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Editorial Notes

Welcome to volume thirty five of the International Yearbook of the Faculty of Security
Studies, University of “Kliment Ohridski”, Bitola, Macedonia. The Yearbook presents a diverse
collection of articles this year, including submissions highlighting the dangers of ,lone wolf
“terrorists for Macedonia and the western Balkans by Dragan Lazarevski. Working on a related
issue, Marjan Nikolovski, Frosina Tashevska-Remenski, and Dragan Lazarevski, in details analyze
the processes of recruitment for Islamic militant movement. Pero BoSkov and Svetlana Nikoloska
highlight the importance of prevention of interference and prevention of bankruptcy criminality,
while Tatjana Gerginova presents an overview of the contemporary security challenges, risks and
threats. While Ice Ilijevski, Zlate Dimovski, and Kire Babanoski, discuss a very specific topic for
the work of police, the use of a service dog in crime investigation, Zafirco Pancev analyses current
issues and challenges in border management. Frosina Tashevska-Remenski discusses the positives
of the conflict resolution policy during the armed conflict in the Republic of Macedonia in 2001,
warning about the existing threats to security in the country and the possible ways for mediation.
Praising the role of the European Union as a factor of stability in the region, Josipa Rizankoska, and
Jasmina Trajkoska, answer the topical question whether the EU is a promoter of good inter-ethnic
relations in Macedonia. Working on international issues, Snezana Nikodinovska deals with the trials
to the OSCE concept of comprehensive and cooperative security while Vladimir Ortakovski
compares the minority rights in Macedonia and Greece. Svetlana Nikoloska elaborates on the
Macedonian legal code regarding computer crime, specifically referring her analysis to the issue of
computer crimes against property. Vesna Stefanovska succinctly expounds on the Media coverage
ofpolice deviance in the Republic of Macedonia. Stojan Troshanski, Marina Malish Sazdovska, and
Latif Latifi present the findings of their case study on applying the method of criminal prevention
through environmental design (CPTED) on Pushkinova street, in the city of Skopje. Working in the
field, Latif Latifi dwells upon the establishment of inspection council as a model for efficiency and
quality for inspection supervision and inspection services in Macedonia.

[ am very grateful to all those who contributed articles to this volume, and particularly to the
members of the Editorial Board, and its Secretary. All concerned, from authors to Faculty staff,
worked hard to continue our reputation for producing a high-quality publication, and I cannot thank
everyone enough for their time and commitment to turning out another great Yearbook of the
Faculty of Security Studies. Hereby, I would also like to thank also all of our outstanding reviewers.
We will continue to offer an academic forum for experts from the region specializing in the field of
security studies, including a wide range of topics including: International relations; Police sciences,
Security studies; Homeland and International Security; Criminology; Criminal Law and Legal
sciences, and Criminalistics. I hope you will take advantage of the opportunity the Y earbook offers
for the publication of your research effort.

Sincerely,
Editor of the International Yearbook of the Faculty of Security Studies
Prof. Zhidas Daskalovski

2£ Dasdalovade



Jasmina Trajkoska UDK:323.1:341.171.071.51(4-672EY :497.7)
FON University-Skopje

Josipa Rizankoska

University of Siena-Italy

THE EUROPEAN UNION AS A FACTOR OF STABILITY AND A PROMOTER
OF GOOD INTER-ETHNIC RELATIONS IN MACEDONIA

ABSTRACT

The respect of the human and minority rights is one of the EU Criteria for Membership in the Union.
Nevertheless, the legitimacy of the EU criteria and standards for the candidate countries have been criticized
for the lack of consistent application across countries and lack of transparency in the European Commission
monitoring. The main research questions of this paper are: What is the role of the EU in promoting security,
stability and good inter-ethnic relations in Macedonia? Is the EU a conciliator or an instigator of the inter-
ethnic radical rhetoric within the Macedonian party politics? This is a qualitative case study analysis of
Macedonia conducted in the period of October-November 2014. We argue that party elites in Macedonia see
the EU as a conciliator between the ethnic groups in Macedonia. The smaller communities, nevertheless,
would feel neglected by the EU if compared with the second largest ethnic group in Macedonia.

Key words.: European Union, EU Progress Reports, inter-ethnic relations, minority rights, security

