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大  会  安全理事会 

第七十届会议  第七十一年 

议程项目 71 

人民自决的权利 

  2016 年 6 月 15 日列支敦士登常驻联合国代表给秘书长的信 

 谨向你转递 2016 年 3 月 20 日至 22 日在列支敦士登特里森贝格举行的主题

为“调和自决与领土完整：以自治模式作为促进欧洲和平与稳定的工具”座谈会

主席的总结(见附件)。 

 座谈会上，学者、经验丰富的调解人和外交家探讨了如何以创新思维看待自决，

而不是将它等同于独立或分裂，特别是在欧洲安全与合作组织地区内当前冲突的情况

下。会议是与普林斯顿大学列支敦士登自决问题研究所(见 https://lisd.princeton.edu/)

合作举办的，属非正式性质。 

 请将本函及其附件作为大会议程项目 71 的文件分发为荷。 

常驻代表 

大使 

克里斯蒂安·韦纳韦瑟(签名) 
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  2016 年 6 月 15 日列支敦士登常驻联合国代表给秘书长的信的附件 
 

  Colloquium on reconciling self-determination and territorial 

integrity: models of self-governance as tools to promote peace 

and stability in Europe  

  Chair’s summary  
 

 

  Triesenberg, Liechtenstein, 20-22 March 2016 
 

  Introduction  
 

  The first initiative of Liechtenstein upon joining the United Nations in 1990 

was to explore innovative approaches to the implementation of the right of 

self-determination
1

. Reigning Prince Hans Adam II pioneered the idea of 

establishing a United Nations convention on the self-determination of peoples, 

inspired by the vision that conflicts should be decided on the basis of international 

law and the will of the people affected, without resorting to violence. Under the draft 

convention, each State party would undertake to “respect the aspirations of all 

communities within its territory to an appropriate degree of self -administration”. In 

the draft, progressive levels of self-administration are envisaged for communities 

living within States, supported by international arrangements designed to mediate 

and settle differences, under international monitoring, with the goal of preventing, 

defusing and ending conflict, especially armed conflict. Independence through 

secession would be considered a last resort and only with the consent of the State. 

However, after a lively debate in 1992, the General Assembly decided at the time to 

defer consideration of the proposal. 

  As numerous conflicts within States as well as frozen conflicts remain 

unresolved —including in Europe— an open debate about contentious 

self-determination claims is of continued urgency and relevance. To that end, an 

eminent group of senior diplomats, mediators, experts, policy practitioners and 

scholars participated, upon the joint invitation of the Permanent Mission of 

Liechtenstein to the United Nations in New York and the Liechtenstein Institute on 

Self-Determination at Princeton University
2

 in a colloquium in Triesenberg, 

Liechtenstein. The goal of the meeting was to explore the ongoing tensions between 

the principles of self-determination and territorial integrity, to explore ways of 

reconciling the two and to consider the possibilities for innovative application of the 

right of self-determination as a tool for conflict prevention and resolution.  

  Hereditary Prince Alois of Liechtenstein and the Deputy Prime Minister and 

Minister for Foreign and European Affairs of the Slovak Republic, Miroslav Lajčák, 

delivered keynote addresses at the meeting, which was co-chaired by the Permanent 

Representative of the Principality of Liechtenstein to the United Nations in New 

York, Christian Wenaweser, and the Director of the Liechtenstein Institute on 

Self-Determination at Princeton University, Wolfgang Danspeckgruber.  

__________________ 

 1 For the full text of the convention, see Wolfgang Danspeckgruber, The Self-Determination of 

Peoples: Community, Nation, and State in an Interdependent World (2002), pp. 365-392. 

 2 For more information, visit https://lisd.princeton.edu/. 
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  Summary of discussions  
 

 Discussions focused on the following three thematic areas: 

 (a) The historical development of the principle and right of 

self-determination, and its legal foundations, challenges and limitations;  

 (b) The principle’s application as a conflict prevention and resolution 

mechanism in specific situations in the Organization for Security and Cooperation in 

Europe (OSCE) area;  

 (c) Practical ideas about how to advance the debate about self-determination 

in the future.  

 A brief summary of each of the discussions follows below. The colloquium 

took place under the Chatham House Rule. 

