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THE BRUSSELS AND THE WASHINGTON AGREEMENTS IN 
KOSOVO IN THE FRAMEWORK OF EU POLICIES

The implementation of both The Brussels and Washington Agreements is coming as 
a challenge for the respective Serbian and Kosovo governments, but for the EU as well. 
The very complex legal and administrative solutions are posing a threat regarding the 
time dimension of their application, where such core agreed elements as the Association/
Community of Serbian municipalities have still not been formed. Also, the comparative 
environment of applying such measures is challenging in the environment of the Western 
Balkan countries and their potential EU path. Additionally, the agreements are posing 
another challenge as their application would not be welcome in such a form like in Kosovo 
regarding their conflict resolution capacity elsewhere. Overall, the agreed constructions 
and their limitation only to Kosovo will break this line and through various means find 
a way to other post-conflict communities, ignoring both the EU and USA enforcement 
mechanism or their shortcomings here or elsewhere. The only partial implementation of 
the Brussels Agreement is challenging the EU authority in Kosovo and the wider region. 
Additionally, the broad and somehow unclear requirements of the Washington Agreement 
are challenging the future role and interest of USA in Kosovo and wider, in this case not 
just locally or regionally but globally.  

Keywords: Brussels Agreement, Washington Agreement, Serbia-Kosovo relationship, 
post-conflict development, Open Balkan initiative.

1. INTRODUCTION

The very rich and complex system of the conflict resolution mechanisms in Kosovo is 
teaching us about many various paths in which we can proceed. It is always challenging 
to follow a path and even more complex to try to achieve something in a society divided 
such as Kosovo is. When we talk about the two recent agreements, it is evident that they are 
introducing crucial and complex conflict resolution mechanisms. The Brussels Agreement 
(BA) and the Washington Agreement (WA) both inherently consist of various norms 
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which considerably changethe current systems of life for both communities in Kosovo. In 
any case, the biggest success of the agreements is the fact that their implementation has 
started, but we can’t exactly determine whether they will be fully implemented. Contrary 
to some previous plans for reconstruction, these agreements are much more aligned with 
the needs, interests and future expectations of the parties. Also, the previously established 
system of dictating conflict resolution paths from above has ended, as these agreements are 
in that sense more democratic. In such post-conflict situations democracy can’t be fully 
applied, but the mutual agreement of democratically elected governments certainly helps. 
The practice of making plans and  having them enforced  by the international community, 
as the case was with the the Ahtisaari Plan was, has not been as successful in Kosovo and 
certainly was not as democratic. Instead, the Ahtisaari team was reliant on external actors, 
such as the Contact Group members, to put additional pressure on the parties and/or 
provide additional incentives for compromise. (Bergmann, 2017, p. 252) It is not solely the 
Ahtisaari plan that had a weak point - the entire UNMIK mission previously active in the 
Kosovo state-building project has failed to advance the society in many aspects. Therefore, 
the new EULEX mission did not come as a surprise to Kosovo, but the challenge of taking 
over the UNMIK mandate was a more complex case. Some criticism addressed at UNMIK 
can be now directed to EULEX as well, but the many conflict resolution aspects active 
now are not letting us to fully measure certain achievements. In view of this, the only way 
in which to avert this catastrophe was for the European Union to take over some of the 
governance functions  and try to succeed where UNMIK had failed so badly. (Ker-Lindsay, 
2011, p. 185) For a few years, EULEX has advanced the institutions in Kosovo but still not 
fully established the Rule of Law where the North Kosovo municipalities still completely 
remained outside of the Kosovo system. The BA has therefore offered a turning point in 
2013, where suddenly all the territory of Kosovo was reachable by its institutions. Such 
an approach, although ambiguous and complex, has helped the EULEX to establish its 
presence and slowly develop full operational capacity in most parts of Kosovo. (Zirojević, 
2016, p. 136) Every year, what is fairly fast in regard post-conflict societies, a new system 
or institution has been applied in Kosovo. Probably the most important institution, or 
invention in regards to peace and conflict resolution, isthe Kosovo Specialist Chambers 
(KSC). Just as the formation of the KSC came as a surprise, so is the case with the WA 
signing in 2020, which has introduced an array of solutions which are interesting and 
definitely more challenging than the ones stemming from the BA. 