1. INTRODUCTION

Full membership in the North-Atlantic Alliance (NATO) and in the European Union (EU) has
always been the strategic Foreign Policy of Macedonia. The reason for this is multidimensional; the
improvement of the economic, social, political, and security conditions within the country are some of the
priorities of such integration. After its independence in 1991, Macedonia’s security and stability have been
endangered on various occasions. The most common reason for that have been the fragile inter-ethnic
relations, which in 2001escalated to a level of armed conflict between the National Liberation Army of the
Albanians and the Macedonian Defense Forces which lasted for eight months. The very ‘candidate status’
which was granted to Macedonia in 2005 was mostly due to the constitutional and legal changes made by the
Macedonian authorities in order to comply with the EU criteria of respect for human and minority rights. In
the Enlargement Strategy Paper of 2005 (Commission of the EU 2005a, 8), Macedonia was acknowledged
by the EU Commission for its strong commitment to the implementation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement
(OFA) and for the important progress made since 2001 in strengthening the country’s stability. Nearly a
decade later the positive EU Progress Report on Macedonia has been disputed internally. For instance, the
European Policy Institute assessed the recommendation as ‘shaded’ (Ristevska - Jordanova et al. 2014). The
2014 Report (Commission of the EU 2014) ignited a spectrum of reactions by the political parties and their
leaders. On one hand the governing parties were claiming that the positive report signifies an
acknowledgment by the EU for its good governing, while on the other hand the opposition claimed that there
was a ‘hidden’ negative message within the Report, and a much sharper rhetoric than in the previous ones.
This, according to the opposition was a sign of the wrong direction that Macedonia is heading towards with
the current governing coalition led by Gruevski. Be that as it may, the EU itself has not been immune to
ethno-regional issues arising within its Member States. Having in mind the Referendum for Independence of
Scotland, the Test Referendum for Independence of Catalonia in the late 2014, and the rest of the ongoing
ethno-regionalist issues within EU, we can see how ethno-regional upheavals can still be considered as one
of the most feasible threats to the EU security. Therefore the main question arises from this notion: What is
the role of EU in promoting security, stability and good inter-ethnic relations in Macedonia? Does EU have
legitimacy of posing the political criteria referring to the human and minority rights respect? Finally, is the
EU considered to be a conciliator or an instigator of the inter-ethnic radical rhetoric within the Macedonian
party politics?

This qualitative study relies mainly at face to face interviews with the political elites and an analysis
of the EU Progress Reports for the Republic of Macedonia. We argue that party representatives in general
see the EU as a conciliator between the ethnic groups in Macedonia, and that they perceive the EU’s role in
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maintaining good inter-ethnic relations as positive. Nonetheless, we claim that the non-majority minority
groups would have higher expectations from the EU regarding protection of the multicultural before the bi-
cultural Macedonian society.

The article proceeds as follows. First, the instruments of the EU for the improvement of the
democracy, the human rights and the rule of law in the Candidate Countries would be introduced. The
second Chapter will offer a glimpse to the most important challenges for Macedonia in the area of minority
rights protection, according to the EU Progress Reports on Macedonia since 2006. (Commission of the EU
2006-14) The third part will introduce the methodology used for the qualitative analyses, the data gathering
process and the main hypotheses. The Fourth chapter will contain the results of the qualitative analyses on
the four main research questions, and the closing chapter will offer our final conc lusions.

2. THE INSTRUMENTS OF THE EUROPEAN UNION FOR DEMOCRACY, HUMAN
RIGHTS AND THE RULE OF LAW IMPROVEMENT IN THE CANDIDATE COUNTRIES

After the fall of the Berlin Wall, which was followed by a wave of restructuring of the federal states
and giving birth to new independent states, the need for a preventive diplomacy was born. (UN 2011) This
need derives from the change of the international political system and the real necessity to prevent the
conflicts arising from those restructurings.

The concept of preventive diplomacy is a long-term idea of the United Nations (UN) that is in a
constant development since its birth (a half century ago). The goal of this action is to prevent disputes from
arising between parties, to prevent existing disputes from escalating into conflicts, and to limit the spread of
the latter when they occur. This concept has been revived by the UN in 1992 within the ‘Agenda for Peace’.
(UN 1992) With this step the concept of preventive diplomacy received its deserved meaning and attention
within the frames of the international politics.

The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), and the Group of 8 (G-8) have published quite a lot in the area
of conflict prevention, while the EU is a new actor in this sense. In the mid-nineties, the EU has started to
follow the global trend of international organizations by reforming its structures and capacities in the
direction of prevention and conflict management.

Two general types of preventive diplomacy can be met in the international politics. The first one is
the so called structural prevention which works on the long-term, and the second one, which works on the
short-term, is known as operational prevention or crisis management. These two types of preventive
diplomacy are consisted of measures and policies that aim at eliminating the deeply rooted reasons for
conflicts such as poverty, economic inequality, discrimination, political repression and non-efficient
institutions, so to finally find sustainable solutions.

In line with this, the European Union imposes general criteria for the Candidate Countries known as
the Copenhagen Criteria (Commission of the EU 2005b, 4) which aim at boosting the economic
development, in a parallel process with enforcing human rights respect, building democracy, and rule of law.
This, nevertheless, indicates that the structural changes of the EU referring to the pre-accession reforms of
the candidate countries are directly related to the conflict prevention.

Under the Common Foreign and Security Policy of EU (CFSP) Member States appeared in the
international scene as a collective actor in the developing of processes and mechanisms for efficient and
coherent joint foreign and security policy that would be able to deal with conflict scenarios. The Treaty of
Lisbon (2007), albeit reforming the old EU structure and abolishing the distinction between the three pillars,
in effect did not affect the decision-making procedures for CFSP matters. In line with the initial goal of the
CFSP, with the Treaty of Lisbon two major innovations were introduced: the creation of the High
Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and the European External Action
Service, and the development of the Common Security and Defence Policy. (EUR Lex, 2015) CFSF’s initial
goal to keep the main interests of EU, especially its independence, security and its irrefrangibility by gradual
constitution of a joint defense policy and defense forces has been kept. Peace keeping through strengthening
of the democracy, the rule of law and human rights respect and civil crisis management remain under
CFSP’s main priorities. Among the measures of this policy is the platform that speaks out the Union’s
positions towards third countries, as well as it offers criteria for integration and solution to its conflicts.
(Weidenfeld and Wessels 2009).
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In order to adjust their laws to the acquis communitaire, Candidate Countries have to fulfill the
criteria of minority rights protection as well, because inter-ethnic tensions have been one of the main triggers
of conflicts in the countries of Central Eastern Europe. Nevertheless, the EU has been criticized for lacking
internal foundation for its inconsistent application and the absence of transparency in the monitoring process
by the European Commission. One of the reasons to receive these critiques is that EU is faced with an
inherent problem of the effectiveness of the EU conditionality in an area in which the EU has yet to develop
its own common internal standards, for what the conditions of EU has been described as vague and open to
interpretation. (Szocsik 2013) This, on the other hand, creates double standards within EU and a lack of
legitimacy for the political criteria towards the candidate countries.

