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Upon independence in 1992, Macedonia was confronted by multiple challenges to its legitimacy. Internationally, it was challenged by Greece, Serbia and Macedonia, while domestically, the 1991 constitution defined Macedonia as the nation-state of Macedonians effectively marginalizing the large Albanian minority community along with other smaller communities, including Turks, Roma, Serbs and Muslims. Since that time, the Albanian political parties, some of whom participated in government since the first free elections in 1990, have argued for greater rights for the Albanian population, in particular in the educational sector and in terms of representation in the public administration, especially in the police. However, grievances were not alleviated and,  divided by language, religion and a strong sense of national identity, communication across the two communities remained minimal.

The low-scale insurgence of the Albanian National Liberation Army (NLA) in Spring and Summer 2001 initially sought some degree of self-determination for the Albanian dominated territories and later primarily aimed at addressing the grievances which main-stream Albanian parties had been unable to alleviate in the 1990s. Although the conflict was the least horrific of the wars in former Yugoslavia in terms of the number of victims and the overall destruction in the country, it left the country deeply scarred and further soured inter-ethnic relations between Macedonians and Albanians (Ethnobarometer 2001). In part, the conflict came to an early end due to concerted international efforts, resulting in the Framework Agreement, signed in Ohrid on 13 August 2001, which sets out a substantial agenda for constitutional and legislative reform of the state and the disbandment of the NLA under international supervision. Both the normalisation of the security situation and the implementation of the legislative reforms (discussed in detail below) have been slow due to low levels of cross-communal trust—so much so that the key word ‘Ohrid’ continues to determine political debates in Macedonia today, much as ‘Dayton’ does in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

The main goal of the Ohrid Agreement has been to accommodate the grievances of the Albanian community, while at the same time addressing the concerns of the Macedonian majority who fear a ‘federalisation’ of the country and its eventual disintegration. The Agreement introduces some features of power sharing, such as a system of double majorities requiring consent from minorities represented in parliament to key decisions of the Sobranie (Parliament), a substantial degree of municipal decentralisation, proportional representation in the public administration, as well as confidence-building measures to overcome the immediate consequences of the 2001 conflict. While enhancing the participation of the Albanian community in the state, the agreement neglects three crucial issues: firstly, the agreement often enhances the rights of the Albanian community while neglecting the interests of the smaller minorities; secondly, the lack of cross-ethnic communication, much worsened as a result of the conflict in 2001, remains unaddressed by the Ohrid Agreement; finally, the agreement and the power-sharing institutions it set-up underplay conflicts within the communities, especially with respect to both the potential for extremist out-bidding and the difficulties of advancing cross-community cooperation. 

Accordingly, this chapter argues the Ohrid Agreement has only been partly successful in addressing the root causes of the conflict. At the same time, however, the chapter argues that some of the difficulties Macedonia has been confronted with since 2001, such as increasing segregation between Albanians and Macedonian, have been less the result of the Ohrid Agreement, but rather a consequence of pre-dating antagonisms and the distrust resulting from the 2001 conflict.

Transition from informal to formal power-sharing

The Framework Agreement, signed in 2001 by the main Albanian and Macedonian parties under the auspices of international mediators from the EU and the USA, set out an ambitions process of legislative reform combined with security measures designed to end the uprising of the NLA. The Agreement outlines a series of constitutional amendments, passed in late 2001 and early 2002, by the Macedonian parliament. It granted languages spoken by more than 20 per cent of the population (that is, Albanian) official status; introduced a system of double majorities—a majority of all deputies, as well as of the Macedonian community and a majority support from all minority communities jointly—for key areas of legislation; established equitable representation in the public administration at the national and local level; instituted a programme of decentralization; and cleared the way for a multi-ethnic representative police force. The agreement also provided for the organisation of a new census, subject to international supervision. The aim of this new consensus was to end disputes over the actual size of the Albanian population resident in Macedonian and, on this basis facilitate the introduction of proportional representation in significant areas of public life (Framework Agreement 2001). 