2. UNDERSTANDING THE BRUSSELS AND THE WASHINGTON AGREEMENTS

On paper, both agreements aim to effect mainly economic changes in the relationship 
between Serbia and Kosovo. Probably the most important sectors which are being re-shaped 
by both agreements are the Energy and Telecoms (Brussels, 2013, art. 13). Regarding 
energy, it has to be outlined that Kosovo is an energy rich country and that, additionally, 
various minerals can be found in abundance. However, coupled with t the issue of energy 
is the question of ownership over the Trepcha mines, which are being claimed by both 
Serbian and Kosovo governments. While the case of Trepcha awaits its future solution, both 
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governments have showed an exemplary understanding and paved a way for a solution 
regarding the energy supplies in Kosovo, particularly for unpaid electricity bills on North 
Kosovo. Unpaid bills will be dealt by a separate company owned by the Serbian government 
and managed by EPS (Elektro Privreda Srbije-The Serbian electricity distributor). Both 
parties will diversify their energy supplies (Washington, 2020, p. 5) as it was further agreed 
in Washington. This in fact means that Serbia will also open its electricity market. When 
it come to the issue of telecommunications, we necessarily need to mention that Kosovo 
has got its dial code (+383) and the phone calls between Serbia and Kosovo are possible 
due to BA again. Both parties will prohibit the use of 5G equipment supplied by untrusted 
vendors in their communications networks (Washington, 2020, p. 7). This very interesting 
and complex legal issue of 5G equipment suppliers will be in fact a real challenge for Serbia 
as the company under scrutiny in this case is the Chinese Huawei telecommunications 
company. Huawei has its regional headquarter in Belgrade and on the Serbian market 
its hardware has been used predominantly. The development of 5G networks is an issue 
still to come therefore at this moment this is just a case to be considered in the future. 
More success has been achieved regarding sharing the water supplies coming from an 
accumulation in North Kosovo, sharing Gazivoda/Ujmani Lake, as a reliable water and 
energy supply  (Washington, 2020, p. 5). The case of Gazivode Lake has been a challenge 
for a long period of time, and, while BA provided no solutions, the WA declared that it 
will be shared. Infact, the water as a resource has been shared and used already, but the 
control over it was unclear. 

There have been other challenges as well, one of the major ones being  the enforcement 
authority or Police in North Kosovo specifically. The BA envisages that there shall be one police 
force in Kosovo called the Kosovo Police (Brussels, 2013, art. 7). The Police integration on 
North Kosovo has been concluded fairly quickly and, together with the Judicial integration163, 
could be claimed as two big successes of the BA.. The Serbian judicial system in Kosovo has 
anyway functioned far too long without the capacity to enforce its decisions. Even though 
Kosovo judicial system is far from being perfect, it is still under the scrutiny of EULEX and 
can be regularly monitored. . The inclusion of Serbian judges into the Kosovo system was 
very smooth and came with many and various guarantees in BA for the Serbs in the future 
Kosovo judicial system. A mono-ethnic system of justice, as agreed in Art. 10 is therefore 
unconstitutional, and this is due to two underlying reasons: first, it makes a link between 
the assertion of jurisdiction on the basis of territory-ethnic line of judges/citizen, which 
seriously damages an independent and multi-ethnic concept of adjudication (Doli, 2019, p. 
171). The overly layered and divided system of courts in Kosovo is posing a real challenge to 
understand who is holding the authority over a certain case – more specifically, in Kosovo we 
have the functioning EULEX courts and the Kosovo Specialist Chambers (KSC) functioning 
in the Hague overseeing the past War Crimes that took place on Kosovo territory. While 
Kosovo has gained authority over its entire territory regarding the judicial authority, Serbia 
has given up on its un-functional courts and also transferred the burden of serving justice 
in Kosovo to EULEX and the KSC respectively.   

