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Abstract 

The debate on conditionality as a principle of enlargement has heralded pre-

accession monitoring as a key mechanism of compliance with EU standards. 

The academic camp has paid, however, a scant attention to the relationship 

between monitoring and the success or failure of enlargement. Facing the 

next enlargement round to the Western Balkans, this research paper 

investigates how progress made by the Republic of Macedonia is monitored in 

the realm of minority protection. Aimed at unraveling the rationale behind 

the European Commission’s approach to monitoring, the paper demonstrates 

that monitoring in the field of minority protection is not directly tied to 

accession into the EU as the final outcome of the pre-accession process. In 

the absence of a clear monitoring framework, monitoring activities are 

largely brought into play on an ad hoc basis, thereby allowing for the identifi-

cation of two crucial shortcomings. Firstly, there is a profound lack of clarity 

of minority protection standards to which Macedonia needs to adhere. 

Secondly, inferior quality of both analysis and interpretation of indicator 

findings based on a random choice of issues, poorly justified conclusions, and 

vague recommendations is detected. These drawbacks will allow for the 

opportunity to develop a revised monitoring scheme aimed not only at 

upholding but also furthering compliance in the area of minority protection to 

ensure that Macedonia’s multicultural model is of benefit to all ethnic groups. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

After a decade of successive conflicts polarized along 

ethnic lines by a Gordian knot of political interests, 

the membership prospects that the European Union 

(EU) gave the countries in the Western Balkans 

greatly contributed to keeping politics calm in the re-

gion. In light of the Yugoslav wars, the EU heralded 

minority protection as a prerequisite for its own 

enlargement. The imminent demands of the enlarge-

ment process have induced the EU to articulate more 

clearly its aspiration of forging democratic values and 

eventually adopt a set of political criteria for member-

ship, including ‘respect for and protection of minori-

ties,’ at the 1993 Copenhagen European Council. Ever 

since the Copenhagen declaration, the enlargement 

rounds have required of candidate countries to en-

force diverse minority protection mechanisms aimed 

at improving the situation and promoting the integra-

tion of minorities into the wider society. Nonetheless, 

while respect for human rights as regards minorities is 

an explicit part of the Copenhagen criteria for acces-

sion, these have not become part of EU hard law, i.e. 

the acquis communautaire. Instead, as Gwendolyn 

Sasse notes, EU conditionality in the field of minority 

protection is “best understood as the cumulative ef-

fect of different international institutions.” [2] Accord-

ing to her, the EU’s actual policy leverage in this area 

has been anchored in the recommendations of the Or-

ganization for Security and Cooperation in Europe 

(OSCE) with its High Commissioner on National Mi-

norities, and in the Council of Europe’s (CoE) instru-

ments such as the European Charter for Regional or 

Minority Languages (ECRML) and the Framework Con-

vention for the Protection of National Minorities 

(FCNM). [3] 

Narrowing down the focus to the enlargement policy 

toward the Western Balkans, the EU offered all coun-

tries in the region a clear European perspective by in-

troducing the Stabilization and Association Process 

(SAP) in 1999 as a blueprint for their accession “com-

bined with a country-to-country approach which al-

lows for flexibility to tailor conditionality to the specific 

situation in the respective countries.” [4] As to the 

field of minority protection, although the EU still up-

holds the weakly-formulated Copenhagen criterion of 

“respect for and protection of minorities,” it clearly 

and strictly applies a radically revised conditionality 

policy in the field of minority protection. [5] In con-

trast to the first generation of EU conditionality to-

ward the Central Eastern European (CEE) countries, 

Gabriel N. Toggenburg notes that the enlargement 

policy toward the Western Balkans reflects a finely-

tuned second-generation form of EU conditionality. He 

deems it highly positive that minority protection has 

become a much more explicit part of the second-

generation conditionality agenda, whose standards 

are mirrored in the provisions spelled out in the 

FCNM. The ratification of this comprehensive legally 

binding document is a prerequisite for EU member-

ship; any country aspiring to join the Union needs to 

comply with a wide range of specific standards. Such 

concrete requirements significantly increase the mo-

mentum that minority protection has gathered in the 

pre-accession phase of the enlargement process in the 

Western Balkans. 

Irrespective of the specificity of the second-generation 

conditionality agenda, the EU still lacks a strong con-

sultation capacity in the field of minority protection. 

The European Commission continuously affirms that 

“the Union is founded on the principles of liberty, de-

mocracy, respect for human rights and fundamental 

freedoms, and the rule of law,” [6] but it never explic-

itly mentions ‘respect for and protection of minorities’ 

as part of the underlying principles. Bearing in mind 

that the current candidate countries in the Western 

Balkans still cope with improperly-resolved issues of 

minority protection, insufficient compliance may have 

serious post-accession consequences if it is not upheld 

throughout the entire pre-accession process, most no-

tably through constant monitoring. 

The importance of pre-accession monitoring as a key 

mechanism of compliance has been frequently under-

lined by a number of scholars in the debate on EU 

conditionality. These have not provided, however, an 

insight into the ways in which monitoring contributes 

to the failure or success of enlargement and how it 

should be carried out. In light of this shortcoming, the 

aim of this paper is to investigate in detail how pro-

gress made by the Republic of Macedonia in realm of 

minority protection is monitored during the pre-

accession process and see it overall effectiveness on 

domestic reform. Even more importantly, it seeks to 

emphasize the significance of monitoring for uphold-

ing compliance with EU conditionality standards of mi-

nority protection and generate recommendations for a 

more credible approach to pre-accession monitoring.  
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1.1 Research Questions 

To achieve the aforementioned objectives, the re-

search agenda of this paper engages questions perti-

nent to the role of monitoring as an instrument of 

checking compliance with standards of EU condition-

ality in the area of minority protection. More specifi-

cally, it will endeavour to address the following ques-

tions: What standards of EU conditionality mirror ef-

fective minority protection in the Republic of Mace-

donia, what role does monitoring play in defining such 

standards, and how does it affect the progress to-

wards compliance with the established standards? 

How does the EU monitor and enforce compliance of 

Macedonia with standards of minority protection and 

how do the EU and the candidate country interact in 

the overall monitoring process? 

The answers of these two sets of questions will shed 

light on the European Commission’s choices of leading 

the pre-accession process in minority protection, a 

largely contested field whose inherent ambiguity does 

not allow a significant amount of progress to be truly 

measured and interpreted with clarity. Even more im-

portantly, it should be shown in what ways the Com-

mission reports the progress of Macedonia as a candi-

date country, and whether it has used monitoring to 

add value to the outcome of the pre-accession process 

by inducing domestic reform. The paper’s findings 

have important policy implications for the future of EU 

enlargement as they will allow for the opportunity to 

develop a revised monitoring scheme aimed not only 

at upholding but also at furthering Macedonia’s com-

pliance in the area of minority protection. 