While the Ohrid Agreement aims to protect the members of the different communities that live in Macedonia, it has largely avoided institutionalising ethnicity as deeply as some other peace agreements in the former Yugoslavia—most notably the Dayton Peace Accords in Bosnia and Herzegovina (Bieber 2004, pp. 229-246). Unlike the latter accords, reforms in Macedonia did not introduce strict representative quotas for communities in the government or parliament. Nor did it establish substantial territorial self-government. Arguably, these distinctions are partly borne out of a learning process connected with the pitfalls of the Dayton Peace Accords—although the absence of a protracted conflict in Macedonia, combined with the relatively small number of victims during the conflict in 2001 when compared to that in Bosnia, also played their part. These distinctions have allowed greater room in Macedonia for non-institutionalised, but nonetheless cooperative, politics which may be counted as a significant step. However, like so many other peace processes, the implementation of certain aspects of the Ohrid Agreement were delayed, such as the holding of post-Agreement elections and the census.

In shying away from explicitly referring to specific ethnic groups, the Ohrid Agreement reforms seeks to enhance the civic nature of the state. At the same time, it institutes key elements of power-sharing and elevates the status of Albanians as a community by affording them rights comparable to those of the Macedonia majority. Admittedly, the Agreement does not provide the same degree of protection for the smaller communities. But as an agreement specifically concluded between Macedonian and Albanian parties against the backdrop of the NLA insurgency in 2001, it is perhaps understandable that the Agreement gave greater weight to enhancing the participation of the Albanian community. Read positively, the Ohrid Agreement can thus be seen to address the legitimate grievances of the Albanian population while at the same time facilitating the transformation of Macedonia into a bi-national state. Read negatively, however, while improving the status of the previously marginalized Albanian community, this move towards bi-nationalism often neglects smaller communities and has at times actually served to harden the main ethnic division between the Macedonia majority community and the large Albanian minority community (Engström 2003, pp. 335-48; Daskalovski 2002). The chapter will now turn to an examining of key aspects of power sharing in Macedonian—electoral systems, voting mechanism in parliament, coalition governments, public administration, and decentralization—in order to evaluate the equivocal successes established under the Ohrid Agreement. 

Electoral Dynamics

As indicated above, Macedonia has not adopted group-specific rules in its electoral legislation to include (or exclude) minorities from parliament. Yet despite the absence of minority-related electoral provisions, inter-ethnic tensions between Macedonians and Albanians have nevertheless had a profound impact on the evolution of the electoral system. Between 1990 and 2002, the electoral system underwent a gradual transition from a majoritarian to a proportional system with a five percent threshold. However, while Albanians have been represented in all parliaments, their numbers have been generally lower than their population share due to gerrymandering and the unequal distribution of single-member constituencies (ICG 1998, p. 6). 

The system for parliamentary elections was amended as part of the general overhaul of the political system initiated in the Ohrid Agreement, although electoral reform was not specifically mentioned in the Agreement (Friedman 2004). In the debate over electoral reform in early 2002, Albanian parties supported the creation of a single countrywide constituency and strict proportional representation, which was thought to enhance the number of Albanian deputies, whereas Macedonian parties favoured smaller constituencies and the maintenance of some seats elected according to the first past the post system. Finally, the electoral law was amended to introduce proportional representation in six electoral districts. Further discussions focused on the language of the ballot and the composition of the electoral commission, whereby ethnicity did not constitute the only line of division, as opposition parties—both Macedonian and Albanian—feared undue government influence on the elections (Constitutional Watch: Macedonia 2002b, pp. 33-4). 


The benefits of the new electoral system were identified by the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) to consist in the cutting of costs in the absence of a second round of parliamentary elections and in reducing the danger of inter-ethnic tensions by having larger electoral districts. In addition, PR is considered to ensure better representation of smaller minorities (and parties) than the majoritarian system in use during the first democratic elections (OSCE/ODIHR 2002, p. 4). The reform also eliminated some of the implicit disadvantages to Albanian parties in the previous electoral system, such as the larger size of Albanian single-member distributes. 


