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Abstract
This article discusses the limits of the European Union’s role as a state builder in Kosovo during the period between NATO’s military campaign in 1999 and the eve of Kosovo’s declaration of independence in early 2008. It builds on the conceptual literature on Europeanisation, EU actorness and conditionality to explore the EU’s multi-faceted presence in the area and its ability to shape Kosovo’s emerging statehood. In doing so the article explores the way in which the EU strategy on the ground has been conditioned by: (a) the multiplicity of EU institutions and agencies that currently engage in the process of state-building in Kosovo; b) the presence of other powerful actors - namely NATO and the UN – with their own stakes and agendas in the area; and c) local constellations of power and particularly Kosovo’s political elites as these have been shaped by the conflict of the late 1990s and its aftermath. Hence, the article studies, in a theoretically-informed manner, the ongoing international efforts to build Europe’s newest ‘state-in-waiting’ and sheds light into an integral part of the European Union’s enlargement strategy in the Western Balkans.      
Introduction

In the aftermath of the European Union’s (EU) enlargement with the countries of Central and Eastern Europe in 2004 and 2007, the debate over the future of the Western Balkans in the new European architecture has acquired a new vitality. Despite its turbulent past, the region has long been recognised by the European Union as a pool of potential new member states; a commitment enshrined in the ‘Thessaloniki Agenda’ and re-iterated at the 2003 EU-Western Balkans Summit where the EU urged its “unequivocal support to the European perspective of the Western Balkan countries” (EU-Western Balkans Summit 2003). Yet the EU’s commitment to a new round of southeast European enlargement has recently been thrown into question amidst fears that the European Union is about to enter a prolonged period of introspection as it struggles to absorb its new member states and revive the fortunes of the Lisbon Treaty. The apparent ‘enlargement fatigue’ suffered by European voters – seen as a major contributing factor behind failed referenda on the Constitutional/Reform Treaty in France, the Netherlands and, more recently, Ireland – is, therefore, threatening to reshape the context in which the integration of the Western Balkans into the European Union is being understood and implemented. 

In addition to the EU’s internal constraints, the region’s European ambitions have also been frustrated by the slow pace of economic recovery and democratic consolidation. Whilst in recent years the countries of the Western Balkans have not witnessed a major outbreak of violence, their progress towards stable democratic statehood has been fragmented and incomplete. In the words of the International Commission on the Balkans (ICB, the ‘Amato Commission’) in 2005: “the region’s profile is bleak - a mixture of weak states and international protectorates…economic growth in these territories is low or non existent; unemployment is high; corruption is pervasive; and the public is pessimistic and distrustful towards its nascent democratic institutions” (IBC: 2005: 7). Fewer places reflect the pessimism of this assessment better than Kosovo; the theatre of Europe’s last major war and one of the Continent’s newest states. 

For the European Union’s strategy in southeast Europe, the case of Kosovo presents a complex and multi-faceted problem. Since the end of NATO’s military intervention against Serbia in 1999 and until the Kosovo’s declaration of independence in February 2008, the EU had been closely involved in almost all aspects of governance in the former Serbian province. The EU formed an integral part of the UN administration (UNMIK) that effectively run the country; it has been Kosovo’s largest aid donor and has coordinated (and financed) the most comprehensive network of training programmes for the country’s, initially hybrid (i.e. the Provisional Institutions of Self Government - PISG) and, now, official government. In addition the EU had been in charge of the country’s custom services and privatisation programme, it exercised extensive regulatory powers over the economy and supervised the Banking and Payment Authority (Kosovo’s embryonic Central Bank). Kosovo is also the only country, outside the Eurozone, to adopt the Euro as its official currency. In fact the EU’s role in Kosovo has been (and still remains) the closest it can be to that of a state builder. This role is likely to be further strengthened as the EULEX mission gets fully under way in early 2009. 
During the period 1999 to early 2008 the EU’s objectives on the ground have been supported by a dense network of institutional actors and policy instruments. Yet, for all its financial commitment and invested political capital, the EU’s engagement in Kosovo operated under significant international and domestic contingencies. For a start the EU has been called to build a country that legally did not exist. Following the end of the war in 1999, the administration of Kosovo was regulated by the UN Security Council Resolution 1244 (1999), pending a negotiated settlement on the final status. The EU’s state building activities in the country had been shared with other international organisations/agencies, most notably the United Nations (UN) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) which assumed major roles in the fields of civilian administration and security matters respectively. Local attitudes on foreign patronage added further layers of complexity to the EU’s presence in the area. Although the long-term future of Kosovo inside the EU has been widely regarded as a foregone conclusion, the local population appeared (and continues to be) the most hostile towards the EU (the largest percentage of negative opinions in the Western Balkans, including Serbia), whilst pro-American sentiments were (and remain) the strongest in the region and, possibly, in Europe (ICB, 2005: appendix). Much of this scepticism towards Europe has its roots in the EU’s early debacles over the handling of the disintegration of former Yugoslavia and, more importantly, a widespread perception that European powers did not do enough to protect the Albanian population in Kosovo against Serb aggression.   