163 The judicial authorities will be integrated and operate within the Kosovo legal framework (Brussels, 2013, art. 10). 
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3. LOCAL POTENTIALS AND THE FUTURE MUNICIPALITIES,
TERRITORIES, AND AUTONOMIES

The two agreements establish a  a very complex system of local administrations. Even 
before the Association/Community of Serbian Municipalities (A/C) is being established, 
the administrative system on North Kosovo is already complex and varies between a local 
administration via a territory with a special treatment to an autonomy like a separate entity. 
Probably this is one of the reasons why Kosovo government is afraid to fully establish the 
A/C, as it will again enable Serbian control over this part of Kosovo . Local authorities 
shall be entitled, under such conditions as may be provided for by the law, to co-operate 
with their counterparts in other States (Council, 1985, p. 4). In this system of rules, where 
Serbia wants to keep Kosovo but fails to control it, or where Kosovo aims to keep North 
Kosovo but also fails to fully control it, it is hard to reach a final solution. Therefore, the 
two Agreements have just in some way legalized this situation and left everyone to claim 
victory and administer this status quo situation. Where powers are delegated to them 
by a central or regional authority, local authorities shall, insofar as possible, be allowed 
discretion in adapting their exercise to local conditions (Council, 1985, p. 2). Such discretion 
will be presumably widely applied to the local contexts, and as we have seen it in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, even after more than 20 years, it still still provides opportunity for 
disagreements over even the most minor issues. One of the positive examples from Bosnia 
is the mutual external border management, what is also present in some form in Kosovo 
with the Integrated Border Management (IBM). Establishing permanent IBM crossings 
where Serbian and Kosovo authorities function together would illustrate great progress 
in adopting EU structures and would likely indicate both Serbia’s and Kosovo’s readiness 
for greater EU integration (Hamilton  & Šapić 2013, p. 15). Such integration is not just 
far away but also entails a very complex legal resolution mechanisms for the now already 
established and functioning systems of ad hoc solutions. In order to provide sustainable 
financial support, Kosovo government has provided a separate budget for North Kosovo, 
with police officers’ salaries being covered by that budget (Bjeloš, Elek, and Raifi, 2014, 
p. 12). It can be seen that even though both countries are very keen to claim sovereignty, 
they are trying to keep a distance from the other entity as much as possible and not be 
responsible for its shortcoming and future conflicts. Even after the full implementation of 
these two agreements, we are not going to have a final and sustainable solution; it is only 
the EU that can offer such a solution, but it still has a long way to go to fully maintain and 
align everyday life in Kosovo. To ethnic Albanians, Serbs are a minority like any other, not 
a ‘co-nation’ or component of a multi-ethnic state, as per the constitution (Potter, 2020, 
p. 221). The interest of Albanians is not to keep the Serbs in Kosovo and so is not the 
interest of Serbs to have Albanians interfere into their political life in any form. Therefore, 
the vague and unclear definitions from the BA and WA perfectly serve the interests of all 
and are meant to remain so together with the local understanding of the sovereignty in 
both Serbia and Kosovo.  
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3.1. Regional development potentials