The reform did not, however address the concern of smaller minorities over entry into parliament: since 1990, only a few members from non-Albanian minorities have entered parliament. Roma have been represented in every legislative period, but only by one deputy per period. Other minorities have been represented even less in the Macedonian legislature. This is largely a consequence of the relatively small size of the individual minorities and the electoral system. Both the majoritarian system and the proportional system with a five per cent threshold constituted an insurmountable hurdle for the representation of virtually all smaller minorities, since these minorities either number less than five per cent of the population of eligible voters, or are not sufficiently geographically concentrated to directly elect deputies to parliament. As a result, smaller minorities, such as Roma and Turks, remain dependent on pre-election coalition pacts with the two larger Macedonian parties. 


In addition to the marginalisation of smaller communities in parliament, a second feature of the electoral system unaddressed by the Ohrid Agreement has been intra-communal outflanking, in particular among the Albanian parties. The long-standing coalition partner of the largest Macedonian party, the Social Democratic Union of Macedonia (SDUM), the Party for Democratic Prosperity (PDP), was beaten in 1998 by the more ‘nationalist’ Democratic Party of Albanians (DPA), which in turn was defeated by the Democratic Union for Integration (DUI), the party which emerged from the National Liberation Army in 2002. Similar outflanking has taken place by the Macedonian opposition party with varying degrees of success. 

While voting in Macedonia’s parliamentary elections mostly follows ethnic lines, voting in presidential elections has involved substantial cross-ethnic voting, both prior to and after the Ohrid Agreement. While Albanian candidates have stood no chance of winning the presidential race, the two-round system has resulted in two cases (1999 and 2004) in which the Macedonian parties had to rely on their respective Albanian coalition parties to secure the necessary support among the Albanian population to win the elections (Mehmeti 1999; Dnevnik 2004). This trend has strengthened the reliance of the Macedonian parties on their Albanian coalition parties, thus reinforcing the coalitions. Once again, however, there are significant negatives. The support generated by the Albanian coalition partners has been marred as this support has often taken the form of serious voting irregularities such as ballot stuffing, proxy voting and intimidation among Albanian voters (OSCE/ODIHR 2004, p. 7). In short, voting in presidential elections has encouraged voting irregularities, not moderation

As the Ohrid Agreement was only partly implemented prior to the 2002 elections, no conclusion can be drawn on whether the reform process initiated in Ohrid will reduce intra-communal outbidding. However, elections (as the chapter by Stefan Wolff in this volume clearly illustrate) are crucial for understanding the way in which power sharing works or does not work in Macedonia, even if not directly connect to the Ohrid Agreement per se. Thus, despite the success of DUI in its efforts to further implement the Ohrid Agreement since 2002, the party has been criticised by the opposition DPA, which has abandoned support for the Ohrid Agreement and at times argues for a separation of the Albanian inhabited areas. As the Agreement does not change either government formation or the electoral process, the long-term impact of Ohrid Accord in terms of positively redressing nationalist outbidding is likely to be limited. 
Legislative veto rights

Whereas the electoral system has remained largely unaffected by the Ohrid Agreement, the introduction of greater consensus-requirements constitutes one of the core innovations of the agreement. And yet, the system of a double majority, while formally extended to all minority communities, appears to allow only the Albanian minority to block legislation, while smaller communities remain marginalised. 

The constitutional amendments prescribed in the Ohrid Agreement and passed by the Sobranie in November 2001 stipulate that consent of a majority of the deputies representing all non-dominant groups is required in a number of areas of legislation (culture, use of languages, education, personal Ids, use of symbols (Amandman X 2001) and local self-government (Amandman XVI 2001). In all other areas of legislation, minority support is not required to pass laws. This system was originally proposed by Robert Badinter, a former French Constitutional Court judge, who authored a draft peace plan in July 2001 for Macedonia. It constitutes a compromise between the original demand of the Albanian parties for a fully-fledged veto right and its rejection by the Macedonian parties (Daftary 2001, pp. 300-01). The advantage of such a relatively restrictive regulation is that it can limit the danger of blockage or immobilism with respect to certain areas of legislation.  Nevertheless, it contains the inherent danger that other decisions, which might have a profound impact on minorities, such as economic policy, cannot be influenced by minority communities through the double-majority rule because these do not require a double majority. 

