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Q: Is Colin Powell's visit a guarantee for peace? 

A: The secretary's visit was very important. It was important for regional stability, it was important for the United States. It showed our commitment to stability and to peace. I think it demonstrated again how much we do in Macedonia to ensure stability, but in English the word "guarantee" has a very particular meaning. And I think at the end of the day Macedonians, ethnic Albanians, ethnic Macedonians, who live here have to guarantee their own peace and their own future and that's done by rejecting extremism, rejecting terrorism and working towards their future together. In the end of the day, we're here, and we're here to help you and we are committed to help you. But if you use the word "guarantee," then I'd say you're going to have to guarantee your own peace and your own future. 

Q: A release from the State Department said that the visit of Colin Powell was necessary. This was a kind of an assessment of the visit. 

A: I think you may be reading too much into the press statement. I don't think it was a conscious effort to give a signal if they use the word "necessary." I am not sure that I see that as a special message. 

Q: Will there be, in your opinion, a new attempt to destabilize Macedonia? 

A: I think the extremists who tested the stability of Macedonia in the past few months will continue, to the extent they are able, to look for opportunities to test stability in the region, including Macedonia. I think it is a threat that we have to take seriously, that Macedonia has to take seriously and the region has to take seriously. We have to do all we can to help Macedonia to be able to respond to any threat in the future, to reduce the likelihood of such threats and to reduce the severity of these threats if and when they happen. These people were rejected in Macedonia and I think that was critically important. But, groups like this, individuals like these, they may well and I think will continue to test stability and democracy in the region.

Q: The US is accused of creating the KLA, of still tolerating criminal structures of Albanians in the region and of not having control over them. Do you feel guilty of encouraging the accomplishment of the idea of Greater Albania? 

A: I don't accept the basic premise there, to be very honest. The US has not, does not and would not support extremist groups. What we do is to support democracy, we support human rights and we make our decisions based upon that. The US has made it extremely clear, without any kind of nuance, that we reject these people, that we are opposed to these people. (Inaudible) I have been in this region for a long time. We said it when they were Croat extremists, when they were Serb extremists, when they were Bosniac extremists and we say it when they are Albanian extremists. I love those people together, and I love everyone else on the other side of it. To think that, or to suggest that we support these kinds of groups, I think that people don't understand what the US is all about. If you look at what has happened, it has been the US troops and the US soldiers that have been in the forefront of Kosovo in dealing with people like this, we are the ones who have been shooting at them and they have shot at us, the first incident of such kind in Kosovo. We take this threat very seriously and the US is committed to doing whatever it needs to be done to eliminate it. We do not tolerate it, we do not support it politically or any other way. There is no hesitancy on my part to say that. 

Q: Why do you, as a US Ambassador, suggest changes of the Constitution? 

A: I have never said, as an Ambassador of the US or anyone else, that Macedonia should change its Constitution. It is not my prerogative to say that. What we have supported is a broadening and a deepening of the consensus of the inter-ethnic relationship between ethnic Macedonians and ethnic Albanians. We have supported deepening the dialogue and dealing with issues of concern that both sides have. How you deal with that and what are the steps that you use to deal with it should be your own. If the two sides in this debate decide that the Constitution should be changed or the Preamble of the Constitution should be changed, that's their prerogative, if that's what they feel they need to do to make the future of Macedonia secure. If both sides decide that is not necessary for the future of Macedonia, than don't change it. We should not, from the outside, define the vehicles for success. We should define the expectation, what the IC expects of countries like Macedonia. But, that's our expectation, you have to define your own expectation and that's what really counts. What we worry about here is regional security, democracy, economic reform, and we worry about those things for our own interests. You worry about them for your own interests. We have a commonality of goals here. But, I would not at any time suggest that I should define what are the tools to reach those goals. So, whether or not you change the constitution is up to you. I think it's valid that everything be on the table for everyone to discuss. If ethnic Albanians feel that the Preamble of the Constitution is a disadvantage to them, I think they have a right to put it on the table for discussion. Whether or not it is changed or it is necessary to be changed, has to be a product of that discussion, not imposed from the outside. 

Q: In one interview, in a soft way, you suggested to change the Preamble of the Constitution. 