1.2 Research Methodology 

To unravel the rationale behind EU conditionality in 

the Western Balkans and see how pre-accession 

monitoring is conducted in the field of minority pro-

tection, the research agenda of this paper is based on 

the case of the Republic of Macedonia. In order to test 

that monitoring in the field of minority protection is 

not directly tied to accession as the final outcome of 

the pre-accession process, this project will combine a 

conventional qualitative content analysis (QCA) and a 

semi-structured interview. QCA is suitable to “making 

replicable and valid inferences from data to their con-

text, with the purpose of providing knowledge, new 

insights, a representation of facts and a practical 

guide to action.” [7] Aiming to “attain a condensed 

and broad description of a phenomenon,” [8] the 

analysis results in concepts or categories that will help 

to “build up a model, conceptual system, conceptual 

map or categories” [9] describing monitoring as a par-

ticular phenomenon. The conventional type of QCA 

design is “appropriate when existing theory or re-

search literature on a phenomenon is limited. Re-

searchers avoid using preconceived categories, in-

stead allowing the categories and names for catego-

ries to flow from the data, [and] immerse themselves 

in the data to allow new insights to emerge.” [10] The 

conventional QCA employed in this paper focuses on 

the sections on Minority Rights, Cultural Rights and 

the Protection of Minorities in the European Commis-

sion’s annual Progress Reports. Thereby, the analysis 

will proceed inductively to reconstruct the most im-

portant themes and categories pertinent to monitoring 

and sketch the framework of pre-accession monitoring 

in Macedonia. The analysis covers a time-period of six 

years, starting from 2005, the year in which the coun-

try acquired the candidate status, until the year of 

2011, in which the latest Progress Report was issued 

by the European Commission. 

Additionally to the qualitative content analysis, in or-

der to appraise the tenor of attitudes toward monitor-

ing in the pre-accession process, conclusions will be 

made from source material of transcripts of semi-

structured interviews. Allowing both the researcher 

and the interviewee to interact as equal partners, the 

semi-structured interviews provide ample room for 

interventions on the part of the researcher to ask 

open-ended questions in order to identify the inter-

viewees’ values and feelings toward an issue that oth-

erwise remain a matter of personal concern. Impor-

tant clues on the monitoring process were provided by 

Barbora Zamrska, Political and Justice and Home Af-

fairs Officer at the Delegation of the European Union 

to the Republic of Macedonia; Radmila Sekerinska, 

Chairperson of the National European Integration 

Council; Malinka Ristevska Jordanova, Director of the 

Institute for European Politics, and Saso Klekovski, 

Senior Adviser at the Macedonian Center for Interna-

tional Cooperation. This unique interviewee ensemble 

pointed to various institutional and political practices 

that are not evident in the European Commission’s 

Progress Reports themselves but have serious impact 

on the processes in the real of minority protection; 

these interviews served as a rare opportunity to get a 

credible insight into the interaction between all parties 

involved in the pre-accession process. 

The paper is organized in three comprehensive chap-

ters. At the outset, I give a detailed insight into the 
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literature on use, thereby shedding light on how in-

ternational relations theorists observe both the signifi-

cance and the effects of EU conditionality as applied in 

the process of enlargement. Second, I provide a cata-

logue of answers on questions pertinent to monitor-

ing, such as what purpose the process serves, what 

factors influence it, and how it is carried out in an 

ideal scenario. Third, in order to examine the EU’s ap-

proach to pre-accession monitoring of progress in the 

field of minority protection, a qualitative content 

analysis of the European Commission’s Progress Re-

ports on Macedonia is conducted. Underpinning the 

analysis with a semi-structured interview, it shall be 

concluded in the final part to what extent pre-

accession monitoring has been consistent in the Re-

public of Macedonia, what role it plays in defining mi-

nority protection standards, and whether it has been 

used to further Macedonia’s compliance in the field of 

minority protection. 

 

2. EU CONDITIONALITY AS A PRINCIPLE 

OF THE ENLARGEMENT PROCESS: A LITER-

ATURE REVIEW 

Since the fifth, and largest, enlargement round to 

Central Eastern Europe in 2004—often deemed a 

milestone in the history of European politics—the 

study of EU conditionality has gained significant mo-

mentum. It is considered a substantial principle of 

enlargement that came into being during the pre-

accession process of the latest enlargements of the 

European Union, “making accession dependant on the 

performance of the candidate countries in a number of 

fields and aimed at assuring that the acquis commun-

autaire be implemented fully and consistently and that 

the candidate countries genuinely subscribe to the 

principles and objectives of the EU and will be able to 

effectively implement them.” [11] 

In the realm of international relations, the concept of 

EU conditionality is observed through an institutional-

ist perspective resting on two patterns of compliance: 

interest-oriented and norm-oriented. The former fol-

lows the ‘logic of consequences’ using a cost-benefit 

analytical approach to compliance. Thereby, states are 

assumed to be “rational actors that weigh the costs 

and benefits of alternative behavioural choices when 

making compliance decisions in cooperative situa-

tions.” [12] The latter is based on the ‘logic of appro-

priateness’ informed by processes of socialization, 

portraying “political action as ‘obligatory action’ and 

as being rule- and identity-based.” [13] To prognosti-

cate patterns of compliance in candidate countries and 

appraise the role of EU conditionality in affecting 

those patterns, a handful of factors that influence 

both the cost-benefit analysis and socialization proc-

esses of domestic elites need to be considered. Those 

factors exert influence either through rationalist or 

constructivist mechanisms. Rationalist factors, such as 

economic rewards, greater political power, and low-

adoption costs, measure the cost-benefit balance of 

interest-oriented governments that “adopt EU rules if 

the benefits of EU rewards exceed the domestic adop-

tion costs.” [14] According to Schimmelfennig and 

Sedelmeier, rationalists believe that compliance is 

predominantly influenced by the credibility of condi-

tionality and the size of adoption costs. They even 

maintain that opening of negotiations with some 

states boosts the credibility of rewards for all candi-

date countries, showing that the EU is indeed willing 

to conclude negotiations. [15] 

On the other side, constructivist factors such as rules, 

identity, and recognition influence the socialization of 

norm-oriented domestic political actors that adopt EU 

rules if they are convinced of their legitimacy. These 

actors want assurance that the rules that they intend 

to comply with are consistent with the constitutive 

rules and norms of the community; that these rules 

are shared by everyone within the community, and 

that there is an international consensus over the 

rules. Important for the success of compliance is also 

the question of whether the candidate identifies itself 

with these rules, and whether these rules have a do-

mestic resonance. Irrespective of their different func-

tions and characteristics, the rationalist and construc-

tivist perspectives of compliance cannot be sharply 

differentiated in real-life politics because they may 

complement each other. [16] 

Based on these theoretical insights, Geoffrey Pridham 

adds that the EU is not only attractive because it of-

fers bright economic prospects but he deems it also a 

powerful actor exerting pressure for both democracy 

and integration in its supranational institutions, 

thereby stating that “[t]he EU possesses an institu-

tionalized regional framework which readily transmits 

the kind of influences and pressures that may affect 

the course of democratization, deliberately or other-

wise.” [17] Consequently, it seems that the very no-

tion of EU membership itself is the most powerful in-

centive for emerging democracies, but other scholars 

maintain that domestic politics is the most decisive 
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factor. Pridham concludes that whereas the interna-

tional influence of the EU is indeed immense, the in-

teraction of domestic forces with this external pres-

sure determines the outcome of conditionality. 

