Chapter 5

Preferences, Strategies, and Outcomesin Albania, 1997

“To be frank, we do not know what to do.”
- Swedish Foreign Minister Lena
Helm-Wallen, March 15, 1987

The previous chapter explored patterns of outcomesoss events and
international institutions using quantitative tecjues. At the outcome level, we observe
no association between unilateral activity anditusbnal actions. This suggests that
states treat most forms of foreign policy cooperats complementary to, rather than a
substitute for, their own foreign policy activitfhe focus on outcomes, however, masks
important variation in how individual states treabperation.

This chapter expands the test of the consensusitageamework beyond the
level of outcomes by providing preliminary tests tgfpotheses about the behavior of
individual states in pursuit of the outcomes stddie Chapters 3 and 4. Do states
explicitly strategize about venue choice with canseabout consensus and capacity in
mind? Under what conditions are states willing @t autside institutions, either
unilaterally or collectively?

The collapse of Albania in early 1997 provides anedlent opportunity to test

hypotheses at the level of individual states. Waetensive Ponzi (pyramid investment)

2% Quoted in (MacKinnon 1997).
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schemes collapsed, ties between the pyramids andilihg party turned economic chaos
into political breakdown. The government refuseddt either to suppress the pyramids
or to protect its already-impoverished citizensrirthe scams. Citizens in the hardest-hit
areas took up arms and eventually marched on tbiatalThe country hovered on the
brink of civil war for several weeks until a beldtd&european diplomatic mission
successfully negotiated a solution. Over a montbrlaa peacekeeping force finally
deployed to facilitate weapons collection and néasttens.

This complicated scenario engendered an even nwmrplex set of responses
from other European states. Over the course ottises, we see issues of humanitarian
relief, democratization, economics, domestic (m&r security, and international
security. The final foreign policy outcome of theists involved a range of both
institutional and unilateral actions. Unilateraltigity ranged from declarations to
military deployment; institutional responses in@dda number of declarations of concern
and support along with a UN-authorized, OSCE-omzohi Italian-led ad hoc military
intervention.

Examining an extended, multifaceted crisis withuanmced and highly-contested
outcome is advantageous because it provides anrtopfyg to extract multiple
observations from this single “case.” By identifyidiscrete events or phases within the
crisis and studying the responses of multiple stdtexpand the number of observations
within the case to reduce overdetermination whao&limg other factors about the crisis
constant across all phases. While the evidence isepgreliminary and drawn from

secondary sources, it nevertheless provides a gieture of states evincing explicit
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concern about capacity and contesting the defmitibthe issue to obtain action in their
preferred venue.

From an empirical standpoint, the Albanian casa good focus for testing these
hypotheses for several reasons. First, it is gaffity after the substantial preference
upheaval and institutional redesign that accomphttie end of the Cold War. By 1997,
states’ preferences had begun to stabilize, ang lad begun to acclimate to the new
dynamics in the various institutions. Second, tHleaAian crisis contains several non-
conflict-oriented elements. The economic elemenmtekample, triggers different sets of
interests and concerns among other states whiveealsanding the set of institutions that
states would consider as part of their respfisEinally, the crisis was unexpected: it
was not something for which states had had préskstted policy or pre-drafted
response plare® The lack of prepared policy or anticipated respsnforced states to
enact the entire policy planning process in publia short period of time. This allows
observers to obtain a fuller picture of the crthian might otherwise be possififé.

This chapter first discusses consensus and capasistate-level concerns and
hypothesizes about how they would affect individstates’ behavior. The second section
presents a brief background to the crisis and arsamyn of events during the crisis itself.
The third section presents evidence about statavitmhon two key issues in the crisis
and analyzes this data in relation to the hypothe3ée final section concludes by

assessing the usefulness of the consensus-cafraoigwork at the state level.

29 NATO, for example, is much less of an appropriagsitution for the crisis in its early economicagsie.

210 Kosovo, in contrast, was something that policymskead begun to expect even as early as 1997;
several sources speak of concerns that civil wadliania would give ethnic Albanians in Kosovo reas

to take up arms against the Serbs.

211 The Bosnian crisis of 1993-95 is less approprmteach of these counts. The OSCE did not even exis
in its current form during this period, and the BWCFSP was in the process of being completed. &sssi
likely response was very uncertain, and the relesaf the crisis to some great powers was alsocless.
Finally, the strongly military nature of the crisexduced the set of potentially relevant institagio
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Consensus and Capacity as State-L evel Concerns

Two main sets of hypotheses exist about how comseasd capacity should
matter in individual states’ decision-making prasms They address the distinction of
preferences over outcomes versus preferences taggges: Who should be willing to
act outside institutions, and who should preferolhof the venues for cooperation.

The distinction between preferences over outcomed preferences over
strategies is important here. States have prefeseocer the set of possible outcomes in
any situation. Outcomes are final conditions or-stades such as the cessation of
hostilities, a fresh election, a clear military taiy for one side, an end to the refugee
flows, etc?*? Because the events under consideration are fasnma@nd constitute
second-order cooperation, however, | assume thesethpreferences are generally
exogenous and fixed in the short Ad.

The first subsection below presents hypothesestablbiech states should prefer
extra-institutional strategies of ad hoc cooperato unilateral action, and under what
circumstances. The second subsection discussesthieges for how states choose
between the institutional venues available to themnen they decide to pursue

cooperation in an existing group.

12 | dentifying the sources of state preferences y®be the scope of this dissertation.

13 states could, however, perceive cooperation asndnin itself, as an outcome over which they hold a
preference. Several lines of thought, including omethe ‘coordination reflex’ in studies of the BU’
Common Foreign and Security Policy, suggest thelh supreference exists. These authors believenatio
preferences are malleable through interaction aethkzation, but they acknowledge that such charge
likely to be slow, measured in decades rather tharhandful of months the Albanian crisis persisi#gen

for states who have a preference for cooperatieifittheir observed strategy/outcome preferencelldh
not change over the course of the two or three hsoot this crisis. These states, however, shouldelog
unlikely to propose unilateral action, and theydtobe unlikely to propose any action outside of an
institution. See (M. E. Smith 2004) and (Glarbo 9Pfr prominent examples of this cooperation-as-a-
preference argument in the context of CFSP asasedl good review of similar literature.
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Acting Outside | nstitutions

Two forms of activity occur outside of institutianad hoc cooperation and
unilateral activity. The consensus-capacity framdwsuggested that extra-institutional
cooperation should occur when a cluster of statiks like preferences exists, but a
general consensus in existing institutions does Aatluster’s similar preferences allow
the members to reach a consensus among themseha&pdaicy response. That cluster
of states, however, must have sufficient capacityridertake the desired action with an
acceptable probability of success. Because thecyamts in an ad hoc action must
generate all of their own required capacity fromoam themselves (no institutional
capacity is available), adding many low-capacitgtest increases transaction costs
without substantially increasing the available teses.

Hla: Participants in ad hoc cooperation will belotiga preference cluster.

H1b: States with moderate to high capacity are nli@sty to participate in ad
hoc cooperation.

Ad hoc cooperation thus requires consensus on Hesreeale and some degree
of capacity pooling. On the other hand, consensasyvariety is not a necessary
condition for unilateral activity. Unilateralismmcarise under conditions of consensus or
dissensus, though the theory suggests it is mkebylunder the latter. Actors choosing to
take unilateral action generally are not satistigith either the non-cooperative status quo
or the new potential cooperative outcome. Therafteup are easy to identify as
preference outliers within a given group or orgatian®** The former group, those
unhappy with non-cooperation, may be more diffitalspot, however; their stated

preferences could be anywhere on the policy dinoeniat is not the status quo. The

214 preference outliers have preferred outcomes ighéar from the group’s median.
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identifying feature for this group is the differenlbetween their (stated) ideal outcomes
and the status quo.

The necessary condition for unilateral action ipagdty, but a caveat applies.
Because all states have the minimum capacity neadegroduce declarations or
statements, we must distinguish here between ardllatstatements (low-intensity
behaviors) and unilateral actions (high-intensighdwviors). Hypotheses 2a and 2b reflect
this logic:

H2a: Preference outliers with moderate to high capashould be willing to act
unilaterally. High and low intensity behaviors guessible. At moderate levels of
capacity policymakers should evidence some coratgoat capacity constraints.

H2b: Preference outliers with low capacity may Liting to act unilaterally but
will only be able to take low-cost actions. Poli@kers will be concerned with
capacity constraint§'

Direct evidence of concern about capacity condsaiauld take the form of
policymaker statements about inability to do paittac tasks, lack of resources, or

possibly requests for help from states who do lp@argcular forms of capacity.