In order to prevent blockage of the legislative process, the largely ineffectual Committee for Inter-Community Relations was reformed to include seven Macedonians and Albanians, and one representative from all communities represented in the Macedonian parliament (or, if not represented in parliament to be nominated by the Ombudsman). In theory, this body is charged with deliberating on inter-ethnic issues and, more specifically, with resolving any disputes arising from the double-majority system. In practice, however, the reformed committee has to date been of only marginal significance, as evidenced by the fact that it was not established until September 2003, nearly a year after the elections and met only 6 times between its formation and May 2004—in real terms, this was a small number considered that the key issue of decentralization and local self-government reform was the top of the parliamentary agenda during this period. Instead, the key mediating body has been the government, both before the elections of 2002 and since (Arifi 2003). As it includes the SDUM (the largest Macedonian party) and the DUI (the largest Albanian party), any government proposal is likely to already have sufficient support in parliament. 

One of the key critiques of both the double-majority rule and the committee has been the re-enforcement of the bi-national nature of the state, highlighted above.  The double-majority system at first appears not to cement the bi-polarity of the political system by requiring a majority of all minority communities rather than only the Albanians minority. Bearing in mind that representation of non-Albanian minorities in the Sobranie has fluctuated between one and four MPs, their influence is rather marginal As the introduction of the double majority was part of a package of constitutional amendments passed in November 2001, it engendered less controversy than other aspects of constitutional reform, such as the introduction of Albanian as official language or changes to the Preamble. Due to the small size of other minorities and their limited parliamentary representation, the extension of the double-majority requirement to minorities separately, as opposed to collectively, has not been feasible, creating further asymmetry between the Albanian minority and all other minorities. Little attention has been paid to ameliorating the political inclusion of these communities, a problem that is exacerbated by virtue of the fact that in the committee, only Albanians receive equal representation with Macedonians, while all others remain represented by only one deputy.
Executive power-sharing

Macedonia has been governed by broad coalitions including Macedonian and Albanian parties, as well as occasionally parties of other smaller minorities, since the first free elections in 1991. This system of government formation, not a constitutional requirement, but a tradition which has developed since the end of one-party rule, has not been directly affected by the Ohrid Agreement. 

In the first democratically elected government constituted in 1991 and comprising 23 ministerial posts, the main Albanian party at the time, the PDP, held the post of deputy-prime minister, the labour ministry and a minister without portfolio. Subsequent governments under the leadership of the SDUM (1992-1998) had between four and six Albanian ministers of the PDP 9 out of a total of  20-27 ministers), including portfolios such as culture, economy, labour, development, culture and transport and finance. During this period, however, Albanian ministers did not control what were considered the more sensitive portfolios (such as security and internal affairs). 

After the change of power in 1998 to the coalition of Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organisation (IMRO) and the Albanian DPA, the pattern of Macedonian-Albanian coalitions was continued with five Albanian ministers (out of 27) (Chiclet and Lory 1998, pp. 157-59). However, the Albanian coalition partner held less important ministerial posts than during the last governments of the SDUM.
  The share of ministries held by Albanian ministers and their significance increased sharply with the formation of the SDUM and DUI coalition in 2002. In the 18-member government, the junior partner in coalition currently holds five ministerial portfolios, including health, justice, communication and education. While in contemporary Macedonia, these ministries are less sensitive than defence or internal affairs, they yield considerable financial resources and weight in areas important to the Albanian community. In addition to ministerial portfolios, the practice has been that deputy ministers would be drawn from a different ethnic community to that of the nominated minister. Such an allocation symbolically emphasises the participation of the respective Albanian coalition-partner in all aspects of the governments’ work; however, it has often had no influence on the work of the ministry. The deputy ministers have generally been denied basic information and often are not granted access to the decision-making process (ICG 2003, p. 28).
As with the electoral system, however, a striking feature of this system of coalition governments encompassing minorities and majorities has been the regular outflanking by Albanian opposition parties. In Macedonia the defeat of Albanian government parties has been closely linked to their inability during the 1990s to secure either broader inclusion in the state of the Albanian community or in other ways substantially improve the community’s economic or social status. And once again, the impact of the Ohrid Agreement on in this aspect of power-sharing has been both limited and equivocal. 

