkes,
Lothians, Scottish Labour, Date Logded: 18/02/2008. Retrieved 3-5-2016 from
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28877.aspx?SearchTy
pe=Advance&ReferenceNumbers=S3M1373&DateT0=5/3/2016%2011:59:59
%20PM&SortBy=DateSubmitted&Answers=All&SearchFor=All&ResultsPerPa
ge=10

Seawright, J., & Gerring, J. (2008). Case selection techniques in case study
research: A menu of qualitative and quantitative options. Political Research
Quaterly, 61(2), 294-308.




Security Council Report (2007). Statement issued on the 20™ of July 2007 by Belgium,
France, Germany, Italy, UK and the US, Co-sponsors of the draft resolution on
Kosovo presented to the Council on 17 July. Retrieved 5-4-2016 from
http://www.securitycouncilreport.org/update-report/lookup-c-gIKWLeMTIs
Gb3945613.php

Security Council Report (2008). 5839™ meeting of the United Nations Security Council
on Monday 18" of February 2008. Retrieved 5-4-2016 from
http://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C
-8CD3CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/K0s%20S%20PV%205839.pdf

Security Council Report (2016. Chronology of events: Kosovo. Retrieved 6-4-2016
from http://www.securitycouncilreport.org/chronology/kosovo.php?page=8

Selimi, P. (2011). Kosovo-British Relations. Diplomat Magazine. Retrieved 9-4-2016
from http://www.diplomatmagazine.com/issues/2011/september/503-kosovo
-british-relations-v15-503.html

Senado (2009). Serie I: Boletin General. Legislatura 1X, No. 172, p. 145

Spanish Ministry of Defence (2016). Kosovo (KFOR) — Participacion de Espafa.
Retrieved 13-4-2016 from http://www.defensa.gob.es/misiones/en_exterior
/historico/listado/kosovo.html

Talmon, S. (2005). The constitutive versus the declaratory theory of recognition:
Tertium non datur? The British Year Book of International Law, 75(1), 101-181.

Tatham, M. (2015). Kosovo’s independence is irreversible and we encourage those
countries that have not yet recognize Kosovo to do so. Retrieved 9-2-2016 from
the  website of the  British  government:  https://www.gov.uk
/government/speeches/kosovos-independence-is-irreversible-and-we-encourage
-those-countries-that-have-not-yet-recognised-kosovo-to-do-so

Thagi, H. (2016). Distinguished speaker series. Speech delivered at the Hague Institute
for Global Justice, 15" of March 2016. Retrieved 15-3-2016 from http://www
.thehagueinstituteforglobaljustice.org/events/distinguished-speaker-series-with
-h-e-hashim-thaci-president-elect-of-the-republic-of-kosovo/

The Daily Telegraph (2008, February). Separatists watch Kosovo gain independence.
Retrieved  7-5-2016  from  http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews

/1579069/Separatists-watch-Kosovo-gain-independence.html




The Guardian (2007, May). SNP wins historic victory. Retrieved 30-4-2016 from http://
www.theguardian.com/uk/2007/may/04/scotland.devolution

The Guardian (2008a, February). Spain exposes EU split, as US leads recognition.
Retrieved  13-4-2016  from  http://www.theguardian.com/world/2008/feb
/19/kosovo.serbia

The Guardian (2008b, February). This dependent independence is the least worse
solution for Kosovo. Retrieved 7-5-2016 from http://www.theguardian.com
/world/2008/feb/21/Kosovo

The Guardian (2014, April). How much has Britain spend on military intervention?
Retrieved 13-4-2016 from http://www.theguardian.com/news/datablog/2014
[lapr/23/how-much-britain-spent-military-intervention

The Herald (2008, February). Would independence be velvet for divorce from UK?
Retrieved 7-5-2016 from http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/12458944.Would
_independence_be_velvet_divorce_from_UK _/

The Independent (2008, February). The big question: Why are so many countries
opposed to Kosovo gaining independence? Retrieved 5-2-2016 from http://www
.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/the-big-question-why-are-so-many
-countries-opposed-to-kosovo-gaining-its-independence-783977.html

Turk, D. (1993). Recognition of states: A comment. European Journal of
International Law, 4, 66-71.

United Kingdom Parliament (2008a).Political developments (Kosovo). Retrieved 22-4-
2016  from  http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd
/cm080219/wmstext/80219m0005.htm

United Kingdom Parliament (2008b). Western Balkans. Debate in the House of
Commons, 26" of February 2008. Retrieved 7-5-2016  from
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm080226/hallte
xt/80226h0005.htm

United Nations (2008). Security Council meets in emergency session following
Kosovo’s declaration of independence, with members sharply divided on issue.
Retrieved from http://www.un.org/press/en/2008/sc9252.doc.htm

United Nations General Assembly (2008). Backing request by Serbia, General

Assembly decides to seek International Court of Justice ruling on legality of




Kosovo’s independence. GA/10764. 22" Meeting, 8" of October 2008.
Retrieved 6-4-2016 from http://www.un.org/press/en/2008/gal10764.doc.htm

United States Department of States (2008a). U.S. recognizes Kosovo as independent
state. Retrieved 25-4-2016 from http://2001-2009.state.gov/secretary/rm
/2008/02/100973.htm

United States Department of State (2008b). C-Span Interview on Kosovo. Retrieved 6-
4-2016 from http://2001-2009.state.gov/p/eur/rls/rm/101386.htm