Venue Preferences

The second set of hypotheses addresses how stat@secbetween existing fora.
Even when stateslo decide to cooperate, amib decide to cooperate through an
institution, they still face the decision whichinstitution to use. In the case of European
states and the Albanian crisis, options includesl Wmited Nations, the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO), the European Union (Ethe Western European Union
(WEU), the Organization for Security and Cooperaitio Europe (OSCE), and for some

aspects of the crisis, the Council of Europe (CE).

215 Similar ideas appeared in Chapter 4 as Hypothéses 8, but testing was deferred to this chapter.
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The membership, capacity, substantive jurisdictiansl decision-making rules of
these institutions vary dramatically. The combiomatiof these elements will alter the
likely type of cooperation that the institution cgroduce. Differing preference
distributions and decision rules will shape outcenmitcomes will interact with capacity
to produce an estimated net benefit of cooperatian states can compare to the status
quo and to their own ideal poirft€ Thus, these institutional differences should allow
states to discriminate between them.

H3: Preference outliers should express prefererfoesinstitutions or venues
where they are pivotal voters, as determined by\kaue’s voting rule.

H4: States should base their venue preferencedi@n ¢stimation of the likely

cooperative outcome and the estimated deviationthef from their ideal

points*’

In previous chapters, a state’s security identiyved as a crude proxy for
preference outlier status since it was availabtssinationally and had a definition that
was invariant to the issue under considerationthia case of the Albanian crisis,
however, more nuanced measures are possible. ticydar, we can identify single
policy dimensions at several points in the crisigd aorder states by their policy
preferences on that dimension. By studying sevasdes that invoke different policy
issues, we can vary the set of states that aréexsutib see if this affects their stated
preferences or behavior. This also allows the sulbiste content of policy to re-enter the
picture; data constraints led previous chaptergnore this in favor of simply noting

whether any cooperation occurred.

218 This paragraph summarizes the conclusions ofstheated utility framework in Chapter 2.
27 |n the terms of Chapter 2, these ei@nd b, —c)
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Background to the Albanian Crisisand Brief Chronology

This section provides a brief overview of the &isi Albania to set the stage for
discussions of state preferences during the crisisegin by discussing prevailing
economic and political conditions in Albania in theriod leading up to the crisis itself. |
then discuss the transformation of the situatimmfran economic crisis to a political
disaster and the efforts by other states and utistits to resolve the crisis. The final
subsection addresses the implementation of the eagnet, the deployment of

peacekeeping forces, and the election itS&lf.

Figure 5-1. Map of Albania.
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Prelude
Even prior to the collapse of Communism in late @,98lbania was one of the

poorest countries in Europe. Its longtime dictattmver Hoxha adopted autarkic

218 This account is based heavily on Pettifer and ®tisk(2007), Vaughan-Whitehead (1999), and
Perlmutter (1998). As most of the basic details @emon knowledge, | cite only specific facts not
ordinarily found in multiple sources.
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economic policies through much of the 1980s, pritihidp not just trade with the outside
world but virtually all other contact with it as WeAfter Hoxha's death in 1985 and the
fall of his handpicked successor Ramiz Alia in 198[banians entered the transition to a
market economy even more ignorant of its workirngstother former Communist states.

The combination of desperate economic conditiorts ignorance about market
economics made Albanians very susceptible to a eraofy fraudulent investment
schemes$’® Ponzi (pyramid) schemes swept through most Eagiemcountries at some
point in the early 1990s, but in Albania they fousatticularly fertile ground® By late
1996, some twenty pyramid schemes operated in dbatky, taking in $3-4 million a
day?** and some had existed for half a dozen y&arExperts later estimated that the
total investment in the schemes exceeded $2 bifiarhich is no mean feat in a country
with a GDP around that amodfit — and that some half or more of the population
received a regular income from the schefiéfespite warnings from the International
Monetary Fund, the pyramids continued to operaenbypthrough late 1996.

Meanwhile, on the political front, hard-fought matal parliamentary elections in
May 1996 drained both parties’ treasuries. Bothtiggrturned to various pyramid

schemes to raise additional funds. The ruling Deatac Party (DP) was quite overt

219 (Jarvis 2000, 46).

220 pyramid schemes pay exorbitant rates of “interest’investments; the ‘pyramid’ structure emerges
because early investors must recruit additiondigpants. Pyramid funds may invest in some proidect
activity, but crucially, though, the bulk of théinterest” payments come from the principal paynseoit
later depositors. As a result, these schemes atieematically unsustainable. Once the pyramid exisaus
the supply of gullible investors, it loses the atreof income by which it paid interest to earlietrants.
Only early entrants can possibly profit from thesbemes 4 the scheme survives long enough to repay
their investment. Later participants will lose thieivestment entirely; their principal was not isted but
was instead used to pay interest to early entrants.

2L (vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 194).

222 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 4).

223 (Economy's losses caused by schemes estimatéah aloflars - Koha Jone 1997); (Vaughan-Whitehead
1999, 192); see also (Pettifer and Vickers 2007, 5)

224 (vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 204); Jarvis (2000, 485dMF statistics suggesting that two-thirds fo t
population had invested in the schemes.
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about their ties. Posters everywhere proclaimedttiviihe DP, Everyone Wins” and
showed a photograph of the DP’s local candidateosnded by the names of major
pyramid companie¥> Despite equally heavy (and equally suspect) spendiy the
Socialists, the election was a landslide; the D Ww@2 of the 140 parliamentary seats
and handily re-elected the DP prime minister. Ebdeobservers confirmed widespread
electoral fraud, and the Socialists boycotted & Rarliament?®

October’s local elections were an even bigger 6a3te Democratic Party, upset
by the fraud pronouncements in May’s election, setlito accredit a group of OSCE
observers for the local elections. The West saw disi a clear signal that the DP, under
Prime Minster Aleksander Meksi and President Saftigha, intended to win this election
by fraud as well. They were probably right; the D®n 86.9% of the country’s
mayorships and communal cound$.The shunning of observers, however, and overt

fraud made continued support of Berisha’s regimeenaiifficult for Western state®

Collapse and Crisis

The first pyramid to collapse was a smaller Tirbaged scheme run by an
illiterate Gypsy named Sudja, who had made her’fufilancial decisions by consulting
her crystal ball. Sudja’s bank closed in Deceml®96] Sudja herself was arrested in
mid-January for fraud. More seriously, two of tleger funds (Xhaferri and Populli)

stopped paying interest in mid-Janu&yWhen the government arrested leaders of these

% See, e.g., (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 197); thiscpéar element of the campaign is widely noted in
accounts of the crisis.

226 (\Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 206).

227 (Biberaj 1998, 313).

228 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 6-7).

29 Significantly, both of these pyramids had closs to the opposition Socialist Party.
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schemes for fraud, citizens believed that the gowent had done it to steal their
money”*® and the demonstrations outside the kiosks andiiana began to include

slogans of “down with dictatorship” as well as “went our money?®! In a desperate

attempt to prevent further collapses, the governnfieze the two schemes’ deposits
(some $255 min), began rationing bank withdrawalsd created commissions to
reimburse those funds’ investors and to investigaaemaining pyramids?

The government’'s attempts to stem the economia@pesd and placate citizens
failed. January 22 saw thousands of demonstrafgystthg a pitched battle” with police
in the streets of Tirana, demanding that their stveents be repafd® Five thousand
citizens rampaged in Lushnja on the™24urning the city hall and destroying most
government offices in their dissatisfaction withvgmment policy. When the foreign
minister visited Lushnja the next day, to try taqdte the citizens, he was beaten and
stoned by a mob** By the 28, fourteen cities were reporting rioting and vialefi*> On
January 27, an estimated 35,000 citizens clashdd mat police in Tirana’s central
Skanderbeg Square, calling for the government'igymesion®*® The same day, in the
face of DP supporters marching in Tirana and ptstés DP-loyal cities, the DP-

dominated Parliament buckled and granted Berishergency powers®’

230 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 11). The Albanian awities closed Xhaferri largely at the insistende o
Western governments, who had evidence that theena&osovo Liberation Army (KLA) had deposited
substantial amounts of funds there. Xhaferri's d#fpes, however, were heavily concentrated in the
southern city of Lushnja, where support for BerisHaemocratic Party was weakest. This had important
consequences later.

231 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 10).

232 (Standish 1997).

233 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 10).