In contrast, James Hughes, Gwendolyn Sasse, and 

Claire Gordon oppose the general notion of condition-

ality as “a powerful incentive and disciplining struc-

ture” for candidate countries; they argue that condi-

tionality is not understood in its entirety as it is often 

considered “a narrowly positivist framework […] of the 

transposition of the EU’s rules, norms and institutional 

templates” [18] to the candidate countries. Having 

identified numerous discrepancies in the European 

Commission’s application of conditionality in the CEE 

enlargement process, the authors could not demon-

strate causal links between conditionality and out-

comes. Thus, they deemed it necessary to broaden 

the definition of ‘EU conditionality,’ which as a process 

includes formal requirements imposed by the EU but 

also “informal pressures arising from the behaviour 

and perceptions of actors engaged in the political 

process, [offering] a deeper understanding of the 

enlargement process as a dynamic interaction be-

tween international incentives and rules, and domestic 

transition factors.” [19] 

In a similar fashion, Heather Grabbe argues that no 

clear and definite conditionality was applied in the 

Eastern enlargement process. In her view, the EU did 

not manage to significantly improve public policy in 

the candidate countries due to “the diffuseness of its 

influence—partly owing to the diversity of its current 

member-states—and the uncertainties of the acces-

sion process.” [20] What cast doubt on the process 

even more was the fact that “the EU had no specific 

test of institutional change, and its assessments were 

based on an opaque methodological framework.” [21] 

Grabbe emphasizes monitoring as a key mechanism in 

the membership conditionality, employed through the 

cycle of the European Commission’s ‘Accession Part-

nerships’ and ‘Regular Reports’ on the readiness of 

each CEE candidate to become an EU member. Ac-

cording to her, the monitoring process, most notably 

through the Progress Reports, played a highly influen-

tial role in domestic policy-making, but “the language 

used in the Regular Reports was usually very gen-

eral—like that in the Accession Partnerships—and the 

assessments jumped from description to prescription 

without a detailed analysis of the problems and how 

to overcome them.” [22] 

Comparably, Dimitry Kochenov argues that Article 49, 

which is the main provision on enlargement in the 

Treaty on the EU, “neither says anything about condi-

tionality nor mentions any mechanisms that the Mem-

ber States or the Community Institutions could em-

ploy in order to check the candidate countries’ compli-

ance with the Copenhagen criteria.” [23] Instead, the 

entire pre-accession process is conducted on the basis 

of different Copenhagen-related documents such as 

the Progress Reports, which are “very loosely rooted 

in the Treaties.” [24] According to Kochenov, the ap-

plication of EU conditionality is not so much concerned 

with answering the question of whether a certain can-

didate country has met the necessary minimum 

membership requirements as much as it is focused on 

the monitoring of reforms in the candidate country 

coupled with “constant adjustment of the criteria, as-

sessment, and responding to concrete problems [aris-

ing during] the pre-accession process.” [25] Ergo, he 

believes that monitoring has a considerable impact on 

the outcomes of the pre-accession process. 

Keeping in mind Kochenov’s remarks on the nature of 

the pre-accession process, EU conditionality can be 

also observed as a “gradual ‘ladder-climbing’ ap-

proach, whereby the country is promoted into a 

higher level of institutional relationship with the EU if 

it meets certain criteria.” [26] Jelena Stojanovic indi-

cates that each level of advancement is tied to politi-

cal and financial rewards, but the speed of the process 

is contingent on how determined a candidate country 

is to comply with the standards. [27] The overall per-

formance of the candidate countries is monitored 

throughout the entire pre-accession process in that 

the implementation of minority rights mechanisms is 

closely observed and accounted for in the European 

Commission’s annual Progress Reports. 

In the Progress Reports, “the Commission examines 

and assesses progress made by each of the countries 

regarding the Copenhagen criteria and, in particular, 

the implementation and enforcement of the Union ac-

quis.” [28] The Commission has the capacity to stimu-

late the progress towards compliance by “favourably 

assessing the fulfilment of conditions if the country in 

question is showing genuine efforts to meet the crite-

ria set. Such an approval by the EU and prospect of 

moving a level up the ladder can be very powerful in-

centive in the process of the fulfilment of the criteria. 

In case of non-fulfilment, there is no promotion of re-

lationship, but there are no sanctions either.” [29] 

Hence, the monitoring conducted by the Commission 
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plays a great role in upholding compliance of the can-

didate countries and serves as a basis for both the 

Council of Ministers and the European Council to de-

cide whether a country will be granted the candidate 

status or start membership negotiations. 

In light of the above review of the literature, it be-

comes evident that the number of studies on EU con-

ditionality has significantly increased in the last dec-

ade. The academic camp has come to observe EU 

conditionality as an important framework for the 

study of both the compliance with EU standards and 

the overall success of the enlargement process. Nev-

ertheless, while the majority of scholars repeatedly 

make mention of monitoring as a substantial instru-

ment of EU conditionality, no one has given a detailed 

account of monitoring itself. It is in view of this short-

coming that this research project endeavours to con-

tribute to the literature on use by focusing on moni-

toring as a “continuing function that aims to provide 

[decision makers] and main stakeholders of an ongo-

ing process with early indications of progress, or lack 

thereof, in the achievement of results.” [30] 

What is more intriguing in this respect is the possibil-

ity to examine the monitoring process in the cases of 

potential EU member states, thereby making both a 

distinct scholarly and a policy contribution. By con-

ducting a detailed analysis of the monitoring proce-

dure, this paper tests the hypothesis that monitoring 

in the field of minority protection is not directly tied to 

accession as the final outcome of the pre-accession 

process. In doing so, it argues that in the absence of 

a clear monitoring framework, all monitoring activities 

on the part of the EU in the candidate countries are 

brought into play on an ad hoc basis. The argument is 

supported by a detailed analysis of the case of Mace-

donia, demonstrating that monitoring in the field of 

minority protection is inconsistent across time and has 

no ties to the final outcome of the process, i.e. to ac-

cession, because the progress of the candidate coun-

tries is largely constructed. The study identifies a pro-

found lack of clarity and specification of minority pro-

tection standards to which Macedonia needs to adhere 

and finds an inferior quality of both analysis and in-

terpretation of indicator findings based on a random 

choice of issues, poorly justified conclusions and 

vague recommendations. The detected shortcomings 

will allow for the opportunity to tailor an enhanced 

monitoring scheme aimed not only at upholding but 

also at furthering compliance with EU standards of 

minority protection in the pre-accession process.  

Not least, while EU conditionality is deemed to play a 

significant role in the enlargement process, one might 

easily think that the effects of EU conditionality on 

minority protection regimes is not as important as the 

effects it has on other areas of the Copenhagen crite-

ria such as the rule of law or the existence of a func-

tioning market economy. Such a position clearly over-

looks that it was in the Balkans where the European 

Union gave birth to its existing foreign policy to pre-

vent a severe war to spin out of control. In view of its 

previous experience in the Western Balkans, where 

the emergence of the modern states was preceded by 

genocide and expulsion, the EU clearly states in the 

European Security Strategy that the nearer violent 

and frozen conflicts are to home, the more serious 

their impact on European interests is. To be more 

specific, the EU maintains that 

violent or frozen conflicts […] threaten re-

gional stability. They destroy human lives 

and social and physical infrastructures; they 

threaten minorities, fundamental freedoms 

and human rights. Conflicts can lead to ex-

tremism, terrorism and state failure. […] Re-

gional conflicts need political solutions but 

military assets and effective policing may be 

needed in the post conflict phase. [31] 

Accordingly, it is neither in the interest of the EU that 

ethnic conflicts are polarized anew in its immediate 

neighbourhood, nor could multicultural states such as 

Macedonia keep politics calm without getting appro-

priate impetus from Brussels. In light of the impor-

tance to generate political solutions to regional con-

flicts, the protection of minority rights is an indispen-

sible tool to prevent further conflicts by “encouraging 

domestic circumstances in which the religion, race, 

language and ethnicity of all peoples can be preserved 

and promoted within existing borders.” [32]. 