A: I remember that conversation and I didn't want it to be any different. It shouldn't be the IC that prejudges where this kind of discussion among a population goes to. I think we should strive to make sure people are willing to talk about anything they feel is a grievance or an issue to put on the table. Everything should be put on a table, in that context we support a discussion about whether or not to change the Preamble of the Constitution. But whether or not a decision is made to do that, has to come out of that process.

Q: Do you think the Constitution is a real problem between two ethnicities? 

A: What is the real problem has to be defined by the people that are engaged in the process. I can't define what is the real problem. If ethnic Albanians in Macedonia feel that the Constitution is a problem in them feeling like true citizens of the state, that's their prerogative to feel that way. Whether or not I agree with it or whether or not ethnic Macedonians agree with it it's not the point. The point is that they feel that way and in a democratic society they have the right to express that concern and have a right for that concern to be addressed through democratic procedures. There are a lot of issues for Macedonia I think. I think what has recently been shown here is that people basically want to get on with their lives. They want to have a stable environment, they want to have a stable economy, no one here wants extremism. That's clear. There are a lot of issues that are important to defining the future of the country. But I have to say, in many of these countries issues are flags, symbols, language. Those are all important, because in the Balkans people still define themselves in the ethnic grounds not in the individual civil liberties criteria as we do in the States. That's just where you are. Those issues for different groups, are valid issues. Those issues are valid for ethnic Albanians as they are for ethnic Macedonians. That's why how you deal with the concerns of one or the other group has to be a joint process where in the end of the day both sides are satisfied that the conclusion represents their best interests. It should not be imposed by one side over the other. It has to be a product of a democratic open process.

Q: I think the issues of Constitution, of flag.. are artificial. They are not the real problem… 

A: The history of the past thousand years of Christianity has been a history of people killing each other over just these kinds of issues. These are issues important to people. I'd like to say that people need to move away from these kinds of issues, they should not have this kind of intensity. But they do, and they continue to have this kind of intensity in the US as well. We just had a case with the state of Alabama, rejected and effort through an election, a referendum to take the old Confederate flag emblem off its state flag. This has been an action that has been done by many states in the south because this was a residual of the confederacy. It was interesting in the state of Alabama they said no, we still want to keep this thing. That's an issue of flag. You would have thought that a more mature response would have been: We don't need any longer to have an emblem of the old confederacy on our state flag to define us, we are beyond that. But the state of Alabama, the people, have a right and they voted and they made their decision. That's their decision and that's fine. 

Q: inaudible…. The American people consider the Constitution as a Bible? 

A: We have changed our Constitution many times. We have over 40 amendments to our Constitution and it's dealt with a lot of these issues. The first ten amendments are our Bill of Rights that deals with individual freedoms, with the issue of slavery, with women's rights. A lot of our constitutional changes deal with just these kinds of issues. The US is a nation that is a multi-ethnic nation more so than just about any around. In fact, we just had a situation now with the last census; it was discovered that California no longer has a majority. Whites in California now are a minority. The most popular state in the country in the US is basically a multi-ethnic state of minorities. You have whites, you have blacks, you have Latinos, you have Asians.

Q: (inaudible) 

A: We have quite a decentralized system, and the history of our country as well has been this tension between a federal national system and a decentralized state system. But I think what's most important about the US when you think about it in these terms is the fact that the relationship between the state and the individual is a bit different than it is in a lot of these countries here. In the US everyone understands that power comes from an individual and works its way up. Individuals are able to do what they want to do in their own lives unless there is a law that says you can't. In a lot of these countries power tends to flow from the top down and your laws basically are interpreted that unless the law says you can do it, you can't do it. So the state has the prerogative to define what people can or cannot do while in the US unless the state says you can't do it you do anything you want. I think an answer for a lot of these countries, including Macedonia is increased decentralization in terms of democracy, in terms of politics, economics, in terms of state administrations as well. We do a lot of effort, a lot of work at local governments, we spend a lot of money in terms of giving assistance, and I see there's a lot of energy there. I see a lot of energy in towns around the country. People, once they are given tools to deal with their problems, once they are given responsibility and mechanisms, they are willing to deal with their problems here, beyond inter-ethnic issues. In most cases, it's not an inter-ethnic question, it's how they can deal with their real problems. I think that's a good path for Macedonia.