234 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 210).

2% (Robertson 1997).

3% (Dhimgjoka 1997).

27 (Pettifer and Vickers 2007, 11).
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The rosy picture of Albania as the showcase econofriyastern Europé® fell
apart rapidly after that. Almost all of the majantls had fallen by February 5, and the
largest of all dangled by a thread. Around twoekirof the population had money
invested in the pyramid schenféS A large number had sold their land or farm animals
to invest additional money in the pyramids, and ynhad encouraged their relatives
working abroad to send back larger remittanceshisrpurpose too. The Southern part of
the country was home to a number of the longesdliand widely-subscribed schemes;

citizens and the local economy were particularlyad¢ated by the collapses.

Government Incompetence and the Escalation of Miele

The sheer extent of the crisis was compounded bygtivernment’s refusal to
take responsibility for allowing the pyramids torgist and to capture gullible investors.
On January 30, the largest scheme placed a lettdeFinancial Timesdenying that it
was a pyramid, apparently at the urging of the gawent. One pair of observers
describes this as “a complete divorce from reafitthe Albanian fiscal world,” and the
currency plummeted as citizens tried to traeles (the local currency) for dollafé®
Berisha did not admit any responsibility or mistakm his part until February 15, and
even then he insisted that most responsibilitysresith the citizens and that the
government would not compensate them for theirels&d

In the face of this government refusal to addréssproblem of the pyramids or

the devastation they caused, violence escalated@rithued to spread through February

238 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, Chapter 1).
239 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 217).
240 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 12-13).
241 (vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 210).
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and into March. Berisha sacked Meksi's governmemtNarch #*%4 but the DP-
dominated parliament re-elected Berisha to andikieryear term on March %' This
prompted the now-unified opposition to call for m@rotests, and even DP supporters
were beginning to question why the government leawamed blind to the schemes for
several years. In the South, anti-Berisha forcesewaghly displeased with the re-
election, and they seized small arms and light weagrom army weapons depots on
March 3%

By mid-March, the insurgency had taken on a palitglant that had very little
connection to the original pyramid scheme cristse €conomic crisis may have provided
the initial impetus, but the primary emphasis noaswon removing the DP government.
‘Salvation committees’ in the south, largely usi@gmmunist-era political actors and
political and military structures as a basis, betgking cities and re-establishing order;
rebels controlled fourteen southern cities by MargA*™

As the boundary of rebel-controlled territory cregppser to Tirana, insurgent
groups in the north also armed themselves and pustwth. The north was traditionally
a bastion of DP strength, and Berisha himself citora there; the south was a Socialist
stronghold. But because regional lines in Albarsancded with party linesand with

ethnic lines, and because a large number of lootspons were now easily available,

242 (State of Emergency Called as Albania on the B1ia@7).

243 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 212). In a belated shbwisapproval, ambassadors from EU member
states declined to attend the swearing-in cerem@iox 1997).

244 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 20).

245 (US employees, citizens ordered to leave Alba8i@7). The Partisan popular army tradition was a key
element of Albania’s World War Il experience; itieel on all citizens having a basic knowledge dedse
and community-based defense practices. This cadiiuthe formal “civilian military education pross

of the Hoxha era, where among other things alkeits were drilled in how to improvise defensive
strategies against potential invasion and werenghasic training in the use of small arms. SeetifBet
and Vickers 2007, 26-27).
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outside powers became very concerned about thefiskil war?*® At a minimum, the
looted weapons could easily find their way acrdss lhorder into neighboring Kosovo

and destabilize the situation there further.

Threats to the Outside

Beyond the risk of exacerbating tensions in Kosew prospect which Germany
desperately wanted to av6td— the Albanian crisis created at least two otheedts for
the international community. These were the neegrtiect and evacuate their own
citizens from the strife-torn country, and the Ergumbers of refugees fleeing the
economic and/or political consequences of the<risi

By March 11, Western states had begun to evacheteriationals from Tirana.
By this point, though, the chaos in Albania wadaoalong that the evacuation process
was a mess. Civilian flights from Tirana airportdheeased a week earlier, forcing
embassies to make alternate pl&fiswell over a dozen naval vessels from seven
countries gathered in the Adriatic, patrolling thaters and serving as landing pads for

helicopter evacuatiorfé? American helicopters came under fire near theriirairport,

24 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 27-28). Ethnic Ghegs @ncentrated in the northern part of the country

and typically vote for the DP (or other partiestloé right), and the southern Tosks support thealisti
Party and its Communist predecessor, the Peopéaty Bf Albania. In hindsight, Greco disagrees vifta
immediacy of the civil war threat (2001, sec. 2pugh contemporary commentators appear to belteve i
quite plausible. (e.glrish IndependentMarch 1997, various issues). He also cites desgent (2001,
sec. 3) on the risk of the crisis spilling ovekiosovo and Macedonia.

247 (Barber 1997).

248 |n one widely reported incident, a British evadoatconvoy’s vehicles had a pile-up accident ay the
neared the port at Durres; the missionaries andnaidkers were stranded overnight on the beach with
armed gangs firing shots into the air all arourehth

249 (Greece moves to evacuate nationals from Albacégpital - ER Radio 1997); (U.S. Marines in Tirana
to provide security for evacuation 1997); (Mille99); (European countries speed up evacuation work
Albania 1997); (Greek Navy conducts evacuation imisgn Albania 1997). Sight of the ships often led
citizens in areas of mixed political affiliation think that the ships were an international forgervening

on behalf of the DP government, as the governmadtrequested, and as a result the ships’ appearance
often triggered more looting and violence. Ironligathis destruction was usually led by DP suppwsrte
who thought that if the situation could be madétik worse such an intervention would in fact oc&ee
(Pettifer and Vickers 2007, 44).
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and the evacuation was suspended until the aigred was more secure. A German
helicopter was also the target of hostile fire votang the soldiers aboard to fire shots on
foreign soil for the first time since World War’f°

Meanwhile, as conflict in the south became moreeseVAlbanians began to flee
in larger numbers. The south had suffered more thamorth from the collapse of the
pyramids, at least in part because more southewmnised abroad and had invested their
earnings in the schemes. It was also much lessostiygp of the DP than the north, it was
home to the largest bases of the Albanian Mafid,iawas closest to Italy. Anyone who
could afford to do so paid the Mafia or other gmtising boat-owners to cross the narrow
Strait of Otranto to Italy™*

The situation in Italy rapidly became dire. On Ma&news sources reported that
the flow of illegal immigrants “has not exceededrbych the scores that normally try to
make it to Italy on average weeks?By March 15, though, the Italian navy and coast
guard had intercepted some three thousand refdgeasd another thousand arrived by
the evening of the 16** Altogether, over 11,000 refugees arrived in souttily over
the course of less than a we&dkputterly overwhelming Puglian social service prersi

and prompting the Italian government to declareatef emergency on March 19.

%0 Comments in the press speak of the UK effort dagbthe center of evacuation efforts for all EU
citizens. Meanwhile, a US Department of State spwmlen describes the whole evacuation as “a
coordinated NATO military action.” (Burns 1997). Salso (North Atlantic Treaty Organization. North
Atlantic Council. 1997).

%51 By March 20, the going rate was between 1£100440Bnston 1997).

52 (Italy sends back 38 Albanians to homeland 1997).

23 (Thomas 1997).

% (Ulbrich 1997). The refugees included the crewthode Albanian naval ships (along with many ofrthe
family members), the crews of at least three arglicbpters, and a MiG plane whose two pilots landed
a NATO airstrip in Italy and asked for politicalyéism. Berisha’s two adult children also fled tolytan
one of the last commercial ferry departures. Sealke¢, Amnesty bid ... 1997, 11); (Pettifer and Vicke
2007, 37); (Italy fears refugee influx as two ofrBha's children arrive in Bari 1997).

25 (Perlmutter 1998).

2% (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 213).

153



Efforts at Settlement

Amid this context of escalating violence and risergigration, Europe belatedly
tried to intervene. Both the ltalian and Greek griministers telephoned Berisha on
March 5, urging him to compromise with the oppasits demands. A mediation
delegation from the Council of Europe arrived imafia on March 6, but its meetings
produced little”®” A second delegation, headed by the PresidenteoEtt's Council of
Ministers, Dutch Foreign Minister Hans van Mierfrived in Tirana on the"7for a
fact-finding missiorf>8 Yet a third delegation, this time from the OSCH &eaded by
former Austrian Chancellor Franz Vranitsky, arrived the &, after a delay caused by
Berisha’s threat to refuse to receive the delegdfidOn March 10, an Italian warship in
the Adriatic hosted talks with the rebels, tryilmgcbnsolidate the government’'s amnesty

%0 while Italian Foreign

offer and plan for a Government of National Rechakon,
Minister Lamberto Dini met with Berisha in Tirarmdangle aid as a carrot.