 

  General discussion: reconciling the principles of self-Determination and 

territorial integrity  
 

 Key questions in the discussion included the relevance of the principle of 

self-determination in contemporary international law and international relations and 

the difficulties in reconciling it with the principle of territorial integrity. In addition, 

the participants were encouraged to think of emerging opportunities and challenges 

for the right of self-determination in its various forms during a time of changes in 

the international order. 

 Participants observed that the self-determination debates today were not 

confined solely to the realm of academia. The events in Crimea and eastern Ukraine 

were referred to as the most recent example of the concept’s relevance to 

modern-day politics and conflicts. In addition, the self-determination principle has 

an enduring historical relevance. Its ideas can be traced back to the United States 

Declaration of Independence, United States President Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen 

Points, the drafting of the Charter of the United Nations and subsequent 

decolonization efforts, and the International Covenants on Human Rights.  

 However, self-determination and territorial integrity continue to be among the 

most sensitive principles in international law. There has been enormous resistance to 

claims for self-determination by great Powers which have long feared its 

“empire-destroying capabilities”. Also, the two concepts are often seen to be in 

conflict and difficult to reconcile. The principle of territorial integrity determines the 

very existence of a State. It is a basic pillar of international law that States are 

willing to defend, if necessary, by armed force. Self-determination, on the other 

hand, is subject to different interpretations. While some hold that it is a right that is 

exercised only once, at the moment when a State reaches independence, others are of 

the view that is exercised regularly and on an ongoing basis. The  question of who is 

entitled to the right (i.e., the notion of “peoples”, and in particular the designation of 

indigenous peoples) has been discussed intensely and in different contexts and 

invoked in exceptional circumstances. It is a dynamic principle which ultimately 

also determines whether the State can develop independently and according to its 

own ideas of governance.   

 Some participants challenged the perceived difficulty in reconciling the two 

principles. It was posited that the drafters of the Charter of the United Nations 

included both principles in the text on an equal standing and thus did not consider 
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them to be incompatible. Typically, friction emerges only when the disputing parties 

cannot agree on which of the principles should take precedence in a given case. This 

creates a need for more defined rules and tools to manage territorial integrity and 

self-determination claims.  

 Some participants suggested that the international community, in particular the 

Security Council of the United Nations, should act as an arbitrator in situations 

involving self-determination claims. Others, however, challenged the idea that the 

Security Council can be a fair adjudicator since it typically only reflects the will of 

its five permanent members. Also, they observed that in the past some of the 

Security Council Powers have relied on the principle of self -determination to justify 

their “hegemonic interests.”  

 Others pointed out the need to examine modern-day self-determination 

challenges in a manner which takes into account changing global realities, mainly 

fuelled by globalization, the weaker role of nation-States, the more prominent role 

of regions and regional integration, and the empowerment of the individual as a 

result of advances in technology. The twenty-first century is characterized by a 

growing influence of transnational ideas and networks, which in turn have 

implications for the exercise of sovereign rights, the character of political 

communities, and the meaning of boundaries. There was a call to move away from 

the State-based approach in international law to an individual-centred system 

—“determination of the self.” In particular, participants underlined the need to 

include the voices of people living in places coping with self-determination 

challenges. These people often have a much more realistic view on how to work out 

the differences than diplomats.  

 It was also suggested that the behaviour of the State facing self-determination 

claims is often problematic, and prompts communities to challenge its authority and 

seek different governance arrangements. A participant pointed out that in many 

conflicts there was a lack of generosity of the State towards the community it wants 

to keep integrated. It was therefore legitimate to ask at what point a State abrogates 

its right to govern its territory.  

 Some also wondered how the dynamics of self-determination claims change 

once a party to the dispute resorts to violence and the use of force to achieve its 

goals. Claims for self-determination, often accompanied by the threat of use of force, 

may mask criminal networks pursuing commercial and business interests. Therefore, 

they suggested greater scrutiny of the groups seeking decentralization, greater levels 

of self-governance and sometimes independence.  