Referring to the factors that might influence a conflict to arise, which the preventive diplomacy is
pointing at, Macedonia can be seen as a country with a high degree of potential for such conflicts. Having in
mind the past inter-ethnic conflict of 2001, which was settled by the Ohrid Peace Agreement (OFA), it is
very important that we continue monitoring all the variables in order to predict and eventually prevent such
conflict to repeat in future.

If looking at some of the most important variables that might instigate a conflict (which the
preventive diplomacy addresses) such as poverty, economic inequality, discrimination, political repression,
corruption etc., we would see that Macedonia should be very careful regarding its internal security and
peace. Namely, the last statistical indicators for Macedonia from 2013 say that 24.2% of the Macedonian
citizens are poor. The inequality rate of income was 37%. (RM State Statistical Office 2015) In 2014
Transparency International ranks Macedonia on the 64" place (out of 175) for Corruption. There is a slight
improvement in the Corruption Perception Index from 2013 and 2012, nevertheless the index indicates a
high level of corruption. (Transparency International 2014) Public opinion polls in 2012 show that around
44% from the people think there is corruption in the public institutions at central level, and around 38% think
there is a middle level of corruption, 11% think there is a little and almost 4% think there is no corruption in
these institutions. (Transparency International for Macedonia 2012)

A survey of 2011 shows that 53,5%of the citizens of the Republic of Macedonia think that there is
discrimination at all bases, while 40,1% think that discrimination is rare or there is no discrimination at all.
The most common type of discrimination in Macedonia is the discrimination on a political party membership
bases with 89,9% from the respondents considering it exists, and only 7,4% believing that such
discrimination in Macedonia does not happen. Furthermore, 67,7% from the Macedonian citizens think that
discrimination on ethnic bases is an often, while 30,3% do not share that opinion. (Krzalovski 2011)

In 2015, Freedom House classified Macedonia’s press as Partially Free. Within the Country Report
for Macedonia under the Nations in Transit publication, Macedonia’s Index for Media Independence in 2014
and 2015 scored 5 in a scale of 1 to 7 (1 means democratic and 7 authoritarian). The former indicates that
there is a serious issue with the freedom of press. The democracy score is 4.07 and the judicial framework
and independence 4.25, which indicates that compared to 2006 Macedonia has worsened its democratic
conditions. (Risteska 2015)

The scandal so called “Interception” or “Putsch”, that was announced in the late 2014, and has
ntensified with the opposition’s “Bombs™ in 2015 (Focus 2015), have also slowed down the integration
processes due to the urgent need for a dialogue between the political parties from the government and the
opposition. The scandal involves audio tapes revealing unlawful actions by the governmental parties.
(Berendt, 2015) These notions have shaken the political scene and the very society, instigating mass protests
which on occasions have escalated with violence between the protesters and the police. The Kumanovo
shooting on the 9" of May 2015, which had happened in the middle of the political crisis in Macedonia
involved armed men (many of Albanian ethnic origins coming from Kosovo) and the Police forces of
Macedonia. Eight policemen and ten of the armed men were killed. The reasons and the circumstances were
not clearly unveiled, which brought more inter-ethnic suspiciousness among the public. (CNN 2015)

The European Union took an active role in the negotiations between the government and the
opposition leaders, which concluded with the Agreement of 2" of July (2015). This agreement, among
several other things, obliged the opposition to stop boycotting the Parliament’s work, the incumbent
Government should submit its formal resignation and the new government should be led by another Prime
Minister whose only program shall be the organization of the national elections on the 24™ of April 2016.

Leaving aside the ‘name issue’ with Greece, from the above stated facts we can see that the reasons

to worry about Macedonia’s path and future integration into the EU can be easily justified.
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3. ASSESSING THE MACEDONIAN PROGRESS IN THE SPHERE OF MINORITY RIGHTS
RESPECTBY THE EU.