In conceptual terms the range and intensity of EU involvement in Kosovo coupled with the exceptional domestic context in which it unfolded during the period 1999-early 2008 raises two important questions. One is the issue of EU actorness. The institutional constellations of the EU’s presence in Kosovo (both as a constituent part of the UNMIK administration and through its various agencies operating on the ground) had been constantly changing over the course of the 1999- early 2008 period. These constellations will be further reshaped following Kosovo’s independence in February 2008. For the period under examination (1999-early 2008) the main thrust of the EU activities in the area were dispersed across 6(!) different institutions (see below) whose policy remit extended over all three EU pillars and cut across many different layers of the bureaucracy in Brussels. EU policy in Kosovo also had to be negotiated with other international organizations on the ground (such as the UN, NATO and the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe - OSCE), but also with the national agendas of the members of the Contact Group (US, Russia, UK, Germany, France and Italy) who exerted a powerful influence over the strategy of the international community in the area. Within this context the potential for conflict over strategic priorities, policy leadership and inter-departmental co-ordination was immense. In this regard the European Union’s success in Kosovo was inextricably linked to its ability to speak ‘with one voice’.      
A second line of investigation in this article - closely linked to the issue of actorness - relates to the ability of the European Union to act as an effective state builder in Kosovo. The scholarship on EU enlargement has offered rich evidence of the transformative effects associated with the process of seeking (and eventually negotiating) membership of the European Union. The testing of Europeanisation thesis in the case of Kosovo offers much added-value to this debate. What are the limits, for example, of the EU’s ability to inspire, orchestrate and ‘police’ Europeanisation in post-conflict societies under conditions of weak statehood and incomplete sovereignty? How does conditionality – the cornerstone of the EU’s enlargement strategy – work in societies where the discourse on ‘Europe’ does not have unconditionally positive connotations and where the process of state-building is shared with other international actors? By addressing some of these issues, this article seeks to explore the synergy between the literature on actorness and Europeanisation and, hence, offer a conceptually-informed understanding of the EU’s strategy in the Western Balkans and beyond.    

The article is structured in four parts: the first part sets the theoretical context in which the EU’s strategy in Kosovo is discussed; the second part offers a brief overview of the mosaic of institutional actors currently involved in the process of state building in Kosovo; in the third part the article assesses the limits of the EU’s involvement in the area, by focusing on four main areas of its activities in Kosovo: a) as an agent of economic reform, b) as an institution builder, c) as an actor in the domestic process of political reform and accommodation d) and as a security provider. The final part of the article concludes with recapping the main empirical findings in the light of the conceptual discussion set out in its opening part. 

Europeanisation, Conditionality and EU Actorness
It is acknowledged nowadays that the EU plays a growing role in international politics – a role that it is claimed has hitherto been inadequately addressed by both IR literature and contemporary European integration studies (Risse-Kappen 1996; Bretherton and Vogler 1999, 2006). Recent studies argue that the role of the EU as an international actor is best addressed by analysing its external activities in their entirety, including not only their political and security aspects but also taking into account its role in policy areas such as environment, aid and development, foreign trade, neighbourhood policy, enlargement, etc. (Bretherton and Vogler 2006) A crucial element of this approach is also the acknowledgement of key external factors that decisively influence the development of the EU as an international actor (e.g. pressures from external events) and last but not least – the extent to which the EU is seen as ‘relevant’ by political elites in third countries.
A vital aspect of the analysis on the EU actorness is the way the Union is perceived as an entity by its vast array of interlocutors. The complex, multidimensional nature of the Union is the most often cited feature of its international role. It is commonly referred that in some cases the Union looks like a sui generis international organisation (e.g the early CFSP and the current ESDP), in others it has clear state-like characteristics (e.g. the Single Market programme, EMU, etc.) while in the case of its enlargement policy the EU has been recognised as a hard-to-penetrate ‘network’ (Bretherton and Vogler 2006). In addition notions of the EU as a polity or political system (Hix 1999), as a ‘multiperspectival polity’ (Ruggie 1993) and as a ‘post-sovereign’ and ‘partial political system’ (Wallace 2005) speak for themselves on the complex nature of the EU policy making, an integral part of which is its external presence and actorness.

In defining EU actorness pure behaviourist explanations (the EU as an autonomous entity capable of formulating goals, making decisions and engaging in rationalised action) or simple structuralist accounts (numerous context-related factors providing the rationale for the EU activism in the world) cannot alone provide an adequate basis for conceptualizing the EU actorness. A good analysis of the latter has to take into account both the internal institutional dynamics and the changing character of international relations (Hill 1993; Smith, K.E. 2003) or in other words the dialectical relationship between the agency aspects of the EU and the structural factors of its surrounding environment (Bretherton and Vogler 2006). Regarding the latter, the agency and structure aspects of actorness are seen as mutually reinforcing insofar as structures alone do not determine results but rather create opportunities and constraints while the actors are capable of effective, purposive action. 