 

3. CENTRAL TENETS OF MONITORING IN 

AN INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT  

Amid the fast evolving changes of contexts in which 

international organizations operate, demands for an 

increased credibility have become much more pro-

nounced. Stakeholders make constant pressures for 

the practice of good governance, greater policy effec-

tiveness, accountability and transparency, and deliv-

ery of tangible results. In order to meet these objec-

tives, international organizations have repeatedly 
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sought to make use of monitoring as an instrument of 

supporting the management of policies, programs, 

and projects. Although scholars have ascribed great 

importance to monitoring in the context of EU condi-

tionality, they have avoided giving a detailed account 

of it. In view of this deficiency, the main purpose of 

this chapter is to synthesize existing knowledge about 

monitoring in that it addresses the question of what 

exactly it is and discusses the tools and methods that 

are frequently used in the day-to-day practice of or-

ganizations at the local level. 

Efforts to generate a unified definition of ‘monitoring’ 

have been manifold. Nonetheless, considering the dis-

tinct nature of the organizations at the global level, 

definitions of ‘monitoring’ are often narrowed down 

according to the organization’s institutional design and 

daily operations. In light of this variety, what follows 

is a brief catalogue of the more salient definitions 

used by several prominent international organizations. 

The Organization for Economic Cooperation and De-

velopment (OECD) deems monitoring a “continuous 

function that uses the systematic collection of data on 

specified indicators, to provide management and the 

main stakeholders of an ongoing development inter-

vention with indications of the extent of progress and 

achievement of objectives and progress in the use of 

allocated funds.” [33] Comparably, the Guide for 

Monitoring and Evaluation of the United Nations Inter-

national Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF) defines 

monitoring as the “periodic oversight of the imple-

mentation of an activity which seeks to establish the 

extent to which input deliveries, work schedules, 

other required actions and targeted outputs are pro-

ceeding according to plan, so that timely action can 

be taken to correct deficiencies detected.” [34] A con-

cise definition that may be adapted for the purposes 

of this paper is to be found in the Project/program 

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Guide of the Inter-

national Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent 

Societies (IFRC): “Monitoring is the routine collection 

and analysis of information to track progress against 

set plans and check compliance to established stan-

dards. It helps identify trends and patterns, adapt 

strategies and inform decisions for project/program 

management.” [35] 

Publications by various international organizations 

also refer to monitoring as to ‘process evaluation’ as it 

deals with the implementation process, thereby offer-

ing “opportunities at regular predetermined points to 

validate the logic of a program, its activities and their 

implementation, and to make adjustments as 

needed.” [36] In doing so, monitoring serves an or-

ganization as a worthwhile opportunity to: 

engage beneficiaries so that they feel owner-

ship of results being achieved and are moti-

vated to sustain them; demonstrate 

achievement of development results, how 

they benefit the intended people, and lever-

age support of the beneficiaries and other 

stakeholders to address any operational chal-

lenges faced; nurture an inclusive and pur-

poseful monitoring culture to make imple-

mentation and management effective […] as 

well as to ease gathering of data and evi-

dence objectively to back achievements and 

make decisions. [37] 

At the core of the monitoring process is the measure-

ment and assessment of an actor’s performance, 

which is defined as progress towards and achievement 

of results. According to Roberto Mosse and Leigh Ellen 

Sontheimer, “it is critical that managers regard per-

formance measurement as an integral part of their 

institution’s mission.” [38] What enables monitoring 

to furnish important clues about issues calling for at-

tention or action as regards performance is reporting, 

a process by which collected and analyzed data is pre-

sented in the form of usable information. [39] It is not 

only deemed the most visible but also the most criti-

cal component of monitoring because irrespective of 

how well data may be collected, if it is not well pre-

sented, it can neither be well understood nor conven-

iently used. [40] According to the Red Cross Pro-

ject/program Monitoring and Evaluation Guide, report-

ing should be relevant and useful—serving a specific 

purpose; it should be timely for its intended use and 

complete—giving insights into a sufficient amount of 

information for the intended purpose. Furthermore, 

reporting should be consistent in that it uses formats 

that allow comparison over time, thereby enabling 

progress to be tracked against indicators and other 

targets that have been previously set up. Not least, 

reporting should be simple and reliable—providing an 

accurate representation of the facts. [41] 

As important as reporting is, the United Nations De-

velopment Program (UNDP) underlines that good 

monitoring is not mirrored in “merely producing re-

ports in a prescribed format at set intervals.” [42] To 

uphold accountability and compliance with standards 

established by an organization, one needs to maintain 
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balance between reporting and two other key compo-

nents of monitoring that are interconnected and mu-

tually supportive. The first is validation, which verifies 

the accuracy of the progress accounted for by “identi-

fying additional primary and/or secondary sources to 

further triangulate analysis.” [43] The second is par-

ticipation, where monitors obtain responses by part-

ners to progress-related issues and proposed actions, 

thereby helping “to build ownership for the follow-up 

and utilization of findings, conclusions and recom-

mendations.” [44] In doing so, the optimum balance 

between reporting, validation, and participation helps 

the monitoring process to translate into an opportu-

nity for credible analysis and organizational learning, 

and for informing decisions to guide ongoing project 

or program implementation. 

 

4. PRE-ACCESSION MONITORING OF COM-

PLIANCE WITH EU STANDARDS OF MINOR-

ITY PROTECTION IN THE REPUBLIC OF 

MACEDONIA IN ACTU 

The formulation and implementation of pre-accession 

monitoring in the candidate countries is an endeavour 

involving numerous stakeholders on both ends of the 

process. Reflecting on the preparation of the Progress 

Reports as the most visible component of pre-

accession monitoring, Barbora Zamrska, Political and 

Justice and Home Affairs Officer at the Delegation of 

the European Union to the Republic of Macedonia ex-

plains that the first draft of each Progress Report is 

written by the Delegation’s staff in the candidate 

country in consultation with both the national gov-

ernment and the European Commission. In the course 

of the drafting process, the European Commission 

holds a regular briefing session with the Council of 

Europe and the OSCE. Once written, the draft is for-

warded in May of the reporting year to the Horizontal 

Coordination Unit of the Enlargement Directorate-

General in Brussels where the integral text is repro-

duced in a more diplomatic tone; the final version of 

the Report is then approved and published by the 

Commission in October or November without any 

radical changes to its content. [45] In general, the 

language of the Reports can be characterized as po-

lite, formal and extremely cautious; the Commission 

obviously keeps itself at a distance from the candidate 

country in that it uses a very balanced and moderate 

vocabulary, thereby “ensuring a particular way of re-

fined control over nuances in the meaning of words” 

[46] both in praising and criticizing the current state 

of minority rights, cultural rights and the protection of 

minorities. 