In 1995 the Republic of Macedonia established the first diplomatic relations with the EU. The
Cooperation Agreement in 1997 and the Agreement on Stabilization and Association in 2001 were the
pioneer steps of Macedonia in the most powerful policy tool of the EU, the Enlargement Policy. Ten new
Member States were accepted as part of the EU family in 2004, when Macedonia applied for EU
membership. The next year the EU Commission gave favourable opinion on the application of Macedonia
for membership in the European Union and the Council granted candidate status to the country. Ever since
the EU releases reports on the progress made by Macedonia towards its full EU membership. A “successful”
or “positive” Report means that the EU will give recommendation for the initiation of negotiations for
membership between the EU and the Candidate Country. If such a recommendation was not received by the
EU (the Report was negative) the Candidate Country has to continue with the necessary reforms. In October
2009 the Commission recommended that accession negotiations should be opened. (European Commission
2015)

Human and minority rights respect has regularly been included in the Progress Reports (Commission
of the EU 2006-2014) as a special chapter. We hereby make a short revision on those assessments by, firstly,
pointing out at the general notes on the progress regarding minorities’ protection, and afterwards, going into
a more specific analyses of the challenges for Macedonia regarding minorities protection.

The first report of 2006 was the most encouraging one, and most criticism free. Namely, it claims
that the inter-ethnic relations in Macedonia have continued to improve and that the level of minority rights
protection has remained high. In the next years of 2007 to 2010 the EU acknowledged some progress in
terms of building good inter-ethnic relations; nevertheless, it assessed the country as moderately advanced in
this area, and the integration of minorities as quite limited. Already in 2011 some ethnic tensions were
reported, albeit the general assessment of this area was positive up until 2012. The last two reports of 2013
and 2014 voice a hampered progress in the area, and report some inter-ethnic incidents, hate speech during
sports events, violence in public spaces and demonstrations. The EU recommended a more proactive
approach to guarantee the ethnic, cultural and linguistic identities of all communities, and more efforts, under
the OFA, to proactively promote positive inter-community relations. What was pointed out throughout all of
the reports was the belief that the commitment of the government to make progress in the implementation of
the Ohrid Framework Agreement remains essential for the country's stability. “Effective implementation of
the OFA needs to be maintained, in a spirit of consensus.”

In 2006 the EU acknowledges the progress that has been achieved by the Macedonian government in
obtaining better representation of the non-majority communities in the public administration and public
enterprises; nevertheless, the progress was uneven across the various communities. The general level of
participation grew from 20.5 % in July 2005 to 21.7 % in August (Albanians 16.5%; Serbs 1.6%; Turks
1.4%; Roma 0.6%; Vlachs 0.5%; Bosniaks 0.3%; other communities 0.9%). Ethnic Albanians have made
significant gains, although they still remained under-represented in public life, but other groups have seen
little or no gains. There were still insufficient opportunities for interaction between the different
communities, particularly in the sphere of education. (Commission of the EU 2006)

In 2007 the increase in representation of the non-majority communities remained uneven among
individual ministries. While slow progress had been made in the police, the number of non-majority
communities' members in the army remained low. Another remark was that Committees for interethnic
relations had not been set up in all the municipalities concerned, and were often not effective. Sustained
commitment to implementing the regulatory framework for use of minority languages was required.
(Commission of the EU 2007)

The 2008 EU Progress Report noted as important the enacted Law on the Parliamentary committee
on inter-community relations, which clarified the scope of application of the double majority mechanism (the
‘Badinter’ principle). Moreover, a Law on the advancement and protection of the rights of the smaller
communities was adopted which, provided for a specialized agency to be set up. In several mixed secondary
schools there were severe incidents of violence between students from different ethnic communities. Smaller
ethnic communities, whilst largely integrated, need adequate facilities for teaching in their mother tongue.
There was little progress in equitable representation of the ethnic Turkish and the Roma communities, which
remain underrepresented within the civil service. The lack of enforcement mechanisms, such as sanctions, to
ensure that institutions meet recruitment targets for non-majority communities remained a problem, as did
the politicization of some recruitment. (Commission of the EU 2008)
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In the Progress Report of 2009 EU claims that the capacity of the Secretariat for the Implementation
of the Ohrid Framework Agreement (SIOFA) needs to be strengthened so that it may coordinate effectively
the implementation of policies such as equitable representation and the provisions on the law on languages.
There were no strategic human resources planning to ensure gradual fulfillment of the recruitment targets for
non-majority communities, and some of those recruited civil servants from non-majority communities failed
to meet the required criteria and some were not provided offices or equipment. The high schools in Struga
municipality, where ethnic shifts were introduced following fighting between pupils from different ethnic
communities, partly restored ethnically mixed education at the start of the 2009-10 school year. Nonetheless,
several other municipalities were still maintaining separate ethnic shifts. This raised concerns about long
term damage to inter-ethnic relations. As it was reported in the previous Progress Report, between 3,000 to
5,000 Roma, ethnic Albanians and ethnic Turks were still lacking personal documents, such as birth
certificates and medical insurance or employment cards, which are necessary to benefit from social
insurance, healthcare and other social services. (Commission of the EU 2009)

In 2010 the administrative capacity of SIOFA was slightly increased, but even nine years after the
signature of the OFA, the Secretariat did not produce a report on its activities. The content of the first
national encyc lopedia and the urban plan ‘Skopje 2014, triggered protests and interethnic resentment. Three
years in a row the EU points out that planning to ensure gradual fulfillment of the recruitment targets for
non-majority communities, and a single data collection system on fair representation for the entire public
sector, are very much needed. (Commission of the EU 2010) The SIOFA budget for 2011 was significantly
increased; nonetheless the Secretariat faced problems in recruiting sufficiently qualified senior staff. Some
progress was made in the implementation of the Law on the use of Languages spoken by at least 20% of the
citizens. The practice of separating pupils along ethnic lines or language shifts continued in a number of
schools and cases of inter-ethnic violence in secondary schools persisted. Members of non-majority
communities complained about the neglect of their respective historical and cultural monuments by the urban
plan 'Skopje 2014". The direct involvement of politicians of one of the parties of the government coalition in
the violent confrontation between members of the two main ethnic communities inside the Kale fortress in
Skopje caused concerns.