Many characteristics of EC/EU actorness might be employed and the hitherto scholarship has attempted to do so by concentrating on one or another set of characteristics: actorness based on “variable and multidimensional presence” and the respective impact that this produces in international politics (Allen and Smith 1990: 20); actorness based on the effective performance of a set of functions and the EC’s respective contribution to the functioning of the international system (Hill 1993); the importance of defining the EU identity as a foreign policy actor and distinguishing it among the discrete national identities of its member states (Zielonka 1998) actorness based on possession of state-like characteristics such as autonomy/sovereignty within the system, distinctiveness/delimitation from other actors, legal personality, capability to negotiate and pursue diplomatic activities, etc. (Sjostedt 1977; see also Taylor 1982); the importance placed on the presence of the EU in diverse set of foreign policy contexts ranging from Central and Eastern Europe, the Western Balkans, the Mediterranean, the Middle East, etc. (Ginsberg 2001; Smith, H. 2002). Yet although relevant, all these accounts seem to be limited in their approach in that they concentrate exclusively on either the presence of the EC/EU in the international arena or the aspect of its relative capabilities compared to other international actors (or indeed to nation-states). The present analysis undertakes a broader and more inclusive approach to EU actorness taking into account both the sui generis character of the EU and the dialectical relationship between its agency characteristics (i.e. its ability to ‘speak with one voice’) and the structural constraints/opportunities of the context in which it has to operate (in this case Kosovo). 
Such a view lines up with the approach undertaken by Bretherton and Vogler (1999, 2006) who define and analyse the EU actorness along three main themes: opportunities, presence and capabilities. Opportunities signify the structural context in which EU actions unfold where mostly external factors are instrumental in constraining or enabling EU actorness. The notion of presence points to the importance of the mere existence of the EU as a sui generis political and economic entity capable of exerting considerable influence on the international arena and more specifically on the third parties with which it cooperates (see also Allen and Smith 1990). Underlying factors such as the EU specific identity and its dynamic internal policy agenda are crucial for understanding the idea of presence as a source of actorness. For example widely shared notions of the EU as a ‘civilian power’ or as an ‘economic giant and political dwarf’ create a unique identity for the Union to the outside world shaping perceptions and expectations regarding its strengths, weaknesses, preferences and strategic policy choices. The capabilities of the Union to act as a meaningful international actor depend on its internal capacity to formulate effective policies, employ adequate policy instruments and maintain a good level of coherence between institutions and a number of overlapping policy areas. In cases where the Union is involved in post-conflict reconstruction and development (as in the case of Kosovo), issues of consistency, coordination and coherence bear cardinal importance regarding the effectiveness of EU actions on the ground (Hill 1993; Holland 1995). 
Issues of EU actorness are also closely linked to processes of Europeanisation affecting the EU’s partners across Eastern Europe. In the context of existing EU member states, the literature on Europeanisation has already highlighted the increasing interaction between the ‘European’ and ‘national’ spheres, where by the European Union “…becomes part of the organisational logic of national politics and policy-making” (Ladrech 1994: 69; see also Radaelli 2000). The ‘uploading’ and ‘downloading’ mechanisms of the EU’s dialectical relation with its member states have also been explored in the literature (Börzel 1999; Featherstone and Radaelli 2003; Dyson and Goetz 2003; Bulmer and Lequesne 2005) and so has the impact of EU membership on domestic adaptation along institutional, strategic and cognitive lines (Knill and Lehmkuhl 1999; Cowles et al 2001). More recently, the perception of Europeanisation as a self-contained process limited only to the EU’s member states has been challenged by the literature on EU enlargement (Goetz 2001a; Papadimitriou and Phinnemore 2004; Vachudová 2005; Grabbe 2005). Here, the strong normative impact of the EU during the process of post-communist transition in Eastern Europe as well as the nature of the accession negotiations (structured around the EU acquis communautaire) both point to the ability of the EU to ‘export’ strong Europeanisation pressures well beyond its own geographical boundaries. 

Grabbe (2001: 1014), for example, defined Europeanisation as “the impact of the EU accession process on national patterns of governance”, whilst Goetz (2001b) linked the term with the anticipatory and anticipated effects of accession on national administrations. Lippert et al. (2001: 980) chose a rather more vague definition, arguing that Europeanisation “is about the resources in time, personnel and money directed by current and future member states towards the EU level”. The same variety of views can also be observed with regards to the mechanisms through which the Europeanisation process is transforming governance in Eastern Europe. Grabbe (2001) identified five mechanisms through which the EU’s Europeanising effect is filtered into the would-be members of the club: gate-keeping (access to negotiations and further stages in the accession process); benchmarking and monitoring; provision of legislative and institutional templates; aid and technical assistance; and advice and Twinning. Lippert et al. (2001), on the other hand, linked the intensity of the Europeanisation effect to the evolution of the CEECs’ relations with the EU since 1988, pointing to the increasing bureaucratisation of EU policy making in Eastern Europe. 