 While there are numerous examples of successful resolution of 

self-determination claims in the recent history of Europe (e.g., peaceful separation 

of Czechoslovakia as well as Serbia and Montenegro), participants stressed that the 

legal and political context was still not ripe to resolve other, sometimes protracted, 

crises resulting from self-determination claims (e.g., Transnistria, 

Nagorno-Karabakh). Many of these situations have led to stagnation in terms of 

good governance, justice, combating corruption and accountability. Therefore, new 

tools to mediate these conflicts must also focus on establishing a linkage between 

achieving peace and pursuing reforms.   
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  Country-specific discussion  
 

  Bosnia and Herzegovina  
 

 The discussion was framed in the context of the viability and effectiveness of 

the Dayton Accords unique model of self-governance for the country’s distinct 

communities, which ended war but did not bring peace. Overcoming “negative 

peace” and ensuring the functionality of the State also featured as prominent themes 

throughout the debate.  

 Participants generally agreed that the Dayton Accords had achieved their main 

goal, namely, ending the armed conflict. But it was also noted that the inflexible 

nature of the Accords continued to stifle the development of Bosnia and 

Herzegovina and was consequently not conducive to the country’s long-term 

security and stability. A participant characterized the Accords as “a mechanism of 

blockage”, which prevented decisive action by the Government and was in part 

responsible for limited development gains in the last decade. It is therefore 

unsurprising that people had sought alternative visions of the future. Concerns were 

expressed about radicalizing tendencies in the country, often fuelled by outside 

actors, including the growing influence of Da’esh.  

 Another more fundamental problem regarding the sources of sovereignty of 

Bosnia and Herzegovina surfaced in the debate. It was pointed out that the central 

authorities believed that the country’s sovereignty came from the international 

recognition of the State, while the authorities in Republika Srpska viewed it 

differently. They believed that the legitimacy of the State relied on the consent from 

the citizens of the two entities (Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina and 

Republika Srpska), and clung to their right to choose to be a part of Bosnia and 

Herzegovina. Consequently, a participant suggested, the international community 

might have to eventually accept that the will of the people in Republika Srpska was 

not compatible with the aspirations of the population in the Federation and to 

respect their calls for self-determination. However, this assertion was vehemently 

challenged by others. They noted that the international community viewed the 

territorial integrity of Bosnia and Herzegovina as non-negotiable and would 

continue to defend it. Independence for Republika Srpska would set back 

development gains and again spark instability in the Balkans. With both Serbia and 

Croatia as guarantors of the Dayton Accords and having a stake in the stability of the 

country, the Government of Serbia was not keen to accept Republika Srpska as an 

independent State or as a part of its territory. Secession by Republika Srpska would 

therefore be counterproductive and find no support in the international community.  

 A range of options were suggested as potential solutions to mitigate the 

dysfunctionality and lack of development due to the difficulties contained in the 

Dayton Accords. The need for a massive economic recovery plan (similar to the 

Marshall Plan) coupled with reform of State and local administration was identified 

as an essential element of progress. Also highlighted was the need to respect the rule 

of law and to fight corruption. 

 The European Union and other international organizations, including OSCE 

and the United Nations, would play an essential role in encouraging these reforms. 

Some suggested that Bosnia and Herzegovina needed to continue to move forward at 

a faster pace towards the European Union, guided by the vision of “less Dayton, 

more Brussels.” Others suggested that the Dayton Accords had to remain intact.  
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 Some participants challenged the notion that the prospect of European Union 

membership could be an effective catalyst for internal reforms, good governance and 

economic development, as it was becoming increasingly clear that growing 

Euroscepticism and opposition to further enlargement across the Union made 

membership an unrealistic goal. Also, views of the European Union in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina differed significantly between Republika Srpska (more negative) and 

the Federation (generally more positive).  

 The view was also expressed that the European Union’s lack of a 

comprehensive strategy on Bosnia and Herzegovina had led to the dysfunctionality 

of the State in the first place, turning Bosnia and Herzegovina into a de facto “failed 

State.” This notion was strongly countered by other participants, who insisted that, 

while Bosnia and Herzegovina was a weak State, it had still achieved several 

important advances, including the central Government’s control of the entire 

territory, the establishment of a national defence force, the existence of one currency 

and low inflation and the issuance of identity cards and biometric passports. 