As prospected, the U.S. International Development Finance Corporation (Washington, 
2020, p. 3) will be one of the biggest counterbalances for the many and various Chinese 
investments in the Western Balkans and wider. With a focus on infrastructure, this tool will 
help mainly in bringing Serbia and Kosovo closer to each other and by that naturally linking 
them closer economically. Another interesting example was an official’s reflection on the 
EU’s strategy for renewing IPA funding, ‘the strategy is, if Bosnia doesn’t use some money, 
Kosovo gets it, but it is sent to the [Serbian municipalities in the] North (Tomić, 2020, p. 15). 
For a longer period of time, EU was paying more attention to the North, which certainly 
worries Kosovo Albanians. Overall, in Kosovo, the economic situation is not perfect, given 
that there are no big and crucial foreign investments, usually coming with multinational 
corporations, which are very rare in Kosovo. It is undisputed that multinational companies 
are able to quickly employ big numbers of people, and this was proven numerous times to 
solve unemployment issues in post-communist countries in East Europe. A similar plan 
exists for this part of Europe, as seen in the establishmentof the Open Balkan initiative, which 
has been previously called Mini Schengen. Both parties will join the “mini-Schengen zone” 
(Washington, 2020, p. 4), as previously agreed, although Kosovo is officially not supporting 
this idea. Nonetheless,  quick advances and changes are possible, as was the case previously 
many times. This is particularly the case for Serbia, where public opinion has shifted away 
from the European Union and Serbia’s geopolitical ties to China and Russia are emphasized, 
making Belgrade less responsive to EU pressure (Conley & Saric, 2021, p. 9). It is not just 
Serbia which is hesitant to gain full trust in its own EU integrations, but it is also Kosovo, 
which is still not getting the long-awaited visa free travel to the EU. First, whereas Serbia is 
explicitly recognized as ‘a potential candidate for EU membership’, the preamble to the SAA 
with Kosovo carefully avoids such wording (Elsuwege, 2017, p. 405). The Stabilisation and 
Association Agreements (SAA) have been signed with both Serbia and Kosovo; however,  for 
now, the priorities have been shifted for the EU, not just because of Brexit but also because 
of the rising and deepening divisions lines inside the EU.  

4. LEGAL AND COMPARATIVE CHALLENGES

Apart from regional, there are many challenges stemming from the two agreements 
and are widely used, misused and understood differently in various perspectives. Also, all 
the efforts as done by the EU at the end do not fully recognize Kosovo even after the SAA 
itself has been signed. As mentioned above, the Lisbon Treaty allows the EU to conclude 
an SAA without the agreement of all Member States (Viceré, 2015, p. 15). The division 
inside the EU is accordingly continued and the next steps towards integration of Kosovo 
got another dimension, but are left  at the same point in a legal void. We can take another 
example from the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). What is 
important in the context of articles 217 and 218 of TFEU is the fact, that Kosovo is not 
an international organization, and according to article 2 of the SAA neither is it a State in 
relation to the EU (Stepien, 2018, p. 53). It is therefore not a surprise if we see that more 
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encouraging and recognition related steps are coming from the Washington agreement. 
Probably the most crucial and ground-breaking event in the WA is the mutual recognition 
of Kosovo and Israel. Kosovo (Pristina) and Israel agree to mutually recognize each other 
(Washington, 2020, p. 12). In the past few decades this recognition would not have been 
possible - the standpoints of Israel towards Kosovo were very strict and Serbian sovereignty 
was fully acknowledged. With this recognition, Israel has stepped into a completely new 
and different dimension of statehood, while Serbia has lost an important ally but without 
any intention to change its own position. It also came as a surprise to EU when Serbia 
moved its embassy from Tel-Aviv to Jerusalem, which is contrary to the EU policies and its 
relationship with Israel as a state. The substantial autonomy of the Autonomous province 
of Kosovo and Metohija shall be regulated by the special law which shall be adopted in 
accordance with the proceedings envisaged for amending the Constitution (Constitution, 
2006, p. 56). The Serbian Constitutional framework at the moment does not allow any 
changes regarding Kosovo de iure but the de facto situation is completely different and 
controlled by the BA and WA agreements. Nonetheless, the level of comparative use of 
examples stemming from the agreements depends more on the Serbian interpretation and 
acceptance of realities. The opinion of ICJ will probably give other states the confidence 
to recognise and continue exploiting double standards and explore the opportunities 
for politically motivated legal interpretation (Vakhtangidze, 2020, p. 426). The usage of 
double standards is very popular, but the real recognition still depends more on the wider 
recognition from the UN member states. It is completely contrary to the logic of precedent 
to claim that no case could be of such a nature as to justify the implementation of ratio 
decidendi of the already adjudicated case (Jovanović, 2020, p. 373). The interest of Serbia 
at the moment is to not recognize Kosovo, which is  and is supported by its campaign of 
asking states which have previously recognized Kosovo to de-recognize it. With many states, 
especially smaller ones, such campaign can be successful and it is possible to  convince 
them to change their previous recognition. Still ultimately, there is the hard-core minority 
of states which are never going to recognize Kosovo, not because of Serbia, but because of 
their own internal issues and challenges regarding sovereignty. 