The EU-imposed conditionalities underpinning the 2004/7 enlargement process have been the main driving force behind the Europeanisation of the CEECs (Vachudová 2005; Grabbe 2005). The conditionality principle has been a central feature of the EU’s strategy in the region ever since the establishment of bilateral relations with the countries in the late 1980s (Papadimitriou, 2001; 2002). In 1993 the EU’s conditions for the deepening of its relations with the CEECs were codified in what became known as the Copenhagen criteria, notably the existence of stable democratic institutions, the functioning of a market economy and the ability to adopt the acquis communautaire. Compliance with these criteria has helped regulate the progress of the CEECs up the ladder of the EU’s contractual relations and eventually determined the content of the Commission’s 1997 avis on their eligibility for starting accession negotiations. Throughout this process the huge power asymmetries between the EU and the Central and East European applicants has allowed the former to remain firmly in control of both how these conditions were set and the way in which they were assessed. 
More recently the European Union has grown increasingly anxious to introduce a ‘self-imposed’ conditionality on future rounds of enlargement, namely its own capacity to absorb new members. Whilst a similar clause was also present in the 2004/7 enlargement process (albeit in a rather vague form), EU sensitivities on this issue have dramatically increased in recent years. Within this context the European Commission has recently been re-evaluating the EU’s capacity to enlarge and made a series of recommendations in November 2006 linking future expansion to the wholesale reform of the EU’s policies, institutions and budget as well as to the better communication of the benefits of a larger Union to the European electorate (European Commission 2006c). The Helsinki European Council (December 2006) agreed with the Commission’s recommendations and has given its clearest indication yet that the membership aspirations of current candidates may have to be frustrated if the EU’s internal coherence is likely to be undermined by an untimely increase of the club’s membership (Financial Times 16.12.06). 

Doubts over the EU’s appetite for a new round of enlargement have a diminishing effect on its normative power in the Western Balkans and limit the scope for conditionality-induced Europeanisation in the area. Yet the slow pace of reform in the Western Balkans cannot be fully understood with reference to this factor alone. Unlike its considerable successes in promoting (and policing) domestic reform within the highly structured framework of the accession negotiations, the European Union has been far less influential in encouraging adaptation during earlier stages of democratic consolidation and economic transition. This is particularly true for countries whose early statehood has been shaped by major institutional weaknesses and a fragmented application of the rule of law. Moreover in cases where conditions on the ground have necessitated the engagement of the EU under multiple guises (e.g. as aid provider, institution builder, peace maker and security provider), its strategy appears to have suffered major problems of institutional co-ordination and policy leadership. The following sections discuss many of these weaknesses as exemplified in the case of Kosovo during the period 1999-early 2008.  

Enter Kosovo’s Many Patrons: the mosaic of the international presence on the ground
Following the end of NATO’s intervention in Kosovo in 1999, the area came under direct UN administration on the basis of the Security Council Resolution 1244/1999 (UNSC 1999). Since then civilian tasks on the ground were performed by the United Nations Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK), headed by the Special Representative of the Secretary General (SRSG), who remained the ultimate source of authority in the area (this post was held, in late 2007, by Joachim Rücker, a German diplomat). In terms of its institutional setup and personnel, UNMIK can be best understood as a ‘coalition’ between the UN, the European Union (EU) and the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). By the end of 2007 UNMIK was internally structured around four pillars. Pillar I dealt with issues of policing and justice and exercised control over UNMIK Police (staffed, in 2006, by 1,700 internationals), the embryonic Kosovo Police Service (staffed, in 2006, by 7,200 locals) and Kosovo’s 420 judges (25 of whom are internationals) (UNMIK, 2006: 5). Pillar II oversaw all aspects of civil administration in the area, including its ministerial, and municipal bureaucracy. Both Pillars I and II came under the direct ‘leadership’ of the UN and were supervised by the Principal Deputy Special Representative of the Secretary General (PDSRSG), a post reserved for a US appointee (in 2007 it was held by retired brigadier Stephen Schook). 

Pillar III of UNMIK’s administration dealt with issues of democratisation and institution-building and was led by the OSCE in what constituted the organisation’s biggest ever field presence (over 1,000 staff in 2006). The OSCE presence in the area was instrumental in organising municipal (2000, 2002) and parliamentary elections (2001, 2004) (OSCE 2006:1). Pillar III also engaged in a series of projects promoting human rights, media standards and the development of civil society and the rule of law. Pillar IV – entitled ‘economic reconstruction’ – came under the responsibility of the European Union. The range of competences assigned to this Pillar were, indeed, staggering and included the supervision of Kosovo’s monetary authorities and banking system, the management of UNMIK’s Customs Service, the administering of the privatisation process through the Kosovo Trust Agency (KTA) and the integration of Kosovo’s economy into the regional and European economic structures. The Head of the 450-strong staff of Pillar IV was, in 2007, Paul Acda, a former British HM Customs and Excise officer, who also served as an Acting Deputy to Joachim Rücker (European Commission 2005b).
Since its establishment in 1999 the outlook and responsibilities of UNMIK went through major changes resulting from the intrigues of international diplomacy and the evolving political scene within Kosovo. For a start, the leadership of the administration changed six times
 in eight years (1999-2007) raising profound questions over the ability of the international community to provide stability and continuity over Kosovo’s governance structures. Whilst the head of UNMIK enjoyed nearly absolute powers in the area, many functions of the administration were gradually transferred to local institutions; a process that gathered momentum since the adoption of Kosovo’s Constitutional Framework in May 2001 and the subsequent establishment of the Provisional Institutions of Self-Government (PISG, see below). In 2006 more than 6,000 staff (3,000 internationals)
 were employed across UNMIK’s four pillars. It was estimated that the running costs of UNMIK during the 1999-2006 period exceeded €2.6 billion whereas in 2006 alone its spending on salaries, goods and services accounted for 9% (!) of Kosovo’s nominal GDP (UNMIK – EU Pillar 2006b: 4 & 74).     