United States Embassy to Spain (2008a). Spain denies counterproductive actions on
Kosovo recognition. Retrieved 19-4-2016 from Wikileaks: https://wikileaks
.org/plusd/cablessfO8MADRID863_a.html

United States Embassy to Spain (2008b). Kosovo’s independence and Catalonia.
Retrieved 26-4-2016 from Wikileaks http://www.xarxaindepe.org/2011
/01/wikileaks-kosovos-independence-and.htmi

United States Embassy to Spain (2008c). Spain reaction to Kosovo’s independence.
Retrieved 5-5-2016 from Wikileaks https://wikileaks.org/plusd
/cables/OBMADRID186_a.html

United States Embassy to Spain (2008d). Spain will oppose Kosovo recognition at
GAERC. Retrieved 5-5-2016 from Wikileaks https://wikileaks.org/plusd/cables
/08MADRID174 a.html

Universiteit Leiden (2008). The Kosovo conflict in the polls. Retrieved 7-5-2016 from
http://media.leidenuniv.nl/legacy/Poll%20Data%20Kosovo.pdf

Vaquer i Fénes, J. (2011). Spain’s position on Kosovo. Retrieved from the Kosovo
Foundation for Open Society: http://kfos.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/04
/Kosovo-Calling-ENG.pdf

White House (2009). Remarks by the Vice President to the Assembly of Kosovo.
Retrieved 5-4-2016 from the White House website: https://www
.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remarks-vice-president-assembly-kosovo

Woehrel, S. (2011). Kosovo: Current Issues and US Policy. Russia, China and
Eurasia, 27(2), 231-244.

World Socialist Web Site (1999, April). Scottish National Party criticises NATO
bombing of Serbia. Retrieved 30-4-2016 from https://www.wsws.org/en/articles
/1999/04/snp-a01.html




Appendix

1. Foreign & Commonwealth Office (2007). Kosovo final status - Media. Declassified
document.

From: Andy McGuffie
Press office, W7, KCS

7 December 2007 g

Minister for Europe

KOSOVO FINAL STATUS - MEDIA
Issue

1. Media update on the Kosovo Final Status Process. What do we want our
public position to be by recess?

Objective/aims/key messages

2. HMG wishes to bring the Kosovo Final Status Process through to the best
possible conclusion for regional stability and without major violence. In the
absence of agreement under the Troika process that means implementing the
Ahtisaari proposals.

3. By recess, our aims are to demonstrate through media activity that:

« Huge diplomatic time and effort have been put into the Final Status
Process by the international community — the process is now exhausted.

» Despite the failure to reach agreement so far this must be resolved
politically, not militarily, with the EU in the lead.

o HMG believes on the basis of the situation on the ground that the status
quo is unsustainable.

« Rapid resolution of Kosovo's status is necessary for the Western Balkans
to be integrated into the EU and NATO.

4. Our key messages are:

e The Troika talks have left no stone unturned. One or the other side have
rejected every possible option. Further negotiations would be fruitless.

* \We welcome the commitment from both sides to reject any recourse to
violence.

» We agree with the UNSG’s assessment that the status quo is
unsustainable. ;

e The EU must now take a lead and take difficult decisions on the status of
Kosovo.



2. Foreign & Commonwealth Office (2004/2005). Kosovo: Elements of UK strategy
2004/2005. Declassified document.

Y

We need a strategy to handle the Review and to handle what next. Our aim
should be to get the Kosovans to the point where the Review can legitimately be
described as positive. But this may not be possible. In that event, we will need
contingency planning to cope with disruption, including violence, arising from
frustrated hopes: NATO and the UN will need to do this.

> If the Review is positive, then as indicated by the UN Security Council last
December, it will allow us to initiate the process that leads to final settlement.
How fast we move at this point will depend on just how much progress was made
on the minimum standards, and on the overall level of commitment of the
leadership in Kosovo. It would be sensible to deal with this incrementally —
appointing a high level envoy say to prepare the ground for status talks with both
sides (this should be a formal role — unlike the shuttle diplomat — but should not
be the SRSG. Kai Eide would be a good choice for this role)." The preparations
could include elaborating a set of guiding principles, akin to the Venice
declaration of 1980, or some other guidance set down by the Security Council. A
timetable for settlement talks to begin should be elaborated contingent on further
progress on the minimum standards.

» In parallel with the minimum standards we also need to develop the role of the
KPC and security sector reform, recognising that the KPC will have some role in
indigenous security and law and order capacity (though possibly desegregated into
different agencies, with provisions for minority representation). We should be
mindful however of the leverage the future of the KPC offers.

We need to consider the public message to the Kosovans on status. We should
make clear that the logical destination of Kosovo is independence, within the
context of Europe and with proper protection for minorities. The timetable for
independence would be dictated by implementation of the key standards. The
international community would devise a strategy to move Kosovo along that path
but it would be clearly on the basis of the minimum standards being fully
achieved, hence conditionality would be maintained. Once independence had
been established, there would be a likely need for the first few years for
international civilian and military presences to oversee implementation of a peace
settlement and provide regional and minority reassurance. A complementary
strategy to move a constructive Belgrade closer to Europe would also be needed in
parallel.
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The timing of such a message on status deserves further consideration. There is a
case for making this clear at the time the minimum standards are elaborated, as an

incentive to implement them. (This might also be useful in the context of th
October elections. .

Another point would be at the time of the Review itself. The key will be to keep

Y

! At the point at which a high level envoy was appointed, the need for private
diplomacy would have fallen away; so rather than a plethora of senior figures, we’d
envisage only one at any given time , in addition to the SRSG).