Berisha finally consented to appointing a Socigtistne minister and named
Bashkim Fino to the post on March 9th, but this htilg effect on the violence. As the
situation continued to deteriorate and fightingctesad the outskirts of Tirana, European
organizations played a game of ‘hot potato’ witle idea of an intervention. NATO

Secretary-General Javier Solana bluntly statedAtbania at the moment, politics has to

be done; diplomacy has to be done. It is not famiitary operation by NATO or

%57 (EU delegation arrives in Albania 1997); (CourfiEurope delegation arrives 1997).

28 See (EU delegation arrives in Albania 1997), aneléxtensive statement issued that night. (European
Union. Presidency. 1997). Berisha categoricallyisetl all outside intervention in the early stagethe
crisis, hoping to delay it until he had strengtteehés position by regaining control of key southeities

and ports. (Walker, Fighting grows as Albania claightens 1997).

29 (OSCE envoy in talks with Albanian opposition 1297

%0 (Jtaly mediates in Albanian crisis 1997).

%1 (Prime minister, Italian foreign minister discusiiation, aid 1997).
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anybody else?*> NATO's ambassadors discussed and formally rejettedidea on
March 11, calling only for the appointment of Gawaent of National Reconciliation as
soon as possibfé® The European Parliament passed a resolution ugginigternational
military response on the T2and the Western European Union began to plarsdoh
action. The OSCE debated sending a small policirggion to buy weapons back from
the population and dispatched yet another reprateato Berisha to discuss the idéa.

On March 13, OSCE mediator Vranisky returned tafia for a second round of
talks2®® That evening, Berisha and Prime Minister Fino fallgnasked the Netherlands,
which held the EU presidency, to intervene milliaff® By the next morning, the
OSCE'’s chair (held by Denmark) publicly describedeivention as “probabl&®
though he did not specify which institution woul@dd it. Amid calls from French
President Jacques Chirac for the EU to respond €andl opposition to the idea from
German Chancellor Helmut KoH$® the WEU met at French insistence to discuss the
situation and recommended that planning contffitie.

The OSCE meeting on the "i5however, nearly derailed the emerging plans by
passing a resolution “insisting that it was not tq@propriate forum to decide on a

potential troop deployment® Amid public statements from the United States and

262 (pettifer 1997).

263 (NATO voices concern over Albanian crisis 1997)gdvernment of national reconciliation, sometimes
called a government of national unity, intentiopaticludes all major political and/or violent faatis.

54 (France tells its people in Albania to get out A99gPettifer and Vickers 2007, 44).

255 (OSCE envoy to head back to Albania to media<i997).

286 (URGENT Albania lodges formal request for militangervention 1997).

257 (Choppers under fire as foreign police mootedAitrania 1997).

288 (Choppers under fire as foreign police mootedAitiania 1997).

29 (URGENT Albania lodges formal request for militangervention 1997).

2’0 (Berisha stands firm in Albania chaos, EU hintfoate 1997).
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Germany favoring Berisha’s removal, the EU’s foreign ministers gathered at
Apeldoorn. The Albanian situation dominated theralgeof the scheduled meeting, but
the results disappointed most observers. The ElWmiber states could only agree to
send a high-level advisory mission to study thaasion?’? While they had cautiously
accepted the possibility that any humanitarian wili@n assistance mission would
require a small protection force, they insistedt thay such intervention would first
require approval from the UN Security Courféil.

Somehow — none of the sources are very sure homd-atier ten more days of
additional confusion and shuttle diplomacy, the @Sfihally voted to organize an
intervention on March 27. That afternoon, the #aland Albanian Ambassadors to the
UN jointly requested a meeting of the Security Gouto obtain a formal authorization
for the missiorf’* In a meeting hastily convened before the Easteses® the Security
Council approved a three-month mandate for the iNatibnal Protection Force (MPF),
which Italy would lead and organize within an OSE&&mework?”® The mission was

charged with protecting and providing humanitare&ad and helping to organize new

parliamentary elections in June.

The Aftermath
By April 8-9, the ltalian parliament approved disgang troops to Albania until

one month after the elections; the Turkish and Roamaparliaments followed within the

"1 (Berisha stands firm in Albania chaos, EU hintdaate 1997); (No German troops sent to Albania:

Kinkel 1997).

22 (Albania back from the brin, as EU despatchessayimission 1997).
213 (Berisha stands firm in Albania chaos, EU hintfoate 1997).

27 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 213)

2> (Italy mediates in Albanian crisis 1997).
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next several days? Troops began to arrive in Albania on April 8 Over the course of
the next month, more than 6300 troops from overcadntries deployed as part of

‘Operation Alba.” Table 5-1 shows known force cdmitions.

Table 5-1. Contributionsto the M ultinational Protection Force, as of 21 May 1997.

Country Forces

Italy 3068

France 952

Greece 802

Spain 340*

Austria 110*

Denmark 59*

Turkey 774

Romania 100

Portugal

Slovenia 100

Belgium

Total: 11 states 6556 — 7215)
Sour ce: (Greco 2001) * initial
deployments from (Pettifer and Vickers,
The Albanian Question: Reshaping the
Balkans 2007, 68).projected
contributions from (Graham 1997). No
estimates of Belgian or Portuguese
contributions exist.

OSCE-organized national parliamentary electionsuoed under the supervision
of MNF troops and outside observers on June 29.IaMmeither the setting nor the
conduct of elections were perfect, the Alba troald at least ensure a reasonably
peaceful environment for the conduct of an electids expected, citizens removed the
DP from office and replaced it with a solid So@almajority. In mid-June, Italy
organized a multilateral donor conference, inclgdiepresentatives of both interested

states and international organizations, for theitding of Albania.

28 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 214). Greco (2001) sugglswever, that Italian approval occurred only

“only after a harsh political debate that almostught [Prodi’'s government] down.”

27 pettifer and Vickers (2007, 70-71) discuss thigusmce of events as occurring in March. All other

sources, including all available news reports aramughan-Whitehead (1999), concur that the events
occurred in April. The March timeline seems un&ai as on March 15 the OSCE declared itself an
inappropriate venue for troop deployment decisiamd the EU ministers had not yet met at Apeldoorn t

discuss the possibility of a deployment.
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Evaluating Hypotheses About State Behavior

This section presents evidence about two episaddkd Albanian crisis: the
outflow of refugees in early March, and Europeaernvention efforts in early and mid-
March. While much of the evidence is anecdotal &mwh secondary sources, it
nevertheless allows us to provide at least a pmeting test of the hypotheses. The final

subsection evaluates the evidence against the ngped.

I ntervention

At the onset of the crisis, the Europeans (andttiat matter the Americans as
well) exhibited an all-around aversion to intervent in the region, with one
commentator describing it as a kind of “Balkan ga&’® following so close on the
conclusion of the Bosnian conflict. As one souroged, “No one is at all keen on wading
into such a confused situation,” not even the st#itat favored an interventiéft. In
some part conditions on the ground influenced tigkictance. As Italy argued,
intervening while Berisha still held power would thee equivalent of “pick[ing] sides
inside Albania,” and this view “was widely sharegide the EU2°

Developments in the European Union at the time ssigthat the EU’'s CFSP
would have been the logical center for any reactaomd numerous evaluations of the

press and public agree with this as well. Despteesal attempts, though, the EU was

unable to agree on a response. The primary foctisitection, then, is to explore why

2’8 (Bohlen 1997).

219 (EU and NATO rule out Albania intervention 199&¥ Pettifer and Vickers note, “there was veryditt|
sense of any agreement [among European statespwrichdeal with [the crisis]. In a way this was not
surprising, as the rebellion was turning into amed uprising of the people against a repressive
government along lines that had not been seeniliopgguwsince the nineteenth century” (2007: 33).

%0 (Barber 1997).
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major European states prefernedt to use the European Union for this task, and how

they then established preferences for other siegte¢g achieve their preferred outcomes.