In addition to its role as a constituent part of Kosovo’s administration (within UNMIK), the European Union developed an extensive presence in the area through a myriad of institutions and policy instruments. The European Agency of Reconstruction (EAR) was the first
 EU agency to open an office in Pristina (in early 2000) and since then it had been the largest (61 staff) and most ‘visible’ EU actor on the ground. In the immediate aftermath of the war the EAR concentrated its activities on the dispersal of humanitarian aid and consequently financed a range of projects focusing on institution building, economic recovery and political reform in Kosovo. During the period 1999-2006 the EAR has channelled over €1.1 billion into Kosovo making the EU its largest foreign donor (EAR 2006:1). The second oldest EU agency on the ground with 24 staff was the European Union Monitoring Mission (EUMM) which, since its establishment in 2000,
 was assigned the task of reporting back to the EU’s services in Brussels on issues of inter-ethnic violence and refugee returns (EUMM 2006: 1). In the absence of an independent presence in Kosovo by either the Commission or the Council (a policy dictated largely by the fact that Kosovo was not an internationally recognised state), the EUMM was for years the EU’s only channel of information with regards to security-sensitive matters on the ground. The limitation of this strategy was painfully exposed in March 2004 when the EU was caught entirely unprepared to deal with widespread riots, caused by the discontent of Kosovo’s Albanian population, which threatened to destabilise the security situation in the area. 

The 2004 riots accelerated the EU’s commitment to enhance its presence in Kosovo, a strategy that was already agreed within the context of the ‘Thessaloniki Agenda’ in June 2003 (Council of the EU 2003). Hence, in April 2004, the High Representative of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (HR CFSP), Javier Solana, appointed a Personal Representative (currently Torbjorn Sohlstrom) in Kosovo and a new CFSP office was set up in Pristina (the so called ‘Solana’s Office’). The establishment of Solana’s Office was meant to provide for a stronger articulation of the EU’s policy in the area, a task that was shared with the Council’s Presidency Office which rotated amongst those EU member states who had established Liaison Offices (Embassy-like institutions) in Kosovo. Solana’s Office, despite its small size (9 staff), soon assumed an energetic mediating role between feuding local political forces and remained in close contact with Kosovo’s Provisional Institutions. The influence of the EU’s third pillar (CFSP/ESDP) was further enhanced by the appointment, in November 2006, of Torbjorn Sohlstrom as the man in charge of setting up the International Civilian Office (ICO) – the institution tipped to take over UNMIK’s role (albeit at a smaller scale) after Kosovo’s independence. To assist this process, a new European Union Planning Team (EUPT) was established in Pristina in mid-2006 under the auspices of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). The fourty-strong Planning Team (EUPT 2006) were assigned the task of preparing an EU crisis management operation in Kosovo focusing in particular on issues of policing and justice - the so called EULEX mission. 
The ‘Thessaloniki Agenda’ (2003) also acted as a catalyst for the Commission’s strategy and presence in Kosovo. Since September 2004 a small (9 staff) Commission Liaison Office was set up in Pristina (European Commission Liaison Office in Kosovo 2006). The remit of the office was similar to that of Commission Delegations across the world, but its work had been overshadowed by the EAR which was in effect administering all assistance projects on the ground. As a result the work of the Liaison Office was focused more on assisting capacity-building in the Provisional Institutions (particularly the Agency of European Integration in the Office of the Prime Minister) as well as on implementing various EU policy instruments in the area including the Stabilisation and Association Process Tracking Mechanism (STM) and Kosovo’s European Partnership Plan (EPP) (European Commission 2005a).

If UNMIK and the EU were the dominant forces over civilian administration in the area, Kosovo’s ‘hard’ security guarantees were provided by NATO, through a 17,000-strong multinational force, known as K-FOR (NATO 2006a). NATO forces in Kosovo enjoyed the overwhelming support of the Albanian population who regarded them as the nation’s saviours during the traumatic events of 1999. Some of the key tasks performed by NATO troops included the patrolling of Kosovo’s borders, peacekeeping operations in the north where Serb and Albanian populations lived in close proximity as well as interlocking with and training Kosovo’s Protection Corps, the successor organisation to the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) that was due to form the nucleus of Kosovo’s army in the post-independence era. The popularity of K-FOR reflected very strong pro-American sentiments that run across all sections of the Kosovo-Albanian society. The many streets named after US commanders and politicians (e.g. Bill Clinton) are stark reminders of this affection. The close partnership forged between the Albanian political elite and senior members of the Clinton administration during the Rambouillet talks (1999) continued to grow steadily under the Bush presidency. The US strategic interest in Kosovo was further mirrored in the substantial amount of aid (nearly $238 million in 1999-2004) channelled through the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) into the area (USAID 2006:1). 