Bearing in mind the flexibility to tailor conditionality to 

the specific situation in the country, the implementa-

tion of the Ohrid Framework Agreement (OFA) during 

a reporting year occupies central importance in the 

Commission’s assessment of minority protection. The 

Commission’s position, as presented in the Progress 

Reports, mirrors the view of the Ohrid Framework 

Agreement as a “crucial guarantee of the rights of the 

ethnic communities in the country” [47] aspiring full 

membership in the European Union. The latter, having 

learned important lessons from its own failures to in-

tervene in the Balkans during the nineties, proved 

fervently committed to bring an end to the armed 

conflict between Macedonian security forces and Alba-

nian rebels in 2001 by brokering the signature of the 

Ohrid Framework Agreement. The OFA’s transposition 

into Macedonia’s Constitution has reaffirmed the sov-

ereignty, integrity and unitary character of the Mace-

donian state and both preserved and reflected the 

multiethnic character of the country in its public life. 

[48] It introduced a new decentralization pattern giv-

ing municipalities more self-government; brought eq-

uitable representation in the security sector and in the 

administration and public enterprises based on non-

discrimination; heralded the use of any language spo-

ken by at least twenty percent of the country’s popu-

lation as an official language in certain situations; al-

lowed for state funding for university level education 

in languages spoken by at least twenty percent of the 

population of Macedonia, and introduced a two-thirds 

majority vote for questions of chief interest of the 

state in both the Parliament and the municipalities. 

[49] 

Taking a closer look at the content of the bulk of Pro-

gress Reports, the OFA is depicted as the most impor-

tant category of Macedonia’s success in the field of 

minority protection—it is deemed essential for the 

stability of the country [50] and to “foster a positive 

environment for further reforms.” [51] The Commis-

sion shows a clear vision of the OFA by stating that 

“all political parties must continue to work on building 

consensus on ethnic-related issues, in full compliance 

with the letter and spirit of the Ohrid Framework 

Agreement.” [52] However, it seems to be largely ig-

nored that the implementation of the OFA carries the 

burden of decade-long ethnic intolerance between Ma-

cedonians and Albanians. The notion of dialogue 

woven through the text of each Report seems to be 
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applied only to the political elite; the Commission as-

sesses the 10th anniversary of the OFA as “an impor-

tant opportunity for enhanced dialogue between the 

communities in the country” [53] but does not give 

any indicators on which this assessment is made. De-

velopments taking place outside of the realm of poli-

tics are not paid close attention apart from being 

compiled in a list of items ‘causing concern,’ including 

but not limited to content of the first national encyclo-

paedia, the urban project of Skopje 2014, and the 

“violent confrontation between members of the two 

main communities” inside the Kale fortress in Skopje. 

[54]  

The aforementioned inconsistency makes it obvious 

that the Commission does not want to make any 

guesses as to what led to escalation, how the events 

developed, or assess specific causal contributions. 

However, refusing to give an insight into how these 

developments affected the communities leaves the big 

picture of Macedonia’s minority protection regime 

completely unclear. If one takes the increase in inci-

dents as an indicator of the state institution’s inabil-

ity—or failure—to adequately implement the OFA, the 

Commission’s overall positive assessment that “inter-

ethnic relations have continued to improve” [55] can 

easily be brought into question. In consideration of 

this concern, the Reports clearly convey that the 

Commission’s main preoccupation has been to solely 

ensure that the institutional implementation of the 

Ohrid Framework Agreement—in terms of political dia-

logue and largely isolated from the broader social con-

text—is not interrupted. The implementation of the 

OFA is alongside the integration of the Roma popula-

tion component of the so called ‘high-level accession 

dialogue’ with the government of Macedonia in the 

field of minority protection. According to Barbora 

Zamrska from the EU Delegation to Macedonia, this 

innovation, introduced for the first time in 2012, will 

allow for the opportunity that both parties, i.e. the 

European Commission and Macedonia’s government 

focus on credible action by timely agreeing what key 

measures need to be taken in order to come closer to 

EU membership. It is thereby expected that, among 

other things, intercommunity dialogue is strengthened 

and the position of all ethnic communities is equally 

enhanced. [56] 

A matter of serious concern to the Commission, as 

presented in the Progress Reports, is the functioning 

of the Secretariat for the Implementation of the Ohrid 

Framework Agreement (SIOFA). The Commission 

highlights it as very important in the 2009 Report that 

a “specialized agency for protecting the rights of these 

minorities is set up […] to act as an advisory body to 

the government on minority issues.” [57] The position 

of the Commission does not change much throughout 

the pre-accession monitoring process: The SIOFA is 

repeatedly assessed to lack a sound administrative 

capacity. The Commission clarifies its position by ex-

plaining that the SIOFA faces problems in recruiting 

sufficiently qualified senior staff or has low strategic 

planning capacities and internal control standards. 

[58] The Commission states that “greater efforts are 

needed to ensure [the Ohrid Agreement’s] effective 

implementation.” [59] Nonetheless, a definition of 

what is meant by ‘effective’ is not provided. Instead, 

the Commission praises the initiative of the SIOFA to 

prepare the government’s strategic plan for imple-

menting the OFA over the period 2010-2012 in close 

cooperation with the OSCE. It is the Commission’s be-

lief that this kind of cooperation “assigns a much 

greater role to the Secretariat in coordinating, pro-

moting and monitoring implementation of the [OFA].” 

[60] While no explanation exists as to why noncoop-

eration has previously been tolerated, the fact that 

the Commission welcomes cooperation with the OSCE 

in the face of the 10th anniversary of the Agreement’s 

signature seems to imply that such a recommendation 

comes in response to the national government’s fail-

ure to effectively implement the Agreement. 

Cooperation with the OSCE is also seen as an avenue 

to success in the education system, which is explicitly 

criticized for having “no comprehensive policy to 

bridge the gap between the communities.” [61] In 

light of the concern that several municipalities main-

tain separate ethnic shifts in public schools, the Com-

mission emphasizes in the 2009 Report that “the rec-

ommendations of the OSCE High Commissioner for 

National Minorities, which aim to support integration 

of ethnic communities through education, should be 

fully taken into account.” [62] What recommendations 

the Commission is specifically referring to remains an 

unanswered question. Despite the fact that all parties 

involved in pre-accession monitoring hold regular con-

sultations with external organizations as relevant as 

the Council of Europe and the OSCE, the Commission 

is reluctant to give insights on this occasion into what 

has been recommended on the part of the OSCE and 

allow the public to see the concrete forms of coopera-

tion and interaction by which Macedonia would en-

hance its minority protection record in the best way 

possible in the years the come. 
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With regard to the interaction between key actors in 

the pre-accession monitoring process, Malinka 

Ristevska Jordanova, Director of the Institute for 

European Politics in Skopje, confirms that the Euro-

pean Commission carefully follows the developments 

in the country through the involvement of the EU 

Delegation to Macedonia as the central coordinator 

between Skopje and Brussels. [63] Ristevska Jorda-

nova underlines that debates on past achievements, 

ongoing programs and projects as well as future pros-

pects are regularly held throughout a reporting year. 

The EU Delegation has established a unique triangle of 

interaction in which all parties enjoy the right to con-

tribute to the monitoring process. These include the 

national government accompanied by diverse gov-

ernmental agencies with their own measurements and 

reports, Member State representatives at the ambas-

sadorial level who often exchange opinions on current 

developments in coordination with the Presidency of 

the Council of the EU, and an array of nongovernmen-

tal organizations, whose observations are regularly 

solicited and deemed highly valuable as they have 

considerable expertise in the field being discussed. 