Venue Preference

The consensus-capacity framework predicts thae siegferences over potential
venues should be related to their position in tleégoence distribution in each venue, and
to the venue’s potential ability to succeed with groposed or desired action. In the case
of the Albanian crisis, determining the states’iposs in the preference distributions is
complicated: The parties were slow to reach conseren a venue because they
disagreed on the nature of the crisis it8¥lfwas this a humanitarian situation, or a
conflict prevention situation? An effort to preventailed state, or to rebuild a collapsed
economy? An effort to prevent the resurgence oflicbin the recently-pacified Bosnia,
or to prevent it from spreading to neighboring Kes® States formed their venue
preferences at least in part on the assumptiomifferent underlying issue areas. Since
preference distributions are issue-specific, thmashof underlying issue has implications
for how states conceptualized the role and funatibany intervention and thus for the
creation of consensus on the issue. It also inflednthe set of institutions states
considered, since not all institutions had jurisdic on all issues.

Pro-Intervention States

Decision-makers in Italy and Greece generally peeckthe issue as one of

threats to their own internal stability. For thecontinued economic crisis in Albania

would lead to an influx of poor migrants, many diam would probably be armed with

%1 Greco (2001) in particular emphasizes this as jamudstacle to achieving any form of response.
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looted weapons, and possibly to the entry of irdlimis connected with organized crime
Neither of these situations was particularly ativac

From there, though, their treatment of the situatthverged. Greek officials
originally preferred that NATO address the situatiand spoke openly of this possibility
as early as March 10 though NATO'’s secretary geérerd publicly ruled out such an
intervention the week before. At a special meethdNATO’s North Atlantic Council
(NAC) convened for discussing the Albania crisiswkver, the NAC was only able to
agree to a statement calling for a Government dioNal Reconciliation as soon as
possible; they made no reference to an interveRtfotaly continued to call for NATO
intervention even as late as March?!3even though the NAC again said in its March 13
statement that it supported the actions of all othstitutions and member states in the
situation, and that it urged them to continue amanbre?®*

NATO, however, does not appear to have been Itapahicymakers’ first
preference. Early comments by Prime Minister RomBnadi and others suggest that
Italian diplomatic effort was first directed at tlit). On March 6, however, Foreign
Minister Dini noted disagreement among EU membéutthe urgency of the crisis,
saying “We cannot hide the fact that in the unisig][are Nordic countries that look on

1285

what is happening in the Balkans with a certairaclemnent.”*> When a joint Greco-

ltalian initiative in the EU in early March appatignfailed to reach fruitiorf®° the

282 (NATO voices concern over Albanian crisis 199Nof(th Atlantic Treaty Organization. North Atlantic

Council. 1997).

283 (ltaly calls for NATO role in Albanian crisis 1997

284 (North Atlantic Treaty Organization. North AtlantCouncil. 1997).

285 Quoted in (Bohlen 1997).

28 (Premier favours political solution to crisis 199The failure of this initiative and of other eattalian
bilateral efforts also led Greece to become operitical of Italy’s management of the crisis, thureating
another breach in the EU’s efforts to present diathiface to the world. Perlmutter (1998) arguest th
Italy’s efforts to take the lead in this crisis wean effort to demonstrate its ability to performe kind of
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Italians refocused on NATO. NATO was the Italiasstond choice, but when the NAC
again declined to intervene on the"1&alian policy once again made a tactical shift.
Prime Minister Prodi began backing off his previsnsstence on a military intervention
and calling for OSCE involvement inste&d.
The Naysayers

Germany’s opposition to intervention was strongbntingent on the proposed
venue; in particular, its preferences for the ElAagnue appear to be centered squarely
on capacity concerns. Kinkel's main argument alvdut the OSCE was appropriate was
because this body — unlike the other two orgaromatunder serious consideration at the
time, the EU and the WEU — included both the Unifdtes and Russi&: Kinkel and
other German policymakers feared that the situataarid turn into Bosnia, where the EU
attempted to act alone with an unclear missiony poititary planning, and inadequate
coordination. The resulting policy disaster waseaosis blow to the confidence and
prestige of the fledgling CFS®’ German aversion to sending troops also echoed this
Bosnia argument, with Kohl stating “If we send setd, what are we going to give them
for a mission?® Outside of this, available evidence suggests @gmany primarily
saw the situation as an issue of refugee or bamietrol; | return to this point belofV*

In summary, German preferences for using the OS&€ered on two capacity-

based elements. First, the OSCE had a higher ¢ggdaciaction than the EU because it

foreign policy leadership appropriate to its sadfgeived role as a regional power. Despite thisydwer,
Greek diplomats — including particularly the fomeigninister himself — were able to capitalize on the
situation and substantially enhance their influeimséde the new Albania political structure. (Fettiand
Vickers 2007, 39).

287 (Italy fears refugee influx as two of Berisha'ddten arrive in Bari 1997); (Pina 1997).

288 (Berger 1997)

89 (Die EU will Albanien helfen 1997).

29 (Kohl dubious about military intervention in Albiar1997).

291 (Barber 1997). The possibility of refugee moveniata Kosovo, and particularly the possibility biet
movement of weapons, raised strong fears for Geyrfaat the crisis could spread there as well.
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could draw on the capabilities (and influence) othbthe United States and Russia.
Second, as German policymakers argued, the OS@E agganization had task-specific
capabilities that it had used successfully in prasisimilar conflict$® This preference
persisted well after the initial OSCE declaratibattit was not an appropriate place for
troop deployment decisions.

British policymakers perceived the situation verifedently than their German
counterparts. For the UK, the evidence suggests ttiea Major government saw the
Albanian crisis as an internal problem, for whichternational intervention was
inappropriaté>® That said, internal politics in the UK itself eveally led to a slight
weakening of that resistance. John Major's ConseevaParty had close ties to the
Berisha’s DP, but in early 1997 two scandals alte@tTories and the DP broke into the
British media and further weakened Major's governti& In the face of domestic
political challenges, and with a general electigopraaching, Britain’s policy of
unconditional support for Berisha and unconditiom@bosition to intervention weakened
slowly. In early March, Foreign Secretary MalconfkiRid threatened to block foreign
aid in response to Berisha’'s anti-democracy movesthe threat was widely believed to

be non-crediblé®®

292 gee, e.g. (EU-Aussenminister erdrtern Hilfsaktiim Albanien Einzelne Mitgliedstaaten bieten
militdrischen Schutz an 1997). Which conflicts #hesere is not entirely clear. To the best of my
knowledge, the OSCE had not been substantiallylwedoin administering or organizing any internatbn
peacekeeping or crisis management efforts dursgGBCE” phase (pre-1995), and the Bosnian conflict
was almost exclusively an EU effort.

293 (MacKinnon 1997).

29 One involved Berisha’s gifts to the Queen and Brivinister on a recent state visit, which he likead
taken illegally from the Albanian State Museum, dinel second involved illicit (and under Albaniam]a
illegal) election assistance from the Tories durAibania’s openly fraudulent 1996 elections. Seall(B
1997); (Bevins 1997); (Alderman 1997).

29 (pettifer and Vickers 2007, 25). Indeed, no recexibts of Rifkind or Major actually suspending or
limiting aid in any way, though Berisha’s fall mhgve occurred too rapidly to allow them to takecarct
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The ruling parties in these two intervention-resiststates, Germany’s Christian
Democratic Union (CDU) and the UK’s Tories, had tbeenong Berisha’'s strongest
supporter$® At least part of the reason that these governnpenties opposed
intervention, then, was probably because any ietdgign was almost certain to end with
Berisha losing office. The aforementioned Italianeference to avoid “pick[ing] sides”
within Albania was a common sentiment in the EU,amig that no intervention to
“stabilize the situation” — i.e., to restore thetewity of the current government — would
be approved. The German concern over refugees,veoynseems to have made it willing
to sanction an intervention, even if Bosnian ghksfst it from participating itseff’’

The In-Betweeners

Three other states are of interest here: The Neatids, Denmark, and France,
who held leadership positions in the EU, OSCE, WigU, respectively. Briefly, the
Netherlands held the EU’s rotating presidency attiime. No evidence exists in available
press sources that the Netherlands made any eftopsish the EU as an appropriate
venue for an interventionist response, even thougborts of Dutch support for
intervention ranged from “moderate” to “strorfd® Dutch policymakers did appear to
believe, however, that the EU needed to offi@metype of reaction or response to the

crisis, and they pushed for conclusions on thesisdtthe Apeldoorn meetirfd’

2% (Owen 1997).

27 Greco disagrees, identifying the major deterrsrisiepticism about the effectiveness of any niijita
involvement and ...the fear that foreign peacekeepimgps could become hostage to the domestic

political struggle and hence contribute to exackerfgic] it rather than facilitate national recdiation.”