 One significant difficulty in advancing the discussions on the future of the 

country was that Bosnia and Herzegovina no longer featured prominently on the 

agenda of the international community, mainly due to many competing crises and 

lack of political will to engage. But participants agreed that much more needed to be 

done to fully stabilize the country, particularly in reconciling its many communities. 

One example cited was the issue of “two schools under one roof,” which kept 

students apart on the basis of their ethnicity. Others interpreted this lack of a 

spotlight on the situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina as a positive sign that the 

country was on the right path to full recovery.  

 Questions raised for further discussion included: (a) whether and how 

self-determination principles might be implemented in cases where there was either 

no amenable constitution, no rule of law, no willingness to accept decentralization or 

no sense of national solidarity/community; and (b) whether it could be possibl e to 

craft a peace agreement which would not block progress and the effective 

functioning of the State. 

 

  Ukraine  
 

 In the light of the situation in Ukraine, the participants discussed the complex 

and controversial nature of the self-determination claims of communities in Crimea 

and the Donbass region. The discussion centred on the legitimacy of the claims and 

the true representation of the will of the communities affected.  

 Participants elaborated on the historical roots of the present conflict in Ukraine. 

Ottoman influence in the south, Polish and Austrian control in the west and Russian 

control in the east had created a fractured and contested Ukrainian identity over 

preceding centuries, with Kiev attempting to maintain a sense of national identity at 

the geographical centre. Various groups have in turn attempted to impose their 

version of Ukrainian identity along ethnic or linguistic lines. As a result, Ukraine 

currently faces the challenge of overcoming these divisive legacies in order to create 

a new and inclusive national identity. 

 The roots of the conflict also lie in Ukraine’s desire for stability on the one 

hand and a more transformative, open identity on the other. Yet both ends of this 

spectrum rely on the connection to State sovereignty as the key to their identity, 
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while suffering from the lack of an inclusive political process, a deficit of political 

leadership and a weak culture of dialogue in politics and civil society. 

 Participants thus identified four key causes of the current conflict, which must 

all be addressed simultaneously:  

  (a) Geopolitical struggle between the United States and Russia;  

  (b) Economic tension between the European Union and Russia;  

  (c) Internal debate about Ukrainian identity;  

  (d) “Postcolonial syndrome” in the struggle for identity between Russia and 

Ukraine.  

 The question of membership of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 

also generated disagreement. A pattern has emerged between two stark choices: 

either total allegiance to the West, or total allegiance to Russia (along the lines of 

Armenia or Belarus). Some participants argued that the West was irresponsible in 

falsely promising European Union or NATO membership to States like Ukraine or 

Georgia, which prevented the establishment of an in-between paradigm and 

produced “romantics instead of realists”. While some maintained that any policy 

aiming for the membership of Ukraine in NATO would be counterproductive and 

needlessly antagonistic, others posited that anything other than full Ukrainian 

membership in Western institutions would be disregarded and violated by Russia. 

Another view expressed was that there was also a growing scepticism among NATO 

members themselves about the Ukrainian membership.   

 The influence of the European Union in the origins and relevance for the 

resolution of the current conflict in Ukraine remained in dispute. Some argued that 

the European Union had not contemplated welcoming Ukraine as a new member in 

the near future and that Russia was in fact not opposed to an eventual Ukrainian 

European Union membership, as long as the bilateral link with Moscow remained 

open. Others maintained that the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement, 

while intended by the European Union as a positive trigger for modernization, was 

not a good deal for Ukraine, and that the European Union also rebuffed President 

Viktor Yanukovych’s requests for financial assistance, forcing him to turn to Russia.  

 Analysis of the Minsk negotiation and ceasefire process was overwhelmingly 

negative, and discussions turned to possible trajectories and outcomes of the current 

conflict. The most favourable scenario envisioned the reintegration of the Donbass, 

facilitated by Moscow-Washington-Brussels diplomacy and tackling the so-far 

unaddressed political portions of the Minsk agreement alongside other key questions, 

such as the future security status of Ukraine and geo-economic issues such as trade 

agreements.  

 Another possibility was that of “negative peace,” with Ukraine de facto 

divided for the next decade. Following a reconfirmation of the Helsinki principles, 

one part under the control of Kiev would reform along European Union standards 

and principles, while Donbass would exist apart, like Transnistria or Abkhazia. 