4.1. Association/Community of Serbian municipalities

In legal terms, the biggest challenge for Kosovo is the implementation frame and the 
establishment of the Association/Community of Serbian Municipalities, which will in 
fact unite the presently divided Serbian Municipalities from both North and South of the 
Ibar River in Kosovo. Even though the Kosovo government is very hesitant to form the 
A/C, the initial legal framework is very clear and useful for shaping the future of the A/C. 
Ratified international agreements and legally binding norms of international law have 
superiority over the laws of the Republic of Kosovo (Constitution, 2008, p. 5). The Kosovo 
constitutional framework is therefore very much challenged by all the agreements it has 
signed, or even not signed. The BA itself furthers this, as it is a rather informal agreement 
which has later been followed by WA as well. The Agreement does not indicate whether 
Kosovo is a state or not; the parties are described as “sides” without further details, and 
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there is no definition of how the Association/Community of Serb municipalities—the 
cornerstone of the agreement— should be organizedand what legal status it should have 
(Bieber, 2015, p. 313). In Kosovo, BA has a status of an International agreement which 
could be similarly applied to the WA, but these agreements are more unclear regarding 
Serbia and its future Constitutional frame regarding them. The Association/Community 
of Serb majority municipalities (Brussels, 2013, art. 1) has been the cornerstone of the 
initial acceptance of the Brussels Agreement by Serbia, which is not giving up easily on 
this important and life changing institution for the Serbs on Kosovo. As Serbia held and 
controlled many aspects of political life in North Kosovo after the Kosovo declaration of 
independence from 2008, it does not plan to fully give control over to Kosovo authorities a. 
The Association/Community will have full overview of the areas of economic development, 
education, health, urban and rural planning (Brussels, 2013, art. 4). Such areas of political 
life would, in any other democratic societ,y also need an integration which is of a higher 
level than a simple municipality. Additionally, if we consider that additional competences 
as may be delegated by the central authorities (Brussels, 2013, art. 5) could be added to 
the A/C, it clearly shapes its future and makes a real territorial and personal autonomy for 
Serbs in Kosovo. In fact, the biggest opposition for the implementation and existence of 
the A/C is not the Kosovo government, but the Serbs from North Kosovo. On paper, the 
compromise provides for the integration in exchange for the protection frame provided 
by the “Association/Community of Serb municipalities in Kosovo” (Martino, 2014, p. 6). 
The almost two-decade long ignorance of the Kosovo institutions by Serbs from North 
Kosovo can’t be in any case changed quickly and smoothly. Therefore, the many and various 
obstacles are at the moment of more of a legal challenge and the actual implementation 
phase is still pending and is far in the future. While Serbia insists on the term Community, 
as this would imply much stronger competences including those of executive nature, Kosovo 
fears that this could lead toward Daytonisation of Kosovo and eventually its partition, and 
therefore insists on the term Association which will have lower competences (Ejdus, 2020, 
p. 140). In this regard, the future of the A/C can definitely be seen and compared to the 
entity of the Republic of  Srpska  as it is present in the state of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
where these two authorities are in a constant disagreement over many legal and real life 
facts and situations. While some in Belgrade see the Community as highly autonomous, 
others, equally well placed, describe it as “an imaginary embryo of autonomy”, whose main 
goal was to convince the Serbs to accept Kosovo institutions (Prelec & Rashiti, 2015, p. 
31). As previously mentioned, Serbs have accepted the Kosovo Police and courts and are 
now waiting to see the last steps of the implementation of BA and the formation of the 
A/C in the future. The role of the A/C is not just important for the Serbian and Kosovo 
future relationship but also crucial in the understanding of the possible conflict resolution 
mechanism in other similar conflicts globally. In this scheme, much of the Belgrade-Pristina 
relationship would be channelled through the Community, as the sole institution formally 
recognised by both (Prelec & Rashiti, 2015, p. 39). Once established, it is expected that 
the first challenges and disagreements will be those regarding its flag and official symbols, 
leaving the options of being either status/neutral, like the ones Kosovo has, or strongly 
national/ oriented and Serbian, like in the Republic of Srpska.
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5. LOST ARTICLES/AGREEMENTS IN THE TRANSLATION