The majority of the Committees for relations among communities have continued to face lack of
resources, unclear competencies and insufficient representation of ethnic communities living in the
municipality. The overall number of civil servants from the non-majority ethnic communities reached 30%,
which is broadly in line with the demographic structure. In 2010 there was a 46% increase of members of
Roma and a 12% increase in the Turkish community. Nevertheless, a large number of newly recruited civil
servants received salaries, even though they were not assigned any tasks or responsibilities. (Commission of
the EU 2011)

In 2012 a review of the implementation of the OFA was launched by the SIOFA, and the
government adopted a report for the first time since the signature of the Agreement. In the first half of 2012
there were a number of incidents and killings in the country (the case of “Monstrum™), which led to
heightened tension between the ethnic communities and public protests. The EU acknowledged that the
political leaders made statements calling for restraint and mutual respect and that the government responded
in a calm and measured way. It also recommended that this approach needed to continue in order to avoid
politicizing of the incidents. Relations in the government were affected by different points of view
concerning the status of victims of the 2001 conflict. (Commission of the EU 2012)

Even if the OFA has been in force since 2001, in 2013 progress was still needed on systemic issues
related to decentralization, non-discrimination, equitable representation, use of languages and education.
Roma, Turks and other smaller communities have continued to be underrepresented in the public
administration, notably at senior level. At the same time, the merit principle needed to be strengthened in the
recruitment of non-majority members in the state institutions. (Commission of the EU 2013)

Finally, n 2014 EU recommended a more proactive approach from the political actors to guarantee
the ethnic, cultural and linguistic identities of all communities. The court verdict on the so-called “Monster”
(Monstrum) case related to murders carried out in 2012 and the murder of a teenager in the Skopje
municipality of Gjor¢e Petrov in May, while not ethnically motivated, triggered protests and increased the
inter-ethnic tension. The coalition partners made joint efforts to calm the protests, but some political leaders
from both communities continued to use ethno-centric and divisive language, particularly during election
campaigns.’” (Commission of the EU 2014)

323The Report refers to the rhetoric used during the local elections campaign in 2013. For instance, the Prime Min ister,
Nikola Gruevski (2013), addressed its electorate in the town of Kicevo’s: “FatmirDehari [...] at first represented
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In conclusion, we can detect a slightly sharpened rhetoric regarding the minority protection area. It is
more visible in the last two reports where it was clearly stated that the progress in this area had been
hampered. We can also see that since 2011 the EU Reports constantly point out at the violent incidents
driven by ethnic intolerance that have occurred in Macedonia. Moreover, the slow progress that has been
made legislatively has been shadowed by the insufficient implementation of the laws and the ineffective
work of the Institutions. The SIOFA has been constantly criticized for its lack of transparency and
insufficient financial and administrative capacities, moreover for the politicization of the recruitment of
cadres.

The representation of the smaller communities, particularly the Turkish and Roma, in the civil
service has still remained low during all these years, and has been reported continuously. The measures to
address the underrepresentation of smaller minorities, remained inadequate. A special accent was put on the
discrimination against the Roma community which has been raising as a concern. Roma people were seen as
subject of ill-treatment by the police, discriminated, and many were denied citizenship. Roma children were
frequently denied the right to education and comprise the majority of the country's street children. The
enrollment rate in primary education was below 30 %, and high drop-out rates are still recorded, in particular
among girls. There has been some progress in the implementation of the four action plans under the 2005-
2015 Decade of Roma Inclusion, but still with a limited impact. The efforts to meet the objectives of the
National Strategy for Roma have yielded no visible results. Unemployment among the Roma remains
extremely high, and social and civic marginalization is common. Even if a Roma had been appointed as a
minister without portfolio in the new government, discrimination against Roma people continued. Several
measures were taken to address the issue of persons without documents and to integrate internally displaced
persons and Roma refugees under the strategy on social inclusion of Roma 2012 - 2014. However, EU
recommends a significant strengthening of the implementation of existing strategies and inter-institutional
cooperation.

4. METHODOLOGY, HYPOTHESES AND DATA

The main question addressed within this article is: what is the role of the EU in promoting security,
stability and good inter-ethnic relations in Macedonia? From the short summary on the European Union’s
instruments democracy, human rights and the rule of law improvement in the Candidate Countries we could
see that Macedonia has been facing many challenges to maintain its peace and stability, especially due to its
fragile inter-ethnic relations. As the last EU Progress Reports have indicated, the political elites have used
nationalism as means for campaigning, which continues to deepen the inter-ethnic mistrust and intolerance
levels. Once more, the internal ethno-regional issues that EU faces and the lack of internal common
standards may cause mistrust and confusion in the candidate countries’ integration path, especially after all
those positive reports that did not bring the date for opening of the negotiations. Thus, by discussing the
topic with the political elite of Macedonia we seek for answers to three main clusters of questions.