(Greco 2001, sec. 3).

2% (MacKinnon 1997); (Ulbrich 1997).

29 ‘Conclusions’ in the EU are summaries of meetifgrassions and of any policy consensuses reached
during the talks.
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In the OSCE, evidence does suggest that Denmaikhvileld the organization’s
chair at the time, pushed mildly for the “strikede” option that circulated ther& How
this proposal for a military “strike force” relatéol the OSCE’s declaration that it was not
an appropriate venue for military troop decisiossuinclear, however. The Danish
position on an intervention force — and quite gagsihe Danish proposal for it — gained
additional support from a number of other statestn@n leaders seemed to see it as an
alternative to the EU, though the German pressestgghat Kohl and Kinkel supported
the proposal less for the OSCE component and noorisf Danish origiri®* Additional
reports suggest that Spain and Austria also “supgdhe Danish position” even as early
as March 15, when the OSCE passed its resolutiobjettion®®?

Finally, France was the most active of presidenaiglihg states during the crisis.
In addition to a number of unilateral stateméfifst made several proposals inside the
EU for intervention forces. One joint proposal withly explicitly allowed for a non-
military intervention®®® In its role as the presidency of the Western EeaopUnion,
however, French policymakers called extraordinagetimgs of that body’'s Council to
discuss the situation. They also tasked the WEH with beginning intervention plans.
Nothing ever came of this planning, but it was atraordinarily active response
nonetheless, even when compared to typical Fremahgh policy behavior in regional

crises®®

390 (Berger 1997); (Ulbrich 1997). Only German sourpesvide discussion of this OSCE proposal prior to

its enactment; their term is “Schutztruppen.”

%1 See, e.g., (Inacker 1997); (Berger 1997); (Die &ill Albanien helfen 1997); (Kein militaerisches
Eingreifen in Albanien Die EU schickt Berater nddhana 1997).

%92 (EU divided on calls for Albania military intervéon 1997).

33 3ee, e.g., (Albania: plea for European Force 19%0x and Rhodes 1997).

304 (MacKinnon 1997).

305 pettifer and Vickers (2007, 69) also claim thaln‘the early weeks of the crisis the Italian andrieh
governments had put pressure on the EU and NAT@gdanise a military intervention on Berisha’s béhal
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In a final odd development, some evidence existd the neutral states were
among the strongest supporters of military inteticery particularly within the EJ%
The source of this preference is not clear, and \tle confirmatory evidence is
available from these states in their own natiomakges®’ Perhaps the most plausible
explanation for such a preference, if indeed thmms are accurate, is that these states
defined the situation in Albania as primarily a ramtarian or human rights issue. Even
so, why the EU would be the best available venueafbumanitarian or human rights
intervention is not particularly clear. Ascertaigithis motive, however, will require
policymaker interviews and/or access to documentacgrds of the crisis; the available

secondary literature and contemporaneous news ageés insufficient.

Unilateral and Ad Hoc Behavior

The consensus-capacity framework suggests thasstath greater capabilities
are more likely to participate in ad hoc cooperato unilateral activity. Here | assess the
available evidence about states’ rationales fotataral or extra-institutional activity
during the crisis.

Unilateral Activity
Unilateral intervention activity was mostly diplotita Both the Italians and the

Greeks sent their foreign ministers to Tirana tenveith Berisha, and both capitals were

While French rapprochement with NATO in 1997 slighibhcreases the plausibility of a French prefeeenc
for a NATO response, the claim is suspect for te@spns. First, Pettifer and Vickers also state {206)
that the majority of French policymaker (“Balkafijsipinion at the time was anti-Berisha Second hsaic
intervention would be a blatant instance of ‘pickisides’ in the crisis, and a substantial amount of
additional evidence supports the claim that Italparticular was reluctant to pick sides.

35 (Ulbrich 1997).

%97 The Irish press, for example, is silent on theegnment's preferences for response. Neitheirtble
Timesnor thelrish Independentontain any mention of national preferences origkae during March or
April 1997. The closest is an op-ed in thdependenby the minister of state for European affairst tha
crisis itself posed a threat to European securityenbroadly. (Mitchell 1997).
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in regular telephone contact with Berisha and Bffi@espite the close ties that both of
these states had to Albania — Italy at one poidtduntrolled it as a colony and was its
current largest source of foreign investment, aneeGe was its largest source of migrant
employment and remittances — neither were partiguleffective either as bilateral
negotiators or as mediators.

Ad Hoc Cooperation

Ad hoc cooperation occurred on several levels dutire crisis; here | focus on
the decision of states to participate in the Maltional Protection Force (‘Operation
Alba’). While technically this intervention was @mgzed by the OSCE, sources agree
that at a practical level it was an ltalian-led mpien>°° The lack of any permanent
military structures in the OSCE meant, in any cabat the military coordination
occurred among states that were not members odralisy group, entirely outside of
formal OSCE-supported channels.

None of the parties had a stated preference fogusi‘coalition of the willing’
model to respond to the Albanian crisis. It appéaise, instead, the fallback option after
the other institutional choices were exhaust@dn February 1998, the Balkan Director
of the Italian Foreign Ministry stated that “[w]kaly, fell back on it because of the lack
of response from the established institutions shatuld have had primary responsibility,

NATO, EU, UN, WEU, OSCE, you name it The ordering of the institutions is

398 See, e.g., (EU presidency banks on political-adiution for Albania 1997), (Premier asks Albanian
government to protect Greek minority 1997), (Primi@ister, Italian foreign minister discuss situatiaid
1997), (Greek foreign secretary of state to viifestorn Albania 1997), (Greek mission aims tdneca
Albania crisis 1997). Italian prime minister RomaRoodi also made several trips, though these were
mostly towards the end of the crisis, to help pregaolitically for the Operation Alba troops. (Véwam-
Whitehead 1999, 213).

399 (Greco 2001); (Pettifer and Vickers 2007, 67, fesp).

319 (Greco 2001).

311 Quoted in (Pettifer and Vickers 2007, 69).
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somewhat telling — even the UN and the largely irnecWEU come before the
institution that eventually organized the interienf'? Italy desired an intervention
enough to bear the brunt of the costs, but theepgate for a coalition over unilateral
action suggests that it believed it lacked suffitieapacity to intervene effectivel}?

The countries that chose to participate in theitoalare an odd group. Table 5-1
showed the participating states and their troogridmutions. Italy was the overwhelming
provider, with only French contributions signalimgything near the same level of
commitment. Danish commitment appears token — poresbility of (as well as a link
to) the OSCE’s presidency. No available sourcesl sight on the Austrian or Belgian
decisions to participate; neither have any knowadiinterest in Albanian affairs, nor do
sources suggest that either saw the interventigmiasrily humanitarian.

The cases of Slovenia, Romania, and Poland areglarty interesting. All three
participated in the eventual ad hoc group. Romagpeatedly expressed its willingness
to participate in an intervention even before itl been agreett? and both it and Poland
actually created crisis teams at their foreign stifeés>*> The most plausible explanation
for this behavior centers on another internatioogjanization, NATO. NATO was
scheduled to extend membership invitations to ecsgroup of countries at its summit in
July 1997, and all three of these countries (ahitg Hungary and the Czech Republic)

were widely seen as top candidates for invitatiBhslone of these states had immediate

%12 Indeed, the speaker does not seem to acknowlédgéhe OSCE responded at all or was even involved
in coordinating the response.

313 The missing capacity may have been as much miliis military; no sources suggest that Italian

military forces themselves were inadequate.

%14 (Romania Ready to Join Satabilization [sic] ForicesAlbania 1997).

315 (Albania anti-crisis team set up in foreign minystl997); (Embassy begins evacuating Romanian
citizens from Albanian capital - Romanian Radio 709

%1% |n this context, the lack of any reported respsrfsem Hungary is somewhat surprising. No evidence
exists in the English or French language mediattteatHungarian foreign ministry even issued statéme
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interests in Albania, but demonstrating their &pilo interoperate with NATO forces and
their willingness to participate fully in regionalecurity activity would likely have

augmented their cases for membership.