The Ohrid Agreement does not offer any specificities on the inclusion of Albanians in government. At the same time, the nature in which the state has been reconstructed since 2001 suggests that the Albanian community has been elevated to a status that makes them quasi-constituent—some have even described Macedonia as a ‘bi-national’ state—which suggests a reinforcement of the governmental participation of Albanian parties. In addition, the (limited) post-Ohrid governmental practice suggests that the share of the Albanian parties in power has increased to reflect the community’s share of the population as a whole and is gradually extending to more sensitive ministries than in the period prior to the conflict. Unlike in Bosnia and Herzegovina or other divided societies where power-sharing between the dominant communities is constitutionally prescribed, the informal nature of the power-sharing executive allows for greater flexibility in terms of numbers of ministerial positions and specific portfolios (ICG 2003, p. 28). At the same time, however, the informal nature of the arrangement bears the risk of inadequately protecting against parties willing to break with this tradition. Furthermore, the informal nature of the arrangement has also meant that smaller communities are not included and thus might only incidentally be included in the executive. 
Public Administration

Insofar as government formation is concerned, the case of Macedonia raises the worry that informal arrangement can be more easily broken and constitutionally enshrined mechanisms. By contrast, a key concern specifically addressed in the Ohrid Agreement has been the under-representation of Albanians in the public administration (and state-run enterprises). In sensitive areas of public administration in particular, such as the police, the number of Albanians remained low throughout the 1990s. The reform of public administration was thus deemed crucial in order to enhance a sense of co-ownership of the state for the Albanian community. The reform has, however, been burdened with difficulties such as the problems inherent in preferential treatment of members of one group and more importantly the general economic difficulties of the country and the need to reduce, not increase, the public administration.
Prior to the Ohrid Agreement, Albanians filled only some 7 per cent of positions in the public, mixed and cooperative employment sector. Similarly, most other minorities, in particular Turks and Roma, have also been underrepresented in this sector. In contrast, Albanians and other communities have played a disproportionate role in private businesses, partly in response to low employment rates in the public sectors  (MHC 1999). The causes of this phenomenon have been manifold and cannot be reduced to discrimination alone. However, a number of confrontations between members of the Albanian community and authorities, linked to the establishment of the unrecognised University of Tetovo and the hoisting of Albanians flags in town halls in Gostivar and Tetovo in the mid-1990s, as well as a pattern of police harassment and administrative neglect, had alienated many in the Albanian community from the state. The ‘ownership’ of the state and its administration by the majority Macedonian community made employment in the public administration unattractive to Albanians, who also had to fear being ostracised by their community. As a consequence, Albanians primarily sought employment in the private sector. 

A key aspect of the Ohrid Agreement, therefore, has been the requirement ‘to ensure equitable representation of communities’ (Annex B, Art. 5). A particular focus was on recruiting Albanians and members of other minority communities into the police force with the goal of making the police force ‘generally reflect the composition and distribution of the population of Macedonia’ by 2004 (Annex C, Art. 5.2). An international programme carried out by the United States Ministry of Justice and subsequently by the OSCE trained over 1,000 new police officers from minority communities, substantially increasing the Albanian and other communities’ share in the police forces (OSCE 2002). However, this massive effort has highlighted some of the difficulties associated with aggressive affirmative action programmes. The rapid training of new police officers has, according to observers, resulted in a multi-ethnic police force that lacks the skills to carry out its task effectively (ICG 2003, pp. 4-5). While it has been noted that the building of a multi-ethnic police force has increased trust by minority citizens in the policing, survey data from early 2003 suggest substantial deficiencies. For example, while 81.2 per cent of Macedonians view police as a protector, only 25.9 per cent of Albanians view them in the same way (UNDP 2003, p. 34).
Considering the low starting point—around 2.5 per cent of Albanians in the Ministry of Interior in 2001—an increase by mid-2003 to 10-11 per cent could be considered a substantial success (Ristovski 2003). Since 2001 the recruitment of Albanians has extended beyond the requirements stipulated in the Ohrid Agreement. For example, the army was excluded from equitable representation requirements, but has begun to include Albanians to a greater degree. By 2004 the share of Albanians among the officers of the army reached 5 per cent, with the government stated aim to establish a proportional representation by 2007 (Koha Ditore 2004). 