First: “Does the EU have legitimacy of posing the political criteria referring to the human and
minority rights respect? Is there a consistency in the pre-accession criteria or is EU biased towards certain
countries; are there double standards in its assessments? ” We hypothesize that the political elites will assess
the EU criteria as legitimate, but that politicians will assess the EU as inconsistent and biased toward certain
countries or regions.

Second: “Is the EU a conciliator or an instigator of the inter-ethnic radical rhetoric within
Macedonian party politics?” We expect that EU is perceived as a conciliator of the inter-ethnic tensions due
to its permanent scrutiny and democratic standards.

himself to us with a photo where he has a Kalashnikov in his hands, and then he said that his dream was from Struga to
Kumanovo, via Kicevo, Tetovo, Gostivar, Skopje; he wants Albania, not Macedonia. [...] with all due respect to the
Albanians, tonight I would like to tell Fatmir Dehari that the photo with Kalashnikov won’t scare anybody, and if
Fatmir Dehari wants to live in Albania, there it is Albania for him. [...] Kicevo was and it will remain in Republic of
Macedonia. On the 24" in Kicevo, in Struga , in Dolneni, in Brvenica, people won’t vote for a party, [...] people will
vote for the Macedonians, the Turks, the Roma, the Srebs, the Bosniaks, the Vlahs and the others. They will vote for
whether they want to live in Albania, as Fatmir Dehari wants, or they will live in Macedonia.” At the same elections,
the photo of the leader of DUI, Ali Ahmeti (2014), with a Kalashnikov in his hands, app eared on the official Facebook
page of DUI with the statement: “Is there any Albanian that won’t be present in Kicevo tomorrow? Kicevo is our blood
that cannot be forgiven. Central Meeting, Thirsday 21. March. Center Kicevo™.
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Third: “What influences the assessment of the minority rights respect within the EU Progress
Reports on Macedonia? Do we see sharpening of the EU rhetoric within the 2014 Progress Report? Are there
any omitted or neglected issues that the EU should have pointed out in the Reports?” We expect to hear that
the latest EU rhetoric has been indeed sharpened, and that Macedonia needs to make serious efforts in
approaching the country closer to the EU doors. Our hypothesis is that the politicians from the government
parties will assess Macedonia’s progress more positively than those in current opposition, and that the non-
majority minorities will feel generally excluded from the EUs interests.

The core of this qualitative analysis is based on thirty in depth interviews conducted with high
representatives from 26 different political parties (Table A1 in Appendix A), including parties from all ethnic
communities in Macedonia (Macedonian, Albanian, Turkish, Vlach, Roma, Serbian, and Torbeshi). The
interviews have been conducted on voluntary bases, in the months of October and November 2014. The
respondents are highly ranked party representatives. Among them there are Members of Parliament,
Ministers, Former Ambassadors, and a former Prime Minister of Macedonia.

5. RESULTS

Before jumping to the research questions of this article we introduce the general opinion of the party
representatives regarding the potential for future conflict in Macedonia. Almost three fourths of the
respondents claimed they still see some conflict potential in Macedonia, which does not necessary insinuate
an armed conflict, such as the one of 2001. Still, they saw potential threat in the Albanian-Macedonian ethnic
issue and the dialogue of the political parties within the institutions. The representatives of the parties in
government in general saw less probability for ethnic conflict than the parties in opposition; moreover, the
Albanian parties in opposition saw a potential for conflict due to the lack of rule of law, and the very
challenging task of the government to maintain functioning democratic institutions and to fight the
corruption. The smaller communities, united in their opinions, claimed that the potential for conflict might
arise only from the ‘Albanian factor’. (Rizankoska and Trajkoska 2015)

In order to answer the general research question “What is the role of EU in promoting security,
stability and good inter-ethnic rations in Macedonia?”” we shall start from the first cluster of questions: “Does
EU have legitimacy of posing the political criteria referring to the human and minority rights respect? Is
there a consistency in the pre-accession criteria or EU is biased towards certain countries; are there double
standards in the assessment? ”’

The answers of the party representatives have been almost unique. A large majority of the
respondents claim that the EU has legitimacy to pose those criteria on the Candidate Countries because
Macedonia is the aspirant country, and not the other way round. Some of the respondents have pointed out
that complying with these (Copenhagen) criteria is legitimate, and we can logically expect that after the
eventual full membership of Macedonia in the EU, the country would be a direct creator of these criteria
itself. Ristov (DRM) compares the EU pre-accession process with a job interview, where the candidate is the
one who needs to demonstrate that he / she has the necessary skills for the offered position. Velickovski
(LPM) adds that “the examples with Catalonia and Schotland are the proof that within EU there is a much
higher level of acceptance of the regional and national specificities, which are mostly solved in a democratic
manner. Nevertheless, there were few comments in the opposite direction. Namely, Ruzin (LDP)
acknowledges that lately the political elites of the Candidate Countries have shown lower level of respect
towards the EU. The indications from the Union that until 2020 there will not be a new enlargement wave
have reflected into a new EU skepticism and a fall of the EU’s authority. Especially in Macedonia, where six
consecutive positive reports did not bring yet a date for the beginning of the negotiations, which have
demoralized Macedonia’s citizens.