Q: A common opinion is that behind these requirements for changes in the Constitution or in general the management of the state, hides something totally different which do not contribute for a joint state. 

A: I appreciate that feeling I try to look at this both ways. If I was an ethnic Macedonian living here I could see that the name of my country is not accepted, as I would like it. There are people who don't accept the concept of Macedonian as an ethnic group, people who don't accept Macedonian as a language and here now we want even to take out of the Constitution the concept that there is such a thing as Macedonian and Macedonians. I can understand that kind of concern and it's a valid concern. That concern on the part of ethnic Macedonians, to be very honest, is a counterpart and just as valid as the concern of ethnic Albanians to be treated as, in their minds, citizens of the state. That's why this has to be the outcome of something that both of you feel comfortable with. I could say that I disagree with this concern that Macedonians have about their own sense of security as an ethnic Macedonia, I could say the same thing about ethnic Albanian's sense of their lack of feeling of inclusion in the state because they feel discriminated in the Constitution. But, whether or not I agree with either of them is not the issue. The issue is that both groups feel that way. The issue has to be dealt with in recognition of the fact that both groups feel that way. That's for you to sort out because at the end of the day it is not going to help either side if the solution is forced that then the other side begins to feel disadvantaged. Then, we are not going anywhere. The role of the IC, and I think this should have been a role through the whole past ten years of the break up of Yugoslavia, is we should help define the rules of acceptable behavior. This has a process that you both sort out peacefully, democratically, through open discussion, a parliamentary process and the tools that the state gives you. These are valid question for both sides. They are not valid questions for extremism or force, I am sorry they are not. They weren't ten years ago in Croatia when they became that way, they weren't in Bosnia, they weren't in Yugoslavia. I think the difference that Macedonia has shown is that finally we have come to a stage where the people engaged realize they have to talk this through and that this should be a process of compromise. Both sides have valid concerns that they have to sort out between the two of them. I mean, valid in their own minds, whether or not we think they are valid. 

Q: The US do not negotiate with terrorists. How do you comment the fact that the demands of the terrorists have been included in the negotiating agenda? 

A: I don't accept that that in fact was that case. What I think has happened, was that these extremists co-opted the legitimate agenda of the ethnic Albanians, legitimate in their minds that those are the issues that have to be addressed. That was a tactic on the part of these extremists. Don't tell me that you believe that if the Government of Macedonia gives channel three an Albanian language minority television station, that these extremists will say that's great, we're all going home now. 

Q: The question is about changes in the Constitution and the efforts of the extremists to bring about changes in the Constitution through weapons… 

A: Terrorism, extremism, can never be a path to a stable solution to problems like this. Period, there's no question there. Extremists, terrorists can seek to adapt or adopt legitimate agendas to try to gain more popularity, to try to gain more support but that's just a tactical trick, that's not the reality. These people in the hills are fighting for something much different than that and that I think is clear to everyone. I think what this broadened dialogue needs to do is to stabilize and broaden the inter-ethnic consensus here, to completely de-legitimize these extremist groups as being any kind of entity, which they are not, that speaks for legitimate concerns of ethnic Albanians. It is not in fact true that they speak for any of the legitimate political leadership of ethnic Albanians in Macedonia and nor vice-versa is true. These people have a completely agenda, that is an extremist agenda that deals with issues that no one in Macedonia supports. I don't think it's fair to say that the agenda of the terrorists or extremists is now the agenda of the Albanian ethnic community in Macedonia. Those issues have always been on the agenda. The extremists try to capture this agenda to give themselves more legitimacy, but I think no one should see that as true. 

Q: The Albanian parties in Macedonia try to legitimize the extremists 

A: I don't agree with that. I think the Albanian political parties in Macedonia, they have stayed in the government, they have participated in the President's process for reconciliation if you want to call it that, they are talking about a grand coalition. I think that parties of ethnic Albanians in Macedonia that speak for the people are participating in the process and I think that is important. 

Q: A DPA MP joined the NLA. I am speaking of Hisni Shaqiri… 

A: I think that was a stupid thing to do. I think that that individual has turned his back on what he was elected to do, and I think that person has no place whatsoever in Macedonian politics or in the Government. Individuals do what they want, but that was an individual act and that person should take the responsibility for it. …. I am not sure what his party said in response and to be honest I am not sure what they said in one way or the other. But, I am speaking for myself and I think it was an immature and stupid thing to do. 