The US influence in Kosovo highlighted the importance of ‘national’ agendas in the process of state-building in the area. These agendas were best manifested within the context of the Contact Group, an informal grouping of six countries (US, Russia, UK, Germany, France and Italy) which developed a special interest in the region since the mid-1990s. In the case of Kosovo, the Contact Group served as a platform for co-ordinating policy at the UN level (four of its members held permanent seats at the UN Security Council) and for setting up the Standards for Kosovo, a series of UN-imposed conditionalities, that guided the process of transferring powers from UNMIK to Kosovo’s Provisional Institutions.
 The Contact Group was also the main driving force behind the coordination of the final status negotiations and the appointment of Martti Ahtisaari (UN 2005) as the UN Special Envoy (supported by one deputy from UN and two other deputies appointed by the EU and the US respectively) to oversee this process of negotiations between Kosovo and Serbia which eventually ended in failure. 
The Limits of the European Union’s role as a State Builder in Kosovo

On the eve of Kosovo’s independence in February 2008, the record of the UN administration – of which the EU has been an integral part – in Kosovo was mixed and highly contested. Whilst the area had not suffered another major outbreak of violence, its precarious stability had come at the expense of its multi-ethnic character and at a very high (financial) cost for the international community. An overall assessment of what has gone ‘wrong’ in Kosovo (as well as what has gone ‘well’) meets with serious methodological problems of causality and delineations of ‘blame’ (and ‘credit’) between the many international actors and/or domestic forces that shaped its post-war development. The role of the European Union in this context can not be viewed in isolation from the performance (and agendas) of its major international partners and its Kosovar interlockers on the ground. That said the experiences of the period 1999-early 2008 provide us with enough ‘time distance’ in which to attempt a sober review of the EU’s policies in Kosovo and the main challenges facing its future strategy in the area. 

For the very outset of its engagement in Kosovo the European Union’s primary focus (both within UNMIK and more widely) had been the support of economic recovery and the modernisation of local economic structures. In this field the progress was disappointing. Following an early post-war boom in 1999-2001, economic activity since slowed down and the local population’s economic hardship worsened considerably. In 2005 GDP per capita was €1,100 (the lowest in Western Balkans) and 37% of the population lived in poverty (European Commission 2006a: 38). Despite low inflation and monetary stability (due to the fact that Kosovo adopted the Euro as its official currency), unemployment was endemic (at over 40%). This, despite the fact the Provisional Institutions were grossly overstaffed, employing over 10% of the local workforce (ESPIG, 2004). Against the backdrop of a thriving ‘black economy’ and widespread illegality,  Kosovo’s macroeconomic stability had been undermined by the inability of the administration to collect taxes and its excessive reliance on customs revenues (administered by UNMIK) which in 2005 accounted for 69% of all budget revenues (UNMIK - EU Pillar 2006a: 1 ). In fact, had it not been for foreign aid and receipts from the Kosovar Diaspora, Kosovo’s economy could have been described all but ‘clinically dead’. 

The failure to create a sustainable local economy developed into an issue of paramount importance in the light of decreasing levels of foreign assistance and the scheduled departure of large numbers of foreign administrators who have so far provided a lifeline for the economy around Pristina (and beyond). Many Kosovars attributed much of this economic depression to the way in which the EU Pillar (within UNMIK) handled the privatisation process and Kosovo’s integration into the regional economic structures. Following years of legal uncertainty regarding ownership rights over Kosovo’s ‘socially owned enterprises’, the privatisation process became embroiled in accusations of mismanagement and corruption on behalf of leading EU officials at the helm of the Kosovo Trust Agency (KTA, the body overseeing privatisation) and the EU Pillar within UNMIK, feeding aggressive media reports on this issue (ECIKS 2004:1). Local discontent was also fuelled by the slow development of trade links between Kosovo and its neighbours. Despite the fact that the development of a regional free trade zone had been a central feature of the EU’s strategy in the Western Balkans, Kosovo’s ‘official’ trade links were, for many years, confined only to Albania and Macedonia. Only recently (in 2006) were free trade agreements been signed with Bosnia and Croatia. Due to the unresolved final status issue, Kosovo had also not been able to become a member of the World Trade Organisation (WTO) or establish links with international financial institutions such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF). 

The poor record of economic reform cannot be viewed in isolation from the pervasive weaknesses of the Provisional Institutions, an issue that was, in turn, inextricably linked with the unresolved (until early 2008) question of Kosovo’s final status. The Provisional Institutions of Self Government (PISG) were established in 2002, following the adoption of the Constitutional Framework for Kosovo prepared by the Head of UNMIK, Hans Haekerupp, in 2001. Since then local institutions extended their competences within the context of a gradual transfer of power away from UNMIK on the basis of the fulfilment of a number of UN benchmarks, known as ‘Standards for Kosovo’. By the end of 2007 Kosovo had developed a state-like apparatus including: an elected Parliament of 120 deputies; a Prime Minister leading a government of 15 ministers; a President with limited domestic powers, but leading the Kosovar delegation in the final status negotiations; a judicial system comprising of a Supreme Court, District Courts, Minor Offence Courts and Municipal Courts; and 30 municipalities with substantial autonomy vis à vis the central government (Constitutional Framework 2001). Despite the development of these structures, however, all aspects of governance in Kosovo remained under the ultimate authority of UNMIK which in the past had vetoed a number of government policies and legislative initiatives on issues of cultural heritage, borders and education.