 A third “cold war scenario” posited neither peace nor armed conflict. This 

worst-case option would be a net negative for European security, as lack of internal 

reform in Ukraine alongside uncontrolled violence and tension could mean a return 

to armed conflict at any time. This dangerous state of affairs reflected the current 

status of the Minsk ceasefire, with continued military and civilian casualties.  
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 In a final scenario, Ukraine would recognize the status of Crimea as part of 

Russia and decentralize control in the Donbass in return for the acceptance by 

Russia of NATO membership of Ukraine. The West and Russia would then provide 

aid in the form of a reconstruction package for Ukraine.  

 Participants expressed various counter-arguments to each of the above 

outcomes, citing the strength of Ukrainian patriotism and resistance to 

decentralization, the lack of incentive to reform, particularly while in a state of 

enhanced antagonism with Russia, and criticism that it would be naïve to expect 

Russia to uphold any promises made about Ukraine’s security status. Many 

participants argued that Ukraine needed to be told some “hard truths,” even if the 

West wished to hide behind mutual antagonism towards Russia. Many of the curren t 

weaknesses and failures of Ukraine were not merely the result of Russian 

intervention. On the contrary, they were in some instances the result of insufficient 

political will for reform and the lack of external pressure asking for such reforms. 

Ukraine did not apply the rule of law, and the Western donor countries did not keep 

the Government accountable for its failure to do so. Yet, reforming Ukraine, 

encouraging decentralization and stopping the spread of extreme nationalism was 

indispensable to creating the basis for future reconciliation and reintegration efforts.  

 The session concluded with a discussion of potential solutions for the situation 

in Ukraine. One participant argued that a direct appeal to Ukraine’s civil society and 

business sector was the only way to exert effective pressure on the governing 

authorities to enact meaningful reform. The Government had to be held accountable 

for rebuilding State capacity and administration, especially in health care and 

education, in order to begin to heal the fracturing that was so widespread and 

detrimental to Ukrainian society. A three-pronged approach was needed to 

strengthen the economy and other State institutions (in particular the military) 

simultaneously. At the same time, the Government needed to find a way to work 

with Russia to cooperate in closing and monitoring the border, a major 

confidence-building step, alongside demining the conflict zone, facilitating 

movement across the ceasefire line and people-to-people contact. Another 

participant argued that Ukraine needed a “Marshall Plan” for economic development, 

and that civil society should exert strong pressure so that the reforms remained 

transparent and that there was pressure on politicians to work towards these goals.  

 It was pointed out that even full implementation of the Minsk agreement would 

not resolve the core issues. The view was expressed that, unless a power-sharing or 

participatory agreement was reached with the authorities in de facto control of the 

Donbass region, disintegration would continue to override attempts at reintegration. 

At the same time, many argued that self-governance alone would be a “recipe for 

disaster.” Ukraine could not afford “evolutionary change,” according to one 

participant, as the system was so endemically corrupt that any step-by-step reforms 

would be overwhelmed and negated by the corrosive power of the oligarchy and 

entrenched corruption. Ukraine required nothing less than “revolutionary change” to 

address the core internal weaknesses and reposition itself internationally.  

 Finally, participants were urged to look beyond the European context for 

global examples of conflict management that might be useful in addressing the 

unique case of Ukraine. One participant chastised the European tendency to look 

only at models from their own continent. Ukraine might benefit from creativity in 

looking at the rest of the world, for example the case of Myanmar, currently 
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transitioning from an authoritarian regime and caught in the geopolitical tension 

between India and China. While the overall theme of the conference focused on the 

tension between territorial integrity and self-determination in European case studies, 

participants agreed that this type of creative thinking and global perspective would 

be crucial in applying new crisis-management and peace-building innovations to 

seemingly intractable conflicts. 

 

  Reflections from other relevant situations  
 

 This session provided an opportunity for participants to reflect on a growing 

number of other situations which feature tensions between self-determination and 

territorial integrity. In particular, participants were asked to examine a range of 

options available, or that could be imagined, to address self-determination claims 

and permit self-governance in a non-violent manner compatible with international 

law.  