Refugees

The issue of intervention is primarily concernedhwissues of international
security. To vary the issue dimension, | examireeissue of refugees and asylum-seekers
during the crisis. This issue involves more aspefthiumanitarian concerns. It also,
however, engages some elements of internal (dochestcurity for the receiving states;
the easy availability of weapons and the strendtthe Albanian Mafia in the heaviest
refugee-sending regions were serious concgfnas above, | first review preferences

over venue among major actors, and then addrekgeral and ad hoc activity®

Venue Preference

In 1997, no European institution had explicit jdretion over refugee and asylum
policy3'° Among European institutions, the organization witithaps the best claim to
refugee concerns would be the OSCE, through themamudimension’ of the Helsinki

Final Act. Even there, though, no explicit claim jarisdiction on refugee issues

The Czech foreign ministry made several statemants expressed willingness to consider a military
intervention. (Military Interventionin Albania Pdlass Just Now - Zieleniec 1997).

317 Following the fall of Albanian army arms depotgta end of February, the going rate on the strfeets
Kalashnikov rifles fell to as little as $4 (Pettifand Vickers 2007, 46). An open-air arms market
(frequented by representatives of the Kosovo Liti@maArmy) developed on the docks of Viora (Pettife
and Vickers 2007, 37). Both elements made acceseapons very easy, even for the poorest Albanians.
%18 | separate the refugee issue from the provisiohushanitarian aid for the southern part of Albania.
Many commentators conflate the two (e.g., Petfad Vickers 2007:37), since the desperate condition
the south often increased the pressure to fleghleunternational responses were quite distinct.

319 At this time, the 1992 Treaty on European Uniovegaed EU jurisdiction; the “Justice and Home
Affairs” pillar (Pillar 111) primarily addressed sies of police and judicial cooperation. The Unlater
gains some jurisdiction over refugee and asylunicpah the Treaty of Nice (European Union 1999, in
effect 2002).
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emerged?® This absence of jurisdiction helps to explain thek of any clear venue
preference among key actors during the AlbaniasiscriThe only discussions of
Albanian refugees in European fora seemed to bevan contexts: repeated German
insistence that it would not take any, and latequests from Italy for assistance in

providing for them.

Unilateral and Ad Hoc Behavior

Most of the states bordering Albania took unilatereions to control potential
refugee flows. Macedonia, Montenegro, Greece, &g mobilized their militaries to
seal their borders against potential immigraftdJnilateral military action is typically
highly resource-intensive. In this case Macedomid @reece both lacked the resources
to block their own borders effectively; press sagrspoke openly of gaps in border
coverage or of insufficient amounts of troops aunipment to block small passes through
the mountains. For these two states, even unilaetian that was not entirely successful
was better than either the status quo (do nothaltgrnative, in which substantial
numbers of refugees would probably arrive. Grebosyever, took the additional (and
somewhat unusual) step of increasing its numbelegél entrance visas during the
crisis>* This had the advantage of both easing the refpgessure at the border while
also allowing it better control over which indivias entered the country.

Italian interdiction efforts were substantially rmaiobust. The Italian coast guard
and navy patrolled the Adriatic and interceptedirgeé number of vessels. Intercepting

the vessels while they were still at sea helpednsure that the refugees came ashore

320 At the broader international level, the UN and thieernational Committee of the Red Cross had some
minimal authority in the area, but neither weredked during the Albanian crisis.

321 (Fox 1997).

322 (Greek mission in Albania to ease crisis by gramtinore visas - ATA News Agency 1997).
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under the control of ltalian authoriti&s. Still, the situation overwhelmed Italian
authorities. The arrival of nearly 11,000 refugiesix days>** with around 14,000 total
arriving since the fall of the pyramids in Januiprompted lItaly to declare a state of
emergency and call for international assistanqeawiding for them.

The German reaction to the entire Albanian crissuged almost exclusively on
the issue of refugees. In the absence of a landkeber or even a sea one — with Albania,
and with the suspension of commercial flights otitToana, the source of German
policymakers’ fears is unclear. No obvious ratienekists for why Germany would be
the preferred destination for Albanian refugees Vefiothe immediate geographical area,
or for why Albanian refugees would be resettled Germany. The only piece of
information cited in the media to help explain thisiation is that Germany had recently
absorbed some 320,000 Bosnian refugees, subskamtiale than any other European
state, and it was not pleased about this situafiothe EU meeting in Apeldoorn, Kinkel
estimated that the Albanian crisis would resulsame 120,000 additional refugees. On
March 16, he bluntly told the media, “With the ant situation we can't take any
mentionable number of refugees. Our boat is fiffi.German fears about Albania
following the path of Bosnia probably also includssues of refugee resettlement as well

as EU military incompetence.

3231t also helped to reduce the number of refuge¢hdean the unseaworthy ships the Albanians used to
make the crossing. As the number of ships remainindlbania shrank, this became an increasingly
important issue. (Peacemaker backs off to aveittwar 1997).

24 (Perlmutter 1998, 203).

325 (Vaughan-Whitehead 1999, 214).

3% (Foreign Minister Says Germany Can't Take Any MBefugees 1997). The source does not state
clearly whether these 120,000 included all Albaniefugees to all states, or whether this entire bem
was expected to flee to Germany.
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Analysis
This section evaluates the evidence for the hypethestablished above about
consensus and capacity as state-level conceregin lvith the hypotheses about activity

outside of established institutions and then cardnypotheses about venue preference.

Extra-Institutional Activity

The refugee case results in no ad hoc activity,moceed directly to hypotheses
about unilateral action. For the most part, behaviahis case supports Hypothesis 2a
and 2b about the relationship of capacity to uerkdt action. Greece, Macedonia, and
Italy were preference outliers in the sense they fireferred to act promptly on the issue
to avoid any direct effect on themselves. Most o8tates had no borders with Albania
and few interests there, and so they were mucleictosandifferent on this issue.

Italy is likely a moderate-to-high-capacity state this context, and Greece
probably has moderate capacity, and so their behaglates to Hypothesis 24. This
hypothesis expected that high and moderate capsteitys would be willing to act alone
and to take high-intensity actions like military bil@ation, and that states with more
moderate levels of capacity would do so but exptesserns about their own capacity to
do so effectively. As the evidence above showedialt sources clearly expressed both
willingness to act unilaterally and constraintstbair ability to do so. While no reports
exist of Greek policymakers expressing capacityceams, media reports documented
above suggest that it was an issue.

Hypothesis 2b relates to low capacity states, sisccMacedonia. It expected that

these states would only be able to take low-intgremtions. Macedonia provides mixed

%27 These are my global assessments of capacity irpcoemts relevant to refugee control, based on my
knowledge of these states’ militaries and goverrtsjeand on contemporary media reports.
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support for this hypothesis, but its behavior deapport the consensus and capacity
framework more generally. Macedonia also mobiligednilitary to seal its border with
Albania. Few outside actors had any confidencenenMacedonian military’s ability to
do this effectively, and indeed media reports alitsuteak coverage surfaced along with
Greece’s. The issue of refugee control, howevers hghly salient for Macedonian
policymakers. Even though the likely success ofdboroperations was fairly low, the
utility of that action was weighted by the high ééwf salience. The net result was a
willingness to take high-intensity forms of unilegkaction even under conditions where
the action was not likely to achieve the actorsaidpoint.

The intervention case showed the opposite patteextwa-institutional activity:
very little unilateral activity (Hypotheses 2a abid), and substantial amounts of ad hoc
coordination (Hypotheses 1a and 1b). In the interee case, we see some support for
Hypothesis 1a, which suggested that participanélihoc cooperation would be part of a
preference cluster, and moderate support for Hgsishlb about the expected capacity
of acting states.

The bulk of the states who participated in the Malional Protection Force
(MNF) were moderate to high capacity states. Framadearly high-capacity, and Italy
and Spain are moderate-to-high capacity. These tstates account for close to three-
quarters of the MNF troop commitment. Turkey ande&ge probably classify as
moderate capacity; Portugal, Belgium, and Denmankelsmall but well-equipped and

highly trained militaries, which probably puts thémthe moderate category as well. All
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four of these moderate capacity states are higtiggrated into NATO'’s interoperable
command structure, which may reduce or discountisparities in capacity’®

One unusual case of a state in the outcome preferetluster who did not
participate in the ad hoc group deserves some sigmu The intensity of Germany’s
preferences not to see Albania collapse into agesftgenerating civil war might have led
us to expect its participation in the interventforce, particularly since Germany would
under most circumstances be a high-(or high-to-maidg capacity actor. Its absence
from the coalition is somewhat difficult to explaon the basis of available sources.
Media sources, particularly in the German pressyrycaepeated statements by
policymakers that they ‘did not want this to tuma Bosnia,” but the meaning of this
comparison is not cledf’ It may have referred to the refugee costs imposed
Germany, to the lack of confidence and credibilityhe CFSP that the crisis caused, to
German psychic pain that resulted from inabilitystop the genocides in the former
Yugoslavia, or something else entirely. Whateves #malogy meant to Kohl and Kinkel,
it was sufficiently negative to block German inveitwent in the intervention.