That said, a key official of the ruling SDUM identified the reform of public administration as one of the most difficult aspect of the Ohrid Agreement, as it requires satisfying the IMF conditions for governmental spending on the public administration, the minority communities’ expectations for employment, as well as the Macedonian workers who will lose their positions in the course of the reform (Ivanovski 2003). Furthermore, efforts at accomplishing equitable representation (together with the decentralisation discussed below) have been estimated to be the most costly aspect of the Ohrid reforms (Report on the Costing 2002, pp. 14-6). Moreover, the equitable representation project has remained much in dispute with Albanian opposition parties who argue that the increase has been insufficient and has not satisfactorily addressed the exclusion of Albanians from decision-making processes, especially in the security forces (PER 2004, pp. 14-5). 
While equitable representation has become an apparently key reform instituted at Ohrid, the goals and means of accomplishing this policy are rarely examined separately. Prior to the reforms, public administration in Macedonia was both (a) unrepresentative of and (b) unresponsive to minorities. The policy of equitable representation was adopted to accommodate both aspects, which meant that the goal has been not just country-wide equitable representation, but at the municipal level was also meant to ensure that citizens from minority communities are able to interact with civil servants from their own community. However, the policy of equitable representation has placed little emphasis on the interaction between majority and minorities and assumes that equitable representation of one community equals equitable representation within the community.
 

Territorial Self-government
Perhaps the most ambivalent aspect of the Ohrid Agreement has been the reform of municipal self-government. Reforming the system of local self-government seeks to offer limited autonomy to Albanians, compatible with many other power-sharing systems. At the same time, the reform shies away from allowing for full or formal autonomy and in fact replicates some of the state power-sharing mechanisms at the local level. While the agreement itself emphatically declares that ‘[t]here are no territorial solutions to ethnic issues’ (Art. 1.2.), it foresees substantial local-government reform. This reform has been largely de-ethnicised and framed to confirm to European standards (and especially to the principle of ‘subsidarity’) rather than facilitating fully-fledged self-government for the Albanian community (Art. 3.1.). Indeed, the law on self-government reverses the centralist tendencies of local government reforms in the 1990s (Todorovski 2000, pp. 246-47).  
In addition to the municipalities’ participation in the appointment of local police-chiefs, their ability to cooperate and establish joint public agencies and shared administrative bodies can be considered a crucial aspect of the Ohrid reforms. These aspects of the reform allow for municipalities with an Albanian majority to constitute a form of community self-government (albeit one that falls short of the ability to pass legislation, as might be the case with, for example, territorial autonomy). During the Ohrid negotiations, the Albanian parties had advocated the ability of municipalities to merge in order to allow for the creation of larger Albanian municipalities in Western Macedonia. Such a proposition was, however, rejected by Macedonian parties who saw local-government reform as a guise for the creation of an Albanian territorial autonomy. In the final version of the Law on Local Self-Government, municipalities are allowed to cooperate and form joint bodies and institutions, but are not allowed to formally merge with adjacent municipalities as a means of increasing their overall power (Constitutional Watch: Macedonia 2002a, pp. 27-28).
At the same time, the law also institutes more generous power-sharing rules at the local level. While the 1994 Law on Local Self-Government stipulates the creation of a commission for inter-ethnic relations composed of the different communities along with proportional representation in appointments, little power-sharing or cooperation took place in mixed municipalities. A notable exception was Kumanovo, which saw a strong cooperation between the then mayor and the head of the commission for inter-ethnic relations in preventing the spread of the conflict to the city. This degree of cooperation was, however, more the result of personal ties than of institutional incentives for cooperation (Latifi 2003, pp. 120-25). The new law stipulates that decisions pertaining to the fundamental structure of the municipality and those affecting particular communities (such as culture, use of languages, coat of arms and flags) requires a double majority of the majority councillors and those representing the smaller communities together (Zakon za lokalnata samouprava 2002). Such a mechanism not only secures the rights of smaller communities—if substantial in number in the municipality—but also allows members of the Macedonian majority—if in a minority in the municipality in question—to block certain decisions.
While falling short of substantial territorial autonomy, especially with regard to legislation and unified institutions, the local self-government reform does establish an opening for a weak form of territorial self-government for the Albanian community. In addition, the introduction of Albanian (or other minority languages) in municipalities where the community is larger than 20 percent constitutes a form of enhanced minority inclusion. However, the introduction of minority languages and even more so that shift of local municipalities dominance has been hotly contested. The government proposal of July 2004, reorganising the country into 76 municipalities
 (from 123) wherein approximately 27 municipalities contain one or more minorities larger than 20 per cent, has been rejected by the Macedonian opposition parties and by a number of Macedonian NGOs (Utrinski Vesnik 2004).
 In particular, the creation of fewer, but larger, municipalities may, in certain areas, mean the subsuming of formerly Macedonian-dominated municipalities into ones which will now be Albanian dominated. The new municipal boundaries of the mixed Albanian-Macedonian towns Struga and Kičevo—as the local majority shifts according to the plan from Macedonian to Albanian dominance—and in Skopje as the boundaries result in the introduction of Albanian as second official language—have been particularly controversial.  (Petruseva 2004). The protests of the opposition and the massive resistance to the redrawing of municipal boundaries suggests that, as happens frequently with the drawing of territorial boundaries in multi-ethnic settings, this process is primarily perceived as one of negotiating the regional dominance of one community. Despite protective mechanisms for non-dominant communities, the numerical dominance constitutes a status-reversal hard to accept for many Macedonians. In the absence of other types of autonomy, municipal reform has been viewed among many Albanians as a key means of ensuring self-government for the Albanian community. On the other hand, the Macedonian majority (and some smaller minorities as well) has been concerned about marginalisation in Albanian-dominated municipalities. 
Conclusion: challenges to Ohrid and the dangers of segregation