 Some participants questioned whether the State was the best tool to provide for 

maintenance of peace and stability, and whether there might be alternatives to 

achieving this goal, especially since many times in modern history the State had 

turned against its citizens.  

 Questions were also raised about the moral underpinnings that drive the desire 

for self-determination, among them the idea of fairness and the desire of the 

individual and the people desire to decide their own fate. While the individual and 

the people are often understood as the driving force behind self-determination in 

theory, in practice this is not always the case. In many instances, borders and the 

fates of people were decided by outside Powers (e.g., the Sykes-Picot Agreement). 

 Therefore, some participants called for the re-interpretation of 

self-determination that places less emphasis on an ethno-nationalist right of people 

to have their own country. A participant posited that the time was right to promote 

the idea of self-determination on an individual level, since many people reject a 

singular ethnonationalist identity and have multiple identities (and passports). 

Increasingly it was not just the elites, but also the wider public, which was becoming 

more cosmopolitan. Some self-determination movements, such as the Catalan 

government, had been very explicit that their project was not ethnonationalist but 

inclusive for all (e.g., even the Eritrean Catalans have the right to vote). This trend, 

however, also had negative effects. There were also negative examples of such 

transboundary approaches, such as Da’esh, which draws followers and fighters from 

all corners of the world.  

 This idea of greater emphasis on individual self-determination was countered 

by others who reminded the group that despite notions of cosmopolitan identity, one 

still could not travel without a passport – and a significant number of individuals 

across the world did not own a passport or in extreme cases did not even have a legal 

identity. It was re-emphasized that populations in places such as Transnistria, 

Nagorno-Karabakh, Abkhazia and Donbass often felt disempowered and threatened 

by the very same cosmopolitan ideas. Collectivist world views persisted, clinging to 

the past for a sense of control.  

 This question was considered to be of particular importance since we live in a 

time of a drastic repositioning of the geopolitical order. The State and its effective 

authority remained important means to providing security. However, “virtual 
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self-determination” would become more potent due to advancements in information 

technology. Going forward, we could not solely rely on States to undertake the 

diversity of governance roles that were required. Therefore, concerned citizens had 

to play an active role in transforming their governance structures, sometimes with 

external support, through third-party entities, and sometimes without. Some 

maintained that issues of self-determination should be adjudicated at the local level, 

where actors already existed (e.g., community leaders, local politicians) to facilitate 

minority-majority dialogue.  

 Clarity and precision remained essential in discussions of self-determination as 

an actionable principle of sociopolitical organization and international law, 

particularly about practical details for self-determination operations as well as 

different kinds and categories of self-determination. Other questions included: what 

qualifies a group to be/become a “people”? Do all peoples have the right of 

self-determination? How can ethnic nationalism be avoided in making this decision? 

How can criminal elements be excluded from claims to self-determination?  

 Some participants pointed out that the economy also had to be taken into 

account when answering some of these questions about self-determination. The 

alternative demands of groups often went hand in hand with economic 

marginalization. A participant noted that the setup of the economy, namely, the 

“ethno-economy,” was a major factor in the breakup of Yugoslavia.  
 

  The way forward: specific recommendations and next steps  
 

 Looking ahead, participants agreed that the discussion in Triesenberg could 

mark the beginning of renewed efforts to grapple with the concept of 

self-determination and its implications for European and international peace and 

security. They also underlined the importance and value of bringing together experts 

and representatives from the diplomatic, academic and policy-making realms, who 

all contributed to a spirited debate.  

 The lack of process and properly-equipped institutions to deal peacefully with 

self-determination claims, the lack of political consensus and the lack  of data about 

various situations were pointed out as deficiencies in the current global system. 

Therefore, it was suggested that the time was right to expand the discussions beyond 

academic circles and theoretical debates in order to pursue practical appl ications of 

self-determination principles in various situations worldwide.  

 Several conditions for achieving this goal were considered: first, the persistent 

controversies surrounding the concept of self-determination had to be addressed 

head-on. This primarily entailed discounting the commonly accepted idea that 

giving more rights to people correlated with the dissolution of the State. Second, 

engaging various stakeholders at/around the United Nations and OSCE could create 

new political dynamics and help to raise the prominence of the concept. Participants 

observed that serious debate about self-determination in the international arena had 

languished since the 1990s, either because it had not been a high-priority issue for 

many States or because it was considered highly controversial.  