As for the field of minority protection, Ristevska Jor-

danova distinguishes external and domestic players 

whose activities are pertinent to the pre-accession 

monitoring process in the country. The former com-

prises sources of reports by prominent international 

organizations in the field, of which two were already 

mentioned, namely the OSCE and the CoE. The inter-

viewee also highlighted that Macedonia has signed 

and ratified the UN Convention on Civil and Political 

Rights, so a third very important ‘partner’ in the moni-

toring process is the United Nations and its Human 

Rights Bodies, offering expertise and support to the 

different human rights monitoring mechanisms in the 

United Nations and implementing their mandate to 

“monitor State parties' compliance with their treaty 

obligations.” [64] On the other side, domestic con-

tributors to the monitoring process are the govern-

ment and governmental agencies such as the afore-

mentioned Secretariat for the Implementation of the 

Ohrid Framework Agreement (SIOFA) and the Agency 

for the Accomplishment of Rights of the Communities. 

To compare the records over time, governmental data 

is compared with reports circulated by nongovern-

mental entities. Equally important source of informa-

tion are the opinions of political party leaders and par-

tisan experts who are considered important in shaping 

the domestic discourse on EU enlargement. Ristevska 

Jordanova is convinced that the European Commission 

pays particular attention to what partisan leaders pub-

licly promote as it wants to ensure that neither the 

political momentum will be lost nor the general con-

sensus broken. [65] 

Touching on the fact that there is rarely an opportu-

nity for the public to get familiar with the particulari-

ties of the Progress Reports and the monitoring proc-

ess itself, Ristevska Jordanova assumes that the prob-

lem lies in the complexity of the entire process. She 

maintains that there are not enough ‘messengers’ 

who would be capable of communicating the process 

with the masses and asserts that this is primarily due 

to a general lack of knowledge rather than unwilling-

ness to do so. In her opinion, domestic political actors 

are excessively focused on procedural trivia and is-

sues that need to be addressed in due time as re-

quired by Brussels. As a result, the question of formu-

lating a coherent communication strategy is given no 

priority. On the other hand, she believes that the 

need to increase and improve the overall understand-

ing of what is presented in the Reports becomes more 

visible each year—those citizens who are not familiar 

with the diplomatic vocabulary and ambiguous institu-

tional formulas used by the Commission tend to “have 

an incomplete and imbalanced picture of the pre-

accession monitoring process.” [66] This is particu-

larly applicable to the non-dominant ethnic communi-

ties such as Turks, Serbs, Vlachs, and Roma. 

Observing the situation of the non-dominant ethnic 

communities, the Commission implicitly voices criti-

cism concerning equitable representation, one of the 

main pillars of the OFA. The Commission states in the 

2010 Report that “the representation of the smaller 

communities, particularly the Turkish and Roma, in 

the civil service still remains low.” [67] Moreover, it 

notes that while “the practice of recruiting high num-

bers of civil servants from non-majority communities 

irrespective of the needs of the public administration 

continued, […] some of these civil servants failed to 

meet the selection criteria, while others were not pro-

vided with offices or equipment.” [68] Seeing no im-

provement, the Commission’s criticism of the quality 

of the civil servant recruitment process becomes even 

stronger in 2011:  

The overall number of civil servants from the 

non-majority ethnic communities reached 

30%, which is broadly in line with the demo-

graphic structure. Efforts were made to in-

crease the representation of the smaller 
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communities in the civil service, notably the 

Roma and the Turkish community. […] A 

large number of newly recruited civil servants 

received salaries, even though they were not 

assigned any tasks or responsibilities. Repre-

sentation of the non-majority communities at 

senior level remains very low. [69] 

Notwithstanding the negative tone, the Commission 

restates at the end of the 2011 Report that represen-

tation of the Roma and Turkish community increased, 

thereby giving no recommendations on how the prob-

lem should be tackled apart from a noting that “more 

efforts are needed in order to improve the quality of 

the recruitment process.” [70] 

A similar formula is used in assessing the situation of 

the Roma population. The Reports make it clear that 

in order to comply with the pre-accession require-

ments, the national authorities need to do everything 

in their power to improve the Roma’s overall position 

in Macedonian society. The Commission states in the 

2007 Report that Roma “continue to face very difficult 

living conditions and discrimination, especially in the 

areas of education, social protection, health care, 

housing and employment.” [71] Little progress on 

Roma inclusion is reported in the following years as 

well. In the majority of the Reports, it is said that “the 

pace of implementation of the Roma Strategy and the 

action plans in the framework of the 2005-2015 Dec-

ade of Roma Inclusion, which had reached its halfway 

point, continued to slow down.” [72] The Commission 

provides an in-depth analysis taking into account all 

relevant components of the institutional framework: 

“The commitment and cooperation of the line minis-

tries remained low. State funds remain insufficient in 

the light of the challenges. No additional staff was al-

located to the office of the Roma minister without 

portfolio or to the unit for implementation of the 

Roma Strategy.” [73] To encourage improvement, the 

Commission seems to advocate an inclusive approach 

to reform within the framework of the Decade of 

Roma Inclusion but offered only general recommenda-

tions of the type of activities without describing any 

specific steps. Such an inconsistency clearly confirms 

that the pre-accession process in many instances is 

carried out based on the mantra of “turn a blind eye 

and a deaf ear every now and then, and we get on 

marvellously well.” Shifting the focus, the Commission 

breaks the continuity in monitoring and limits the pos-

sibility of putting forward follow-up suggestions that 

might add value to the candidate country’s record of 

minority protection. 

Shedding light on the position of the nondominant 

ethnic communities, Saso Klekovski, Senior Adviser at 

the Macedonian Center for International Cooperation 

is convinced that these communities will play a major 

role in determining the future of Macedonia’s bifur-

cated multicultural model. [74] In his opinion, the 

current model lacks a strong third party that would 

maintain balance between Macedonians and ethnic 

Albanians. Above all, it is Macedonian citizens who 

need to abandon the outdated notion of Macedonia as 

their nation-state and free themselves from the mis-

conception that the all the ‘others’ are their enemies. 

On the other hand, Albanians still need time to cure 

the wounds of their past within Macedonian borders 

prior to the signature of the Ohrid Framework Agree-

ment and polish their positive image as constituents 

of the civic-oriented Macedonian state. Illustrating the 

Gostivar municipality’s cohabitation of diverse ethnic 

groups, Klekovski believes that ethnic Turks will fur-

ther improve their position within Macedonian society 

and promote multicultural values on the example of 

their own success in doing business and increased in-

tegration in the years to come. A main prerequisite, 

however, would be that all ethnic groups realize the 

importance of forging peaceful relations with each 

other in the long run. [75] 

Comparably, Radmila Sekerinska, Chairperson of the 

National European Integration Council deems it highly 

important that the intercommunity dialogue does not 

lose the momentum it has already gathered. It is her 

deep-seated belief that despite some inconsistencies, 

minority protection issues are carefully targeted by 

the European Commission in the course of pre-

accession monitoring. [76] She is doubtful, however, 

that the recently introduced ‘high-level accession dia-

logue’ will soon bring far-reaching changes to the 

wider Macedonian society. Although it is frequently 

spoken in the public of continuous improvement of the 

dialogue between the communities, at no time is 

mention made of the Strategy for Integrated Educa-

tion, which is, in her opinion, ten times more impor-

tant for Macedonia than the number of employees 

who have been given jobs according to both the re-

quirements of the OFA and their political credo. Ac-

cordingly, attention needs to be timely and equally 

paid to all facets of the country’s minority protection 

regime if both the European Commission and the na-
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tional government aim to induce comprehensive do-

mestic reform. [77] 

In view of the preceding findings, the EU’s involve-

ment in brokering the Ohrid Framework Agreement as 

a new pattern of power distribution and social coexis-

tence of all ethnic groups in Macedonia has made the 

European Commission well familiar with the country’s 

minority protection regime. The OFA is considered to 

be at the heart of this regime and is steadily referred 

to as a roadmap to peace and stability in Macedonia. 