Q: Why do you consider that the establishment of a broader based coalition will (ianudible) the situation in Macedonia? 

A: A broad based coalition, if it happens, would provide a stronger constitutional mechanism, that is the parliament of course, to deal with these issues that will broaden the consensus, it brings all of the key players together to deal with those issues and these are very important issues. Having a broad-based coalition you would think would be very useful in dealing with these fundamental issues. Is it necessary, or precondition to dealing with them, maybe not. The President has initiated a process of dialogue among the party leaders and we have supported that. That should go on. At the end of the day Parliament is the legitimate body that will have to deal with most of these issues. And a lot of these issues will require a two-thirds majority in Parliament to deal with. So, at some point, you need to have broad-based agreement among the political parties that you are going to do these things. Do you need to have a broad-based coalition to do it? I don't know, maybe, maybe not. It seems that it would be easier to do it because you do need the other votes at the end of the day. So, if it happens, and it helps move the agenda forward in terms of dealing with these things, that's fine and we would support that obviously. If it doesn't happen that's a function of the inability of the parties to negotiate for their own interest and, to be honest, that's part of democracy as well. But then, we would urge everyone to actively continue to participate in the President's process as a vehicle for getting some sort of consensus, because you still need that, because at the end of the day you still have to go to Parliament to get the votes. And that's the nature of the system. So, one way or the other, you need a vehicle to develop a consensus so you will have the votes when they are necessary. 

Q: Did you have any meetings with the PM and the leaders of the opposition parties to present this kind of an opinion about a broader coalition? 

A: I am only hesitating because I have meetings with them frequently. I am trying to recall if there was a question about what the US view was on a grand coalition or not. The view that I just expressed was the view that I would have told them if I had told them or I did tell them I just can't remember which it was. But, this is what I would tell them and I may well have told them I just don't recall whether or not we actually had that conversation. 

Q: What is you opinion on the multi-party talks in the Presidential Cabinet? 

A: That was a vehicle that was defined by the President during the height of the crisis as a vehicle that he thought would be a way of beginning to build a consensus that would then have to be addressed through parliament. So, we have supported that process and we continue to support that process. I'll be very frank we have worked very hard to be sure that everyone participates in the, And I have had conversations with everyone involved to be sure that they knew it was important, that we thought it was important for them to participate in that process for there has to be some way of broadening the consensus. If a grand coalition now forms that makes the President's process less critical, to be honest, that's a decision that you all here have to make. All we are seeking is that there is a process in place that allows for a broad-based consensus to develop that then will translate into real parliamentary action. The President's process has begun, people are participating and we support it. How it plays out, really is up to you. What we feel is important is that there is a mechanism to reach this consensus and there's some ability for Parliament to pass the necessary legislation. 

Q: Will the US change their policy in the Balkans? 

A: No. I think it was very clear and the Secretary has been very clear that the US is committed to getting the Balkans right, that we came to the party with everybody and we are not going to leave the party by ourselves. I think his coming out here, in one of his first trips to Europe was an indication of that, he met with all the regional foreign ministers while he was here, again a very important event. We are working very actively within NATO to ensue that militarily the situation is right in Kosovo in terms of helping stabilize Macedonia so I don't see any reason to accuse the US of walking away from the Balkans or of changing its policy in the Balkans. On the contrary, I think we continue to be extremely engaged. We are the single largest donor in terms of financial assistance to Macedonia and we are spending more in the country. We are first to pledge money for the SEEU, we were the first to give the money. This week we'll be distributing building supplies to help rebuild the first 25 homes in the Tetovo region and these are both ethnic Macedonian owners and ethnic Albanian. We are here already. Getting the job done on the ground. 

Q: Do you think the economic programs are the basic programs? 

A: As an economist I always feel that's the case. You have got too high unemployment, especially among young people, your pro capita income is too low, foreign investment is too low, the government has been involved in a very good economic reform program. To be very frank, I hope that this economic reform effort is not damaged by this crisis. I think it is equally important for Macedonia to continue its aggressive economic reform program because the country deserves it. I think the people deserve a better economic life, the young people deserve more jobs, more opportunities. I think that 's how you will define the future of this country. 