The Agreements have been praised initially for their ground-breaking success and tool 
for post conflict-resolution or breaking the frozen conflicts. These agreements have not 
been the first ones regarding the most important constitutional matters for Kosovo. The 
Ahtisaari Plan was also widely praised among human rights experts in Europe and the United 
States as the most detailed and sophisticated structure for protecting minority rights in a 
multi-ethnic society ever developed through international diplomacy (Perritt, 2010, p. 165). 
Initially, the Ahtisaari plan could not take into account the future developments nor could 
it foresee the establishment of institutions such as EULEX, KSC, A/C and ultimately the 
Open Balkan initiative, which have all influenced or have been influenced by the different 
developments on the field. Over the years, the Serbs and Albanians gradually  grew more 
and more divided in Kosovo, with their own specific institutions. The agreements have 
introduced changes, which are of such importance, that their revision or non-application 
would harm the whole process. At the same times, , many of their  words are just an empty 
phrase. In addition to the lack of tangible results from the dialogue, this pessimism can also 
be understood considering a big ethnic distance towards Albanians, which is constantly 
present and promoted in the public sphere (Bjeloš, and Elek, 2020, p. 5). Serbia claims and 
enforces sovereignty demands over Kosovo, but once it comes to citizens and their rights, it 
is more silent and distanced. Such a limbo has been created where the whole system of the 
international community together with Serbia ignores the desire of citizens for a normal 
life in and outside of Kosovo. Serbia (Belgrade) will agree to a one-year moratorium of 
its de-recognition campaign and will refrain from formally or informally requesting any 
nation or International Organization not to recognize Kosovo (Pristina) as an independent 
state (Washington, 2020, p. 11-12). The timespan of this moratorium is rather frustratingly 
short, and does not seem to be able to to encourage the two governments to agree and 
get closer in reaching and implementing what was agreed. Enforced disappearance of 
persons (KSC, 2020, p. 50) is, for instance, a burden which has been standing between 
the governments, citizens, and the entire international community for decades, without 
even a provisional date of when it would be fully resolved. Both parties pledge to expedite 
efforts to locate and identify the remains of missing persons (Washington, 2020, p. 8-9). 
Overall declarations in such a form do not make things happen faster or at all;  therefore 
the lack of a timeframe is probably the biggest shortcoming of both agreements. On the 
other hand, the agreements themselves do show a certain concern and interest from both 
the EU and USA where they maximally encourage the sides to agree and comply. In real 
life, such efforts quickly fall behind various other agendas which are more important 
globally and at the given moment.  For insatance, the French Non-paper does not even 
mention Kosovo (Deimel, 2020, p. 16). Therefore, Kosovo is not a priority for EU at this 
time, or just not any longer, and its future will be determined together with the future of 
the whole Western Balkans. If we add to this the case of Brexit which is there to worry 
more the EU as a whole and its future, there is even less to expect. The question now is 
whether, in the context of Brexit, Britain will regard Kosovo as an important enough actor 
to merit its attention in what is likely to be a very challenging time for British foreign policy 
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(Ker-Lindsay, 2020, p. 60). Even when the common British future development agendas 
are being developed, it is evident that there are many other priorities for UK, such as the 
migration crisis, the future of UK from inside and the Russian and Chinese development, 
which also happen to be common EU challenges and priorities. More explicitly, given the 
economic challenges the EU is facing, as well as its geopolitical concerns (mostly relating 
to the position of Russia, such as its involvement in Ukraine), enlargement seems to be 
on the verge of a long pause or an unprecedented acceleration (Mehmeti, 2016, p. 240). 
Such developments leave a very problematic hope for EU prospects of  Kosovo and Serbia 
, It is therefore unsurprising that  Kosovo has turned a focus to its NATO membership. 
In this sense, while Kosovo may have exemplified the degree to which the EU can be 
innovative in foreign policy decision-making, it nevertheless also highlighted the degree 
to which the Union still has a long way to go if it is to play a central role as a major actor 
in international affairs (Economides & Ker-Lindsay 2010, p. 510). Together with USA, the 
EU influence is lowered not just globally, but also regionally in its neighbourhood, which 
poses a real challenge and threat for their development and future foreign policy. This has 
also directly influenced the formation of the BA and WA agreements, which are not coming 
any longer in a form of a dictate, but as a supervised agreements which have been agreed 
upon by the parties without any pressure or demands. Nonetheless, Belgrade’s decision to 
increase trade with Moscow soon after refusing to impose sanctions against it alongside 
EU member states and other candidate countries raises questions about the genuineness 
of Serbia’s desire to pursue EU membership (Viceré, 2019, p. 9). If Kosovo turns its focus 
to NATO and Serbia to its partners from the East, there is a very slim chance to expect 
the full implantation of agreements without more and wider economic incentives. Such 
a situation puts once again the territory of Serbia and Kosovo together with the whole 
Western Balkans to the crossroads and divides which were not so long ago dividing this 
territory between the East and West.