The Commission’s Reports in many instances voice 

implicit criticism toward the catalogued weaknesses 

but it is also reluctant to generate recommendations 

that would potentially lead to improvement and sus-

tainable reform. By simply communicating that “the 

spirit of the OFA needs to be upheld consistently, 

through a consensual approach and readiness to com-

promise,” [78] the Commission leaves considerable 

room for divergent interpretations on the part of the 

domestic actors, thus complicating the process of ob-

taining useful feedback from the other end.  

 

5. PRE-ACCESSION MONITORING OF COM-

PLIANCE WITH EU STANDARDS OF MINOR-

ITY PROTECTION IN THE REPUBLIC OF 

MACEDONIA: DISCUSSION AND RECOM-

MENDATIONS  

The conceptualization and application of the condi-

tionality principle in the field of minority protection as 

elaborated in the Commission’s Progress Reports 

seems to form a coherent framework aimed at helping 

the candidate countries “to pursue necessary reforms 

and eliminate persisting shortfalls.” [79] However, the 

analysis of the Reports on Macedonia allows for the 

opportunity to highlight two fundamental shortcom-

ings from which the pre-accession monitoring process 

greatly suffers. In doing so, ample room is left for in-

novative solutions aimed at ensuring that the moni-

toring process translates into an opportunity for credi-

ble analysis and organizational learning, and for in-

forming decisions to guide pre-accession compliance 

in the field of minority protection. 

5.1 Lack of Clarity and Specification of 

Minority Protection Standards to Which the 

Republic of Macedonia Needs to Adhere 

Putting the pieces together, the preceding analysis 

has identified a profound lack of clarity about the mi-

nority protection standards to which Macedonia needs 

to gradually adhere. No mention of a single standard 

of minority protection is made in the Progress Reports 

that could be regarded as a part of the enlargement 

policy towards the Western Balkans. Considering the 

fact that there are no provisions on minority protec-

tion per se in the acquis communautaire, the Com-

mission has been unable to provide any standards on 

its part. It is more surprising, however, that the 

Commission does not make any reference to stan-

dards in areas of minority protection where the Coun-

cil of Europe and the OSCE have expertise, although it 

attaches great importance to the Council of Europe’s 

key documents and to the OSCE High Commissioner’s 

activities on the ground. This shortcoming has urged 

the Commission to largely base the monitoring proce-

dure on measurements from domestic and external 

sources without having a clear agenda set and a defi-

nition of objectives that would mirror effective minor-

ity protection. A question that arises in this respect is 

whether the Commission refuses to act outside the 

scope of the acquis communautaire and give refer-

ence to standards by external organizations only be-

cause it is unwilling to give up its central management 

position in the pre-accession process. 

As a matter of fact, the Commission has avoided pro-

viding a detailed analysis at the outset of the pre-

accession monitoring process and thus reported in the 

2006 Report that there “were no major problems in 

the area of fundamental rights.” [80] The 2007 Report 

follows a similar pattern in that it contains the overall 

conclusion that “inter-ethnic relations have improved.” 

[81] Intriguingly enough, the later Reports convey 

slower progress toward compliance and are signifi-

cantly broader in scope as regards issues raising con-

cerns. Macedonia’s progress reported as limited re-

flects in reality only what the Commission required 

from the country during the monitoring process. Since 

an ideal minority protection scheme on the basis of 

the Copenhagen political criteria had not been estab-

lished before the initiation of the monitoring process, 

what was outlined in the Progress Reports became a 

crucial roadmap for the candidate countries during the 

pre-accession process. For instance, the Commission 

calls for the respect for and implementation of laws 

that have already been passed at the national level. 

As shown previously, the Commission deems the 

Ohrid Framework Agreement essential for the effec-

tive minority protection scheme of Macedonia. None-

theless, to what extent this document reflects the 

provisions that spell out the objectives and principles 
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protected by the Framework Convention for the Pro-

tection of National Minorities is not clear. Instead, the 

Commission  

This issue is also of concern to Malinka Ristevska Jor-

danova, the Director of the Institute for European 

Politics in Skopje. According to her, the Commission’s 

final assessment published in the Reports is objective 

and realistic, but she doubts the assessment of tar-

gets and indicators that are not always agreed a pri-

ori. She maintains that the standards of minority pro-

tection are often bargained once the monitoring proc-

ess has started. Ergo, the requirements tend to have 

a low threshold, making it uncomplicated for the 

Commission to conclude that the candidate countries 

have generally met the criteria. Nonetheless, phrases 

as overused as ‘further progress is needed,’ ‘there is a 

need for additional efforts,’ ‘the administrative capac-

ity needs to be strengthened,’ or ‘greater dialogue is 

needed to foster trust’ make it difficult to ascertain 

when a candidate country has in fact complied with 

the standards. On the other end of the map, the can-

didate countries could conveniently interpret such 

nebulous phrases according to their current political 

needs and take them as a sign of insufficient prepar-

edness on the part of the Commission to conduct in-

depth analysis of the progress made. Consequently, 

the candidates might not put enough effort to estab-

lish adequate policies of minority protection, thereby 

slowing the momentum towards EU membership. 

To prevent the negative impact of such an approach 

on the credibility of the European Union, the Commis-

sion needs to establish stronger institutional ties with 

the Council of Europe. The assessment of candidate 

countries in the field of minority protection should 

make full use of the established expertise of the CoE 

and employ the standards that have been already en-

shrined in its key documents, most notably in the 

FCNM; the Commission’s bureaucrats should increas-

ingly strive to base their judgments on the findings 

published within the FCNM’s monitoring framework. 

Furthermore, keeping in mind that the Commission 

enjoys the greatest agenda-setting power in European 

governance, it should take the lead in seeking further 

improvement of the EU’s own expertise on issues re-

lated to minority protection but also carefully act not 

to replicate structures or initiatives already launched 

under the auspices of the CoE. Such steps will ensure 

that the Commission keeps both its central position in 

the pre-accession process and the candidate countries 

on the right track towards compliance without bring-

ing into question their progress. 