Bekiri (DPA) also points out that “the EU has no courage to impose the same criteria to its member
states, and it is not ready to enter into resolving minority issues”. Miletic (RPSM) joined to this perspective
by noting that the EU have no legitimacy to pose those criteria now, after the breakup of Yugoslavia,
because the today’s model of EU is a copy of the Former Yugoslavia which was considered as a positive
example of multiculturalism. Thus Macedonia can learn how to deal with multiculturalism from its own
experience; nevertheless, some nationalists abuse the right for self-determination to do what they want for
personal interest. The fault of EU is that they do nothing to stop them, while they do act rigorously towards
secessionist incentives in their own countries.”

Avirovic (SPM) claimes: “Macedonia is one of the best examples of protection and respect for the
minority rights in Europe” She also adds that “there are double criteria for the candidate countries and the
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older member states”. Nikolovski (IMRO_DPMNU) throughout the interview insists that the EU does not
treat minority issues, exactly due to the fact that those criteria come from the Council of Europe and not from
an EU Act.

Most of the opinions towards the consistency of the accession criteria lean towards the negative
confirmation. Namely, most of the respondents see the EU as a pragmatic political actor, which in many
occasions does not use the same criteria for the member states, moreover it uses double standards for the
Countries Candidates and the Member States. Georgievski (IMRO-PP) claimed that the first East European
Countries that entered the EU (the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland, Hungary, etc.) had lower economic
and multiethnic standards than the latter ones. The criteria, nevertheless, have been constantly sharpened.
The ‘name issue’ has been, whatsoever, pointed out as the main motif for suspicion towards the consistent
policies by the EU towards its Candidate Countries. Most of the respondents claimed that the EU has shown
almost no interest in resolving the issue, which can be taken as a double standard if compared to the way the
issue between Croatia and Slovenia ‘was’ resolved.

Inseparable question to the first one is weather the EU is considered to be a conciliator or an
nstigator of the inter-ethnic radical rhetoric within Macedonian party politics? In spite of the general opinion
among the party representatives that EU aims at reconciling the political conflict arising from ethnic issues,
there are some claims, in the opposite direction, that EU in some occasions “unconsciously” ignited
worsening of the inter-ethnic relations in Macedonia. “The EU in several occasions has neglected or has
turned the blind eye to certain problems in Macedonia, such as the violence of 24™ of December 2012 in the
Parliament. This indirectly promotes unstable political environment in the country applicant”- stated Sarac
(MTNU). Stanoevski (GROM) have argued that Macedonia is still serving as a laboratory for inter-ethnic
relations experiments, such was the OFA, which “was imposed from the outside”.

Be that as it may, the most common critique that could be heard by the party elite was that the OFA,
which has been strongly supported by the EU since its drafting, favors mostly the Albanian community and
neglects the other smaller ethnic communities. This contributes to a more ethnocentric actions of the political
parties. Thus, the multiculturalism in Macedonia is in fact bi-culturalism. Ibraimovski (PFER) said that this
approach of favoring only the second largest community in Macedonian indirectly promotes federalization of
the country through the election of Mayors in the ethnically concentrated Municipalities. Avirovic (SPM)
argues that the biggest problem for the Macedonian multiculturalism has been the ethnic divide of the
political party spectrum. Velickovic (LPM), moreover, claims that ‘a political nation’ needs to be created.
These arguments support the idea of constructing civic rather than ethnic political platforms of the political
parties, which has not been the case in Macedonia so far.

On the other hand one fifth of the respondents see the role of EU as neither positive nor negative.
Apart from the fact that many representatives point out at the fact that the EU cannot directly interfere in
Macedonia’s politics, Bekiri (DPA) sees the EU as “not very interested in finding solutions regarding the
minority rights issues, even though the problems are clear.” Dimova (SDUM) adds that “we have the OFA as
a factor of multiculturalism, which could have been the Macedonia’s ‘peace keeping instrument’ for ‘export’
in Kosovo or Ukraine, but unfortunately it has been extremely abused (politicized) by the leading Albanian
party-DUL

Finally we asked “What influences the assessment of the minority rights respect within the EU
Progress Reports on Macedonia? Do we have a sharpening of the EU rhetoric within the 2014 Progress
Report? Are there any omitted or neglected issues that the EU should have pointed out in the Reports?”

Most of the interviewees believed that the Progress Report of 2014 is a real picture of the current
political situation in Macedonia. Dzaferi (DUI) even claims that “the Report should not be perceived as the
image the EU has about Macedonia, but as the image that we have created about ourselves in the eyes of
others”. Several respondents pointed out that the Reports are basically written as a product of the data that
the country gives to the EU, the ministries, the civil society organizations and the monitoring institutions
from abroad. Therefore, some of them claim that the image is real, and few take that fact as a proof that the
EU is driven by political internal interests, and thus it is biased.

Indeed, only few party representatives assessed the report as not real indicator of the situation in
Macedonia. For instance, Stanoevski (GROM) claimed that “the Reports are driven by variety of interests,
from the internal political situation as well as the correlations that the political elites have with the elites of
EU “. Lashkovska (IMRO_DPMNU) even claims that EU unfortunately has neglected much of the reforms
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that Macedonia has been doing in the previous years, and hopes that they will be acknowledged in the next
Reports. Zekiri (DPA) thinks that “the Reports are not real in the part devoted to the Albanian community”.
It should be emphasized that the several negative perceptions on the credibility of the last Report come from
the representatives coming from the government coalition parties (IMRO-DPMNU, GROM, SPM), who at
the same time are the ones to claim that there was no sharper rhetoric by the EU in the last EU Progress
Report.