6. CONCLUSION

In the framework of post-conflict societies and their reconciliation recently there have 
not been such big and ground-breaking agreements as in the relationship between Serbia 
and Kosovo. Both the Brussels and Washington agreements have stepped deep into the 
conflict and touched upon many and even the smallest points of disagreements of the 
Serbian and Kosovo governments. Nevertheless, one of the major shortcomings of the 
agreements is the unclear and questionable final full implementation. Just as it was the case 
with the Ahtisaari plan for Kosovo, which  was somehow only got applied partially without 
leaving a clear answer as to why it has failed, a similar faith threatens these two agreements. 
Since these new agreements lack a reasonable time dimension for their implementation, 
the Brussels Agreement is soon to be overdue and potentially change its core. On the other 
hand, the Washington Agreements is very fresh, but has already additionally divided the 
international community and in particular the EU, given that through it both Serbia and 
Kosovo turned their back to common EU policies regarding Israel. The real success has 
been the developments and implementation of the Energy and Telecom agreements where  
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real advancements have been achieved. Together with the infrastructural developments 
the Washington agreement is aiming to connect Serbia and Kosovo more and ultimately 
bind them to the USA interest sphere more tightly, and in this way form a counter-balance 
to the Chinese infrastructural investments in the region which pose a threat to the EU 
as well. However, among the many topics touched upon in the Washington Agreement, 
there are many which are simply neither a priority for Serbia or Kosovo but neither for 
the USA or EU governments. The very broad and timely unclear Washington Agreement 
risks to be just partially implemented as well. As a supportive argument to this, we can see 
the change in the USA policies regarding the new President and his sudden withdrawal 
from Afghanistan. For the EU this threat and the refugee crisis pose a bigger challenge 
than Kosovo and its continuous improvements regarding the rule of law. Even though 
the process is time consuming, it seems evident that Kosovo will be joining the Open 
Balkan initiative and form the Association/Community of Serbian municipalities as it 
has no other priorities at the moment, apart from KSC which functions and its NATO 
integration, which has not really been encouraged by NATO members and is far from 
being unanimously supported. Apart from the weaknesses showed, EU is keen to still 
maintain and fully control Kosovo. The main challenge in achieving this is  Serbia leaning 
towards Russia and China, against which EU has fewer tools, arguments and enforcement 
capacities as the days go by. Accordingly, the ultimate answer and solution to the Kosovo 
case is its faster EU integration together with its Western Balkan neighbours, an outcome 
which seems to develop on the right track  in the scope of the Open Balkan initiative, soon 
to be a dominant EU-like integration. The Open Balkan initiative sees the two agreements 
as its predecessors and also, they can find their full and most complete application in this 
initiative in the future.   
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