 Opinions were, however, split about the geographic scope of the debates. Some 

advocated for discussing self-determination claims globally, considering that many 

contemporary self-determination claims occurred outside of Europe. Others 

expressed interest in primarily focusing on issues in Europe and its neighbourhood, 

since it was presumptuous to “tell the world how to do things”, having not addressed 

http://undocs.org/ch/at/around
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properly all the self-determination challenges in Europe, in particular in the 

framework of OSCE.  

 Views also diverged about the best venue in which to advance these 

discussions. Some recommended utilizing existing tools and institutions, including 

international organizations such as the United Nations (e.g., by getting the 

self-determination item back on the agenda of the General Assembly), and regional 

organizations such as OSCE and the European Union. Others, however, advocated 

for a continued conversation about the principles in an informal, outside setting 

before aiming for more formalized discussions inside international organizations.  

 Concrete ideas and recommendations for moving forward included:  

 In a diplomatic context  

 • Organize a meeting at the United Nations with representatives of States, 

self-determination movements and civil society from across the globe with the 

goal of conceptualizing and drafting normative principles which outline 

general guidelines on how to evaluate self-determination claims.  

 • Organize an OSCE high-level meeting with the goal of confirming the Helsinki 

Act and formulating a new principle: an obligation for all European States to 

reconcile territorial integrity and self-determination.  

 • Work with mediators and various mediation support units in international and 

regional organizations to craft guidelines for mediation professionals about 

specifics of engagement in negotiation processes dealing with 

self-determination claims. In particular, focus on: identifying techniques for 

keeping the momentum and maintaining the engagement of parties in 

prolonged negotiations processes, finding ways to enable engagement of 

Governments with self-determination movements through third parties, 

cataloguing the stages and intensity of self-determination claims, navigating 

the inclusion of all segments of society including civil society and encouraging 

information-sharing and joint analysis among many groups offering mediation 

support and facilitation,  

 • Outline ways for practical application of the proposed Liechtenstein 

Convention, especially in situations marked by the lack of an amenable 

constitution following peace negotiations, weak rule of law and/or a lacking 

sense of national solidarity/community or willingness to accept 

decentralization based on legal standings. 

 • Encourage regional organizations, especially in Europe (i.e., OSCE), to draw 

on the existing treaties, recommendations (e.g., Lund Recommendations on the 

Effective Participation of National Minorities in Public Life) and mechanisms 

(e.g., Commissioner for Minorities, Council of Europe Framework) to mobilize 

these tools in order to address existing issues.  

 In an academic context  

 • Invest in surveys and polls about the views of local populations in territories 

with self-determination aspirations, especially those affected by violence, in an 

attempt to amplify their voice in the settlement negotiations.  

 • Bring together a group of international lawyers and experts to look into the 

conceptual contradictions between territorial integrity and self-determination, 

given that territorial integrity has typically been given priority in discussions  
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 • Produce a handbook outlining best practices from past peace negotiations 

involving self-determination claims. Focus in particular on issues recurring in 

different situations, such as: division of governance competencies, fiscal 

organization, rights of minorities and cross-border integration. This would 

assist mediators, officials from international organizations, State officials and 

even self-determination movements  

 • Examine the concept of self-determination in discussions through various 

lenses, including gender, the Internet and technology (i.e., “virtual 

self-determination”), multigenerational views and religion, in order to gain 

new insights into the concept’s meaning and application. 

 • Sponsor a course about self-determination in order to familiarize the next 

generation with the concept. Such an initiative could capitalize on the location 

of the Liechtenstein Institute on Self-Determination at the Woodrow Wilson 

School of Public and International Affairs. The course should be co -taught by 

policy practitioners and academics to expand the debate beyond academia.  

 • Further explore the idea and definition of “people(s)” in theory and practice 

through seminars, with a view to clarifying these parameters in international 

law. 

 • Initiate discussions about the situation of displaced persons and refugees in 

situations involving self-determination claims, in particular return, 

compensation and relocation. 

 

 

 