The representatives from the smaller ethnic communities have usually pointing out the lack of
protection for the non-majority minorities and they think that the focus has always been on the second
biggest ethnic community in Macedonia. The Roma representative Ibrahimi (PFER) claims that “after the
election in 2014 there were 250 open working positions for the Albanians, while none for the Roma. EU
gives more affection to one community only.” He also added that the EU should have pointed out the
discriminatory treatment of the Roma community by the Macedonian border police when trying to cross the
border in order to travel in the EU.

The former Prime Minister Georgievski (IMRO-PP) pointed out that in most areas the reports were
real and correct, nonetheless, the EU was very permissive regarding the democracy in Macedonia. “I think
EU is aware of it because it wants to maintain the relations between the government and the Union. The
Government of Macedonia, on the other side, does not understand that and thinks that it have ‘played’ the
EU this time again. Thus, it continues with the usurpation of the democratic space in Macedonia”- states
Georgievski.

Halili (PDP) would also state that “the last two Reports have had a sharpened rhetoric regarding the
minorities’ rights, which in fact is a crucial coming back to the reality regarding the minority rights in
Macedonia, especially because with the OFA those rights are transformed into ethnic rights.”

6. CONCLUSION

The three clusters of hypotheses have been proven with this qualitative analysis. To start with, most
of the party representatives consider EU as legitimate to pose the Copenhagen Criteria to the Candidate
Countries, since those criteria are usually based on International Conventions ratified by most of the
countries aspirants. The name issue with Greece (that is preventing Macedonia from opening the negotiations
process) has been pointed out as a double standard if compared to the issue between Slovenia and Croatia,
which moreover has been seen as a very powerful reason for the increasing level of euro-scepticism. In spite
of the few opinions that EU has “unconsciously” worsened the inter-ethnic relations in Macedonia, the
general opinion proves the hypothesis that EU is a consolidating political actor in Macedonia.

Finally, as expected, the vast majority of the interviewees believe the Progress Report of 2014
reflects the real picture of the current political situation in Macedonia regarding the minority protection.
While the government representatives consider the Report as positive, those in opposition claim that the
latest Report ‘hides’ a negative massage that should not be neglected if Macedonia wants to continue its path
towards full integration into EU.

The smaller ethnic communities commonly complain on the narrow focus of the EU towards the
second largest ethnic community in Macedonia (the Albanian community) while it neglects the interests of
the others. Nevertheless, the analysis of the EU Reports shows that EU indeed consecutively addresses the
issues that smaller communities face (the Roma and the Turkish communities in particular). While the
smaller communities expect more direct involvement and pressure from the EU on the Macedonian
government, the central problem stays in the hands of Macedonia’s governments that did not stopped the
politicization of the OFA’s implementation. This in time deepened the intolerance and the dissatisfaction
gap within the Macedonian society and brought new reasons to worry about Macedonia’s stability and peace.
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Appendix A

Table A1: List of the interviewees: by ethnic group, party affiliation and party’s government inclusion.

Ethnic group Name Political Party In Government in 2014
Ana LaSkoska, Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organisation- | Yes
AleksandarNikolovski | Democratic Party for Macedonian National Unity,
VladankaAvirovik Socialistic Party in Macedonia, SPM Yes
Toni Ristov Democratic Renewal of Macedonia, DRM Yes
Oliver Stanoeski Civil Option for Macedonia GROM. GROM Yes
LidijaDimova Social-Democratic Union of Macedonia, SDUM No

Macedonian NanoRuzin Liberal Democratic Party, LDP No
IvonVeli¢koski Liberal Party of Macedonia, LPM No
Miki Milkovski New Social-democratic Party, NSDP No
LjubcoGjeorgjievski Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organisation- | No

Peoples Party, IMRO-PP
TalatDzaferi, No
Gzment Aliu, No
] Mitasin Bekiri, Democratic Party ofthe Albanians in Macedonia,

Albanian Muhamed Halili Party for Democratic Prosperity, PDP No
Jasin Demiri National Democratic Revival, NDR No
Afrim Ga$i Movement BESA, BESA No
Furkan Cako Democratic Party of Turks in Macedonia, DTP Yes

Turkish Enes Ibrahim Party for Movement of Turks in Macedonia, No
VejselSarag Movement for Turkish National Unity, MTNU No
Niko Babunski Democratic Party of Vlachs in Macedonia, DPVM [ Yes

Vlachs Gjoko Gjorgjiev Party of Vlachs in Macedonia, PVM No
Ibrahim Ibrahimi Union of Roma in Macedonia, URM Yes

Roma Samka Ibraimoski Party for Full Emancipation of Roma, PFER No
Avdija Pepic¢ Party for Democratic Action in Macedonia, Yes

Bosnian Rafet Muminovik Bosnian Democratic League in Macedonia, No
SafetBiSevac Bosniak League in Macedonia, BLM No

Serbian Dragi§a Mileti¢ Radical Party of Serbs in Macedonia, RPSM No

Torbeshi Faruk Feratoski Party for European Future, PEF No
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