While an overwhelming majority of Albanians support the Ohrid agreement, support among Macedonians has waned  since 2001 (UNDP 2003, p. 42; INET 2001; Finn 2001). This lack of popular support from the majority community had been expressed and instrumentalised by the governing IMRO-DPA coalition, in power until the general elections in September 2002, which sought to delay the implementation of some reforms, as it continued to pursue an agenda of sectarian self-interest (Friedman 2003). In fact, a common critique of the Ohrid Agreement and the trajectory since 2001 has been the increasing segregation of society, (see Zhelyazkova 2003, pp. 277-92). As a commentary for the Macedonian daily Dnevnik suggests that ‘[p]eople are now [after Ohrid] convinced that it is safer for them to be part of the ethnic community that offers them greater opportunities, especially in areas where it makes up the majority population. If this is not possible, then they believe that it is wiser for them to sell their property and move somewhere where they may be better off. Unfortunately, that other place is currently somewhere beyond the borders of their fatherland’ (Geroski 2003).
The informal nature of power-sharing institutions has given the Macedonian institutional framework a degree of flexibility absent in most other post-conflict power-sharing arrangements. This flexibility offers greater opportunities for reducing the significance of ethnic belonging in the political system and, perhaps in the long run, preventing the dominance of collective over individual identities. At the same time, the lack of institutionalisation of some aspects of power-sharing has had a number of negative effects on politics in Macedonia. First, it fails to provide the same degree of security for both Macedonians and Albanians. Second, it provides insufficient protection for the smaller communities. Third, the informal approach has at times linked government reform, such as decentralisation, with ethnic representation and power sharing. Such an approach was intended to help build cross-communal support for some aspects of the power-sharing system as it could have been described as a general reform benefiting all communities. Yet rather than helping to depoliticise communal identity, government reforms have become ‘ethnified’. 
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� The DPA held the ministry of science, information and local self-government, as well as the position of a deputy prime minister and a minister without portfolio.


� In fact, as a survey indicates, most citizens consider party membership (38.2 %) rather than either merit (17.85 %) or ethnic affiliation (0.6 %) to be crucial in a professional career (Petkovska-Hristova 2004, p. 109).


� The proposal forsees a transition until 2008 for some municipalities where the number will first be 80 and later reduced to 76.


� Thus Albanian is the official language in 25 municipalities, Turkish, Roma and Serbian in one municipality.





