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Introduction  
 

This Shadow Report aims to present additional data as well as views and perception of the 

members of the communities that are less than 20% of the population in Republic of 

Macedonia1 (hereinafter: smaller communities) concerning the application of the Council of 

Europe Framework Convention for the Protection of the National Minorities (FCNM) in the 

context of the fourth monitoring cycle. In this document, the term “communities” shall be 

used instead of the term “minorities” because the national legislation neither accepts nor 

uses the term minorities and/or members of minorities.  

 

The process of preparation of this report, through the discussions regarding the Fourth 

country report at the Particpatory forum among the smaller communities held on 9 

November 2015 in Skopje as well as through desk research and four focus groups was 

supported by the OSCE Mission to Skopje. The Participatory forum is comprised of 

representatives of relevant state institutions on central level which are authorized to act in 

the field of promotion, realization and protection of the rights of communities, as well as 

representatives of citizen associations that include the protection, promotion and 

realization of the rights of smaller communities in their strategic goals and determination. 

More information about the forum is included in the Аnnex to this report. 

 

The necessity for preparation of this report arises from the findings of the national and 

international monitoring of the implementation of legislation and policies for protection 

and promotion of the rights of non-majority communities in the Republic of Macedonia 

over the past several years. The findings indicate the need for focused attention and efforts 

concerning the status and realization of the rights of smaller communities in the context of 

numerous public policies, including the implementation of the principle for fair and 

equitable representation, use of languages, educational and cultural policies. These findings 

have been supported in all European Commission progress reports over the past several 

years, as well as in the Third Opinion of the Advisory Committee on Republic of Macedonia, 

adopted on 30 March 2011, as well as in the Resolution CM/ResCMN(2012)13 on the 

implementation of the FCNM in RM adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 4 July 2012 

at the 1147-the meeting of the ministerial deputies.  

 

The fourth monitoring cycle concerning the obligations arising out of the FCNM is currently 

ongoing in the country. The Fourth report on RM was submitted to the Advisory Board of 

                                                           
1 According to the last census from 2002, the total population in the country is 2,022,547. Besides the two biggest ethnic 
communities, i.e. Macedonian that accounts for 64.18% and Albanian that accounts for 25.17%, other communities are 
significantly smaller and include: 3.85% Turks; 2.66% Roma; 1.78% Serbs; 0.84% Boshnjaks; 0.48% Vlach and 1.04% 
other communities.  
Source: http://www.stat.gov.mk/Publikacii/knigaI.pdf 
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the Framework Convention in July 2014 which underlines the role of the Participatory 

forum of the communities organized by the Agency for Community Rights Realization and 

held with support of the OSCE Mission to Skopje since 2012. The forum is mentioned in the 

context of the participation of organizations of minorities and other non-governmental 

organizations in the implementation and monitoring of the Framework Convention by the 

authorities, and their involvement in the drafting of the fourth report.  

 

This Report aims to inform the Advisory Committee on FCNM concerning the 