Finally, some participation in the ad hoc interventgroup appears to have come
from states outside (or only marginally in) thefprence cluster and seems unrelated to
issues of consensus or capacity for the interventself. Instead, the actions of Slovenia,
Poland, and Romania — all of whom are moderatextodapacity actors —reflect some
type of cross-institutional, inter-temporal signgli Their actions appear to be motivated

by some discounted hope of future benefits in agroitistitution rather than by benefits

328 pustria, however, is clearly a moderate-to-lowarify state. As | am not able to locate justifions for

its behavior in the available sources, | relegaf@amations for its participation to later work.

329 An informal poll of several dozen Germans providedghly equal levels of support for each of these
three arguments.
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from Operation Alba itself. By participating in ti¢banian intervention, they (probably)
hoped to shift NATO members’ beliefs about theilimgness and ability to participate
in regional security efforts. These altered belief®uld in turn influence the
establishment of consensus in NATO about theiriresd for membership.

The consensus-capacity framework does not anteipattheorize about cross-
event — and so implicitly inter-temporal — logrotii or signaling° It treats each event
that emerges as reasonably separable from othetsev@ne of the ways in which the
consensus-capacity framework improves on earliderstandings of state foreign policy
behavior is that it explicitly relates the full gaof possible foreign policy outcomes on a
particular event or issue to one another. Thish#&dpclose the gap between policymaker
behavior and scholarly treatments of the foreighcpoor cooperation decision making
process. This case study draws attention to thel neeexpand the framework to
accommodate the shadow of the future. States eqpteice relationships with each other
in these various contexts. Concessions with imglidure reciprocation are a normal part
of diplomatic life; future studies of foreign poficcooperation in particular should

address this fact.

Venue Preference

Hypotheses 3, 4, and 5 speak to different factmsinfluence states’ decisions as
they from preferences over existing institutionaraf Hypothesis 3 suggests that
preference-outlying states should pursue theireprefl policies in institutions where
their votes are pivotal. In the case of intervamiio Albania, German resistance to action

through the EU appears to have been critical irsiogustates to consider seriously a

330 within each event or institution, however, the o$eside payments to influence consensus would not
conflict with the framework’s logic.
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different venue. The existence of both a formalnimaty decision rule and an explicit
national veto in CFSP meant that German thredbtéottk cooperation were credible.

The UK's behavior provides somewhat contradictogydence. The Major
government was adamantly against interventionadt everal opportunities to block an
intervention, notably the EU, NATO, and the UN SéguCouncil®®! If it were that
strongly against intervention, why did it not ube tveto available to it in the Security
Council? The OSCE decision rules are largely conseirased, meaning that so long as
no state openly objects, a decision passes. Objedat this forum, too, would have
reached the UK'’s ideal point, yet it declined to slm In short, the UK could have
obtained its ideal outcome through unilateral actioa veto — in any of the institutions
that considered the matter. Instead, it allowed ithervention decision to pass from
NATO and the EU, where its veto power was firmlyrenched, to the OSCE, where
veto power is weaker. The most likely explanationthis behavior is that Berisha’s hold
on office had weakened to the point where no Britigilateral action could obtain the
ideal outcome of keeping him in office. In that text, a veto would be obstructionist
and unproductive, if not even counter-productitéhe crisis developed further.

Hypothesis 4 argued that states will prefer thditutgon where the expected
cooperative outcome deviates the least from their ibleal point. We see some evidence
for this in Germany’s behavior. German policymakevanted an outcome where
someoneintervened but they themselves were not obligatedct. An intervention

organized through the EU would not have had thesditeges. Germany would have faced

%1 The UK is a permanent member of the UN Securityr@d, and as such it has the ability to veto any
Council decision.
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strong pressure to participate in any CFSP-bastedvention, and the EU’s budgeting
rules would have assessed all member states tmp#ye intervention.

Italian behavior, on the other hand, does not fallpport this hypothesis. Italian
preferences for which institution should interveshéfted several times over the course of
the crisis. For Hypothesis 4 to be supported ia thstance, Italy would have had to be
very uncertain (or else poorly informed) aboutptstners’ preferences. It would have
had to mis-predict probable outcomes in not onepooibably three institutions (NATO,
EU, WEU), so that as states revealed more infoonadibout their own preferences, it
could update its perceptions enough that the pefestrategy changed.

Shifting Italian venue preferences and willingnesact unilaterally do, however,
cast doubt on the existence of an underlying peefa¥ for cooperation among European
states>®> While the foreign ministry official quoted aboveentified a number of
European institutions that Italy would have preddrto see act, Italian officials did not
hesitate to threaten unilateral action during theekg of frantic but ultimately
unsuccessful diplomacy preceding the interventiodeed, Italy’s decision to mount
naval patrols in Albanian territorial waters wasiastance of unilateral action during this
period that sent a strong signal to other statessodvillingness to act in Albania. For
Italy, cooperation in an institution seems to hbeen a preferred strategy rather than an
end in itself. The most preferred outcome was &rwention, but with whom and under
what flag was an open questith.

Mixed support for these hypotheses probably resaltdeast in part, from the

absence of primary source material. The contenhegotiations inside international

332 For this claim, see (M. E. Smith 2004); (Glarb®2p
333 |n short, the question about Italy’s behavior mhito why it did not anticipate the difficulties NATO
and the EU, and go straight to the OSCE instead.
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organizations rarely becomes public. Without acce&sspolicymakers’ privileged
knowledge, establishing firm support for some @ ktlypotheses is quite difficult. Future
research should attempt to draw on these sources.

Finally, in the refugee policy issue, we find ewnide of a different factor
operating in states’ preference formation procegaesdiction. At the time of the crisis,
no European organization had formal jurisdictiorerovefugee and asylum policy. We
observe no efforts by states to coordinate thdicpon this issue: The preferred venue
was no institution. While drawing inferences from silenoe the historical record is
difficult, the very strong results of the statisli@nalysis in Chapter 4 suggest that such
an inference would be appropriate in this case, (seg, Table 4-6). An institution’s

jurisdiction appears strongly related to statesislens to use it.

Conclusion

This chapter used the case of Albania’s collaps&9®7 to examine the foreign
policy behavior of individual states. It drew hybeses from the consensus-capacity
framework about how states form preferences oveséh of available venues, and about
who should patrticipate in extra-institutional fayeipolicy activity. It examined two
issues within the case, refugee policy and thetoquesf intervention, to multiply the
observations and provide variation on the independariable of issue area.

Support for the capacity hypotheses is fairly gjraBtates of moderate capacity
did express concerns about the ability of variowslitons to achieve specified
cooperative goals, and they also expressed comdxmut their own inability to carry out

high-intensity unilateral actions satisfactorilyower-capacity states, however, did not
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publicly make these kinds statements on their oaimalf, though press accounts include
statements to that effect. Lack of evidence fos thay be as much an issue of media-
source-induced selection bias as it is an issu@anf-behavior by the weak states.
Contrary to expectations, lower capacity stateseweilling to take higher-intensity
actions with even a low probability of successypted that the issue’s salience was high
enough to compensate for the low success rate.

Somewhat less support exists for some of the ceosepased arguments,
however. At least in part, this seems to come feoraluctance on the parts of the British
or Germans to exercise a public veto in the EUrothe case of the UK, the UN Security
Council. Other states, though, did act strategicallthe pursuit of their most preferred
outcomes. France, for example, tried to maniputh& issue of intervention into the
jurisdiction of a smaller organization in whictcitrrently held the chair. Using the power
of the chair could have helped France to obtairdéal form of intervention.

Evidence from these cases suggests that being denesha preference outlier
cluster is neither necessary nor sufficient fordprng participation in high-intensity
extra-institutional cooperation. German non-pgpation shows that cluster membership
is insufficient, and the participation of NATO cadates Poland, Slovenia, and Romania
shows that it is not necessary either.

This chapter has explored the underlying polititsh@ institutional outcomes
examined in Chapters 3 and 4. The hypothesized anésths of the consensus-capacity
framework generally appear to operate as expectetha case of the 1997 Albanian
intervention. In the absence of primary sourcesugh, and in particular without

interviews with involved policymakers, showing ditecausal connections is virtually

178



impossible. Future work should aim to incorpordis type of data into the existing case,

and to test the model in other cases.
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