5.2 Inferior Quality of both Analysis and 

Interpretation of Indicator Findings 

The comparison of the Commission’s Reports further 

demonstrates inferior quality of both analysis and as-

sessment of indicator findings. The Commission’s ap-

proach to interpreting information to a great extent 

rests on a random choice of issues, poorly justified 

conclusions and vague recommendations. Whereas it 

is desirable to thoroughly reflect on how indicator 

findings are interpreted and used to inform decisions 

in order for decision makers to get a firm understand-

ing of the big picture, the Commission’s choice of 

measuring performance does not seem to be backed 

by a systematic discussion of the issues raising con-

cern. Instead, the Commission shifts the focus from 

paragraph to paragraph and deals with particularly 

serious, acute problems, thus demonstrating that it is 

able to ‘see the trees but not the forest.’ 

Keeping this in mind, the majority of the Reports con-

nect the notion of successful minority protection with 

statistical data of formal rule adoption provided by 

other domestic and foreign organizations. One gets 

the impression that the Commission’s intention is to 

secure the sustainability of its own powers to manage 

the pre-accession process by collecting, organizing, 

and reporting a sheer quantity of information; the 

quality and sustainability of initiatives or activities of 

certain institutions are only occasionally assessed in 

detail. These include only the Secretariat for the Im-

plementation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement and 

the Agency for the Accomplishment of Rights of the 

Communities. This makes it clear beyond doubt that 

by extensively dealing with numeric information at the 

expense of meaningful feedback, the Commission is 

only interested in outcomes indicating formal compli-

ance rather than processes, thus casting doubt on the 

consistency of the overall monitoring process over 

time. 

To ensure a degree of rigor and a more substantial 

discussion of indicator findings, developed indicators 

need to be interpreted together with qualitative find-

ings. Numbers providing the amount of an output give 

only limited implications for the result achieved. As 

indicated in the Performance Measurement Guidance 

for Compliance and Enforcement Practitioners, “[s]uch 

numbers need a context [as] in many instances; data 

from indicators provide a kind of warning light that 
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signals a need for deeper analysis or further investi-

gation to understand the forces and influences that 

shape [a certain process].” [82] Hence, it is necessary 

for the Commission to look at the national context as 

a whole and take into account the factors which help 

to facilitate or prevent the adoption of new legal acts 

on minority protection or the implementation process 

of programs aiming to increase the integration of mi-

nority groups. This will create a firm basis for the im-

provement of dialogue in a respectful setting between 

the Commission on one side and governmental agen-

cies and minority groups on the other. 

Finally, the Commission’s credibility in the pre-

accession process should be re-established through 

gaining new skills and building new capacities. This 

does not imply acquiring new responsibilities but 

rather playing a role committed to establishing organ-

izational networks and developing management ca-

pacities to credibly maintain them. A stepping stone 

to such an enhanced capacity would be the recruit-

ment of experienced experts in the Delegations of the 

European Union to the candidate countries who would 

employ stronger and more transparent means of 

communication during the monitoring process with all 

relevant actors on the ground. In this sense, the 

Commission’s bureaucrats need to look beyond Brus-

sels’ politically complex setting and hear more care-

fully the voice of domestic players in the candidate 

countries who have strong interest in accelerating the 

progress towards compliance in the field of minority 

protection.  

 

6. CONCLUSION 

The academic debate on conditionality as a principle 

of enlargement has heralded pre-accession monitoring 

as a key mechanism of compliance with EU standards. 

The academic intelligentsia has, nonetheless, not pro-

vided an insight into how monitoring contributes to 

the failure or success of enlargement and in what 

ways it should be carried out. It is in view of this 

shortcoming that this research project endeavoured to 

contribute to the literature on use by focusing on 

monitoring as part of the pre-accession phase of the 

enlargement process. Facing the next enlargement 

round to the region of the Western Balkans, this paper 

investigated in detail how progress made by the Re-

public of Macedonia is monitored in the area of minor-

ity protection. 

For this study, two questions were of particular impor-

tance: What standards of EU conditionality mirror ef-

fective minority protection in the Republic of Mace-

donia, what role does monitoring play in defining such 

standards, and how does it affect the progress to-

wards compliance with those standards? How does the 

EU monitor and enforce compliance of Macedonia with 

standards of minority protection and how do the EU 

and the candidate countries interact in the overall 

monitoring process? Combining a conventional QCA 

and a semi-structured interviews, this research pro-

ject tested the hypothesis that monitoring in the field 

of minority protection is not directly tied to accession 

as the final outcome of the pre-accession process. By 

closely analyzing the European Commission’s ap-

proach to monitoring in the field of minority protec-

tion, the paper demonstrated that in the absence of a 

clear monitoring framework, monitoring activities on 

the part of the EU are largely brought into play on an 

ad hoc basis, thereby allowing for the assumption that 

accession decisions emerge out of political compro-

mise. 

Two crucial drawbacks could be identified. Firstly, 

there was a profound lack of clarity and specification 

of minority protection standards to which Macedonia 

needed to comply with. Considering that there are no 

minority protection provisions in the acquis commun-

autaire, the Commission could not provide any stan-

dards on its part, so the progress of the country was 

largely constructed. Even more surprisingly, the 

Commission did not refer to any standards in areas of 

minority protection where the Council of Europe and 

the OSCE have expertise, although it considered both 

the Council of Europe’s key documents and the OSCE 

High Commissioner on National Minorities as highly 

important entities in the realm of minority protection. 

Secondly, inferior quality of both analysis and inter-

pretation of indicator findings based on a random 

choice of issues, poorly justified conclusions, and 

vague recommendations was detected. By extensively 

dealing with numeric information at the expense of 

meaningful feedback, the Commission was only inter-

ested in outcomes indicating formal compliance rather 

than processes. The recommendations given in the 

Reports did not allow a general action plan to be rec-

ognized—it was neither indicated what could have 

helped to maintain progress, nor were suggestions 

given as to how compliance should be furthered. 

Taking into account this evidence, it can be concluded 

that Macedonia maintains a mediocre-level progress 
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as regards minority protection. In fact, the limited 

progress of the candidate only reflects what was re-

quired by the Commission during pre-accession moni-

toring. What is striking is that the Commission neither 

encouraged progress by favourably assessing the ful-

filment of conditions to encourage progress, nor it 

sanctioned the candidate when it seemed insufficiently 

compliant. In this sense, keeping in mind the defini-

tion of ‘monitoring’ as a routine collection and analysis 

of information to track progress against set plans and 

check compliance to established standards, thereby 

helping to identify trends and patterns, adapt strate-

gies and inform decisions for ongoing processes, the 

Commission has come short of maintaining an opti-

mum balance between reporting, validation, and par-

ticipation to enable progress to be tracked against 

targets that have been previously set up. 

In the light of these concerns, if compliance is in-

tended to be not only upheld but also furthered over 

time, the Commission should endeavour to establish a 

consistent monitoring framework that will look beyond 

formal compliance and pay closer attention to the 

processes taking place at all levels in the candidate 

country during a reporting year. Full use should be 

made of the Council of Europe’s expertise and stan-

dards that have been already enshrined in its key 

documents, most notably in the FCNM. To ensure a 

more substantial discussion of indicator findings, de-

veloped indicators need to be interpreted in connec-

tion with qualitative findings because numbers indicat-

ing the amount of an output give only limited implica-

tions for the result achieved. Ultimately, the Commis-

sion needs to endeavour to develop new skills that will 

strengthen its institutional capacity to conduct pre-

accession monitoring and interact more closely with 

domestic actors striving to aid Macedonia’s integration 

into the EU. 
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