The Provisional Institutions also faced significant problems of legitimacy and capacity. For a start, the Serbian minority in Kosovo did not recognise their existence and refused to engage with them, having established instead a parallel system of administration that treated Kosovo as an integral part of the Serb state. The 2001 Constitutional Framework was also deeply unpopular amongst members of the Kosovar political elite, who resented what they regarded as UNMIK’s ‘colonial powers’, but also opposed some of the ‘minority protection’ clauses in the document such as the allocation of a block of 20 seats in the Parliament to minority communities.
 The legitimacy of local institutions was further undermined by their extremely limited administrative capacity and acute shortages of expertise in the civil service. Over the past nine years the European Union has been a leading force in building administrative capacity in Kosovo having channelled more than €240 million on projects promoting good governance and institution building (EAR 2006: 1). Yet, both EU and UN reports have acknowledged that significant problems remain in the area of law enforcement and, particularly, the operation of the local system of justice (European Commission 2006b; Eide 2005). The emphasis of the EULEX mission on these issues highlighted the importance that the EU attached to them with regards to Kosovo’s future. 

The ability of local institutions to uphold the rule of law was a key component of the process of democratic development and political accommodation. In 1999 NATO troops entered Kosovo on a promise to preserve its multi-ethnic character. If multi-ethnic co-existence was ever the name of the game in the area (definitely not since the late 1980s), it was certainly not the case on the eve of Kosovo’s independence. The approximately 150,000 Serbs (7% of the population) in Kosovo lived in total separation from the Albanian majority and in the few areas where the two communities lived side-by-side (e.g. Mitrovica) tensions often escalated into violent clashes (as in March 2004). In addition little progress was achieved on the issue of refugee return or on participation of minorities into the public administration. The reasons behind Kosovo’s de facto division along ethnic lines rested both on the refusal of the Kosovo Serbs to engage with the PISGs, but also on the Albanian majority’s deeply ingrained hostility towards the Serb community. In contrast to the poor record of inter-community cooperation, the political process within the Albanian majority developed with relative success. Although incidents of factionalism and corruption amongst the political elite were not uncommon, Kosovo held two broadly free and fair parliamentary elections in 2001 and 2004 and, in 2006, witnessed an uneventful changeover in the Presidency following the death of Ibrahim Rugova (OSCE 2005:1).

Yet the true test for Kosovo’s fragile democracy is likely to come in the post-independence era. The EU in particular – as the dominant international player in post-independence Kosovo - will be called to devise and ‘police’ a new set of conditionalities. In the short run, a number of devices can be used to enhance the EU’s leverage in Kosovo; amongst them the ideas of ‘limited’ or ‘guided’ independence/sovereignty. In the long run, however, the extent to which the EU can win local hearts and minds by mobilising the ‘carrot’ of Kosovo’s future accession into the club remains a key challenge, particularly in a context where the tentative pro-Europeanism of local elites can not be taken for granted. The settlement of Kosovo’s ‘national question’ is also likely to have a ‘normalising effect’ on domestic politics which is not without its dangers. Evidence from neighbouring Albania highlight the difficulties experienced by the central government in exerting political authority over local ‘families’ and ‘clans’ which, for centuries, have been the main organisational pillars of Albanian society. In this sense, the transition of Kosovo’s political leaders from ‘resistance fighters’ to effective ‘administrators’ within a democratic political system will be instrumental both for the local society and the wider neighbourhood.
The precarious security situation within Kosovo and its potentially destabilising effects across the Western Balkans will most certainly require the presence of a substantial number of foreign troops in the area for the foreseeable future. The role of NATO in this context is likely to remain paramount in the short run. On its part the European Union has committed itself to the ambitious EULEX mission, but has also hinted a future engagement in “…possible other areas” (Council of the EU 2006). The future enhancement of the EU’s security presence in Kosovo may also be necessitated by the increasing pressure on NATO’s resources caused by the campaign in Afghanistan (and the US military overstretch in Iraq), an issue acknowledged by the NATO Summit in Riga (NATO 2006b). Within Kosovo the prospect of a reduction of NATO troops (or an all-encompassing EU security role) on the ground is bound to generate significant opposition by local political leaders who regard the EU as too fragmented and ‘weak’ to be trusted with such a task. The very close ties between the Kosovo Protection Corps (KPC) and NATO (particularly, US) troops will also be very hard for the EU to replicate.     

As the EU’s presence in post-independence Kosovo begins to take shape, issues of policy co-ordination and institutional leadership are likely to be key determinants of its strategy in the wider Western Balkans. The prominent position of Javier Solana’s circle within the context of the EULEX mission is an institutional ‘coup’ for the High Representative of the CFSP against the Commission. It is also a recognition that the situation in Kosovo can not be brought under control with conventional ‘enlargement policy tools’ alone. On the other hand the decision to bring under the roof of a Commission Delegation both the EU’s assistance programmes (following the dissolution of the EAR) and the implementation of its enlargement strategy for Kosovo will help alleviate some of the problems of institutional fragmentation that characterised the EU’s presence in the area over the past seven years. The emerging new structure has the potential to enhance EU actorness in Kosovo but a lot will depend on the cooperation between Javier Solana and Oli Rehn (the Commissioner for Enlargement) and their respective services on the ground. 
Yet, the EU’s double-hatted role in post-status Kosovo (as part of its domestic governance structures and as an external ‘assessor’ of its EU membership credentials) carries with it significant risks. The experience of the EU’s role within UNMIK suggests that the poor performance of EU staff on the ground undermines the credibility of the entire ‘European project’ in the eyes of the local elites and reinforces their pro-Americanism. The attractiveness of Kosovo’s European perspective, however, is a key element of the EU’s conditionality strategy in the area without which political accommodation and democratic consolidation will be fatally undermined. The EU’s own commitment to a new round of Western Balkans enlargement is paramount in this respect. The stabilisation of Kosovo cannot be pursued in isolation from that of its neighbours or in absence of a wider EU strategy for the entire region. The future of Serbia, in particular, is a crucial part of the regional puzzle. In recent years, Serbia has struggled to build a pro-European consensus and accelerate the process of domestic reform. In the aftermath of Kosovo’s independence (a highly traumatic development for the Serbs), keeping Serbia ‘on board’ will be a major challenge for the EU. The formation of a pro-European government following acrimonious parliamentary election of 2008 was indeed a pyrrhic victory for Serbian reformers and their EU backers. However, if internal EU distractions weaken the drive towards enlargement, the pro-European discourse (and the reformist agenda it carries with it) across the region is likely to suffer a major setback. This will almost certainly cultivate a ‘Balkan underdog’ culture and encourage the return to nationalist defensiveness and unilateralism that has so badly damaged the region since the early 1990s.   

Conclusion

This article has sought to explore the limits of the EU’s state-building role in Kosovo. It has been argued that during the period 1999-early 2008, the EU was presented with significant opportunities to establish a strong actorness in the region and shape Kosovo’s post-conflict transition and embryonic statehood. These opportunities derived from the EU’s extensive powers within UNMIK, its position as the largest aid provider in Kosovo as well as from its rhetorical commitment to offer the whole of the Western Balkans a clear EU membership perspective. Yet the EU presence on the ground was conditioned by the existence of other powerful players – most notably the UN and the US - with their own stakes and agendas on Kosovo’s future. Moreover local perceptions of the EU presence in Kosovo was moulded by a very strong pro-Americanism and a sense of frustration that the EU (because of its perceived ‘weakness’ and internal divisions) was unable to kick-start the process of economic recovery in the area just as it was unable to guarantee Kosovo’s security from Serb aggression in 1999. The way in which the EU deployed its capabilities in the area was crucial in this respect. Notwithstanding the substantial amount of EU aid channelled into Kosovo since 1999, the EU’s strategy and effectiveness in the area suffered from institutional fragmentation, poor coordination and the absence of a clear vision on how Kosovo fitted into the wider EU policy in the Western Balkans – a problem that was only partially addressed by the ‘Thessaloniki Agenda’ in 2003 after four years of inaction since the end of the Kosovo war. 

The limitations of EU actorness also undermined its ability to utilise effectively enlargement-led conditionalities as a means of accelerating Kosovo’s Europeanisation. The uncertainty over Kosovo’s final status and its disrupting effects on the development of the local political system further hampered this process. So too did the increasing ambiguity over the EU’s commitment to engage in a new round of enlargement in the foreseeable future. As the EU prepares to expand its presence in post-independence Kosovo, however, its ability to anchor this fragile state to a ‘European narrative’ will be of paramount importance. To achieve this, the EU needs to tread carefully between a strategy that encourages, contains, but does not isolate Kosovo’s political elites (from all sides of the ethnic divide). Above all, however, Kosovo signifies how the EU’s strategy in the Western Balkans calls for an increased security presence to back up ‘traditional’ enlargement policy tools. This is a major departure from the 2004/7 enlargement. The way in which the EU responds to this challenge will shape its aspirations for greater activism in the international arena.
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�  Former heads of UNMIK included: Bernard Kouchner (France), Hans Haekkerup (Denmark), Michael Steiner (Germany), Harri Holkeri (Finland) and Soren Jessen-Petersen (Denmark).   


�  These were distributed as follows: 4,790 UN staff in Pillars I and II (2,540 internationals, including 1,743 UNMIK Police staff); 1,141 (327 internationals) OSCE staff employed in Pillar III; and 448 EU (128 internationals) staff employed in Pillar IV. For more details see UNMIK – EU Pillar: 2006b.


�  In July 1999 the European Commission established a temporary Taskforce for the Reconstruction of Kosovo (TAFKO) in order to administer the EU’s emergency aid to the province. TAFKO was eventually absorbed into the EAR following the latter’s establishment in 2000. 


�  The EUMM’s predecessor, the European Community Monitoring Mission (ECMM), has been operating in the Balkans since 1991.  


� The outlook of the Liaison Office was due a major reform following Kosovo’s independence as it was meant to evolve into a ‘full-blown’ Commission Delegation (probably the largest of its kind in the world) and absorb all competences of the EAR which was due to close down by the end of 2008. 





�  The ‘Standards for Kosovo’ were adopted by the UN Security Council in December 2003. They were structured around eight themes: a) functioning democratic institutions, b) rule of law, c) freedom of movement, d) sustainable returns and the rights of communities sand their members, e) economy, f) property rights, g) dialogue, h) Kosovo protection corps.   


�  10 seats were reserved for Serb candidates and 10 for other minorities such as Roma, Turks, Ashkali, Bosnians and Egyptians. Minority candidates could also contest up to 20 more parliamentary seats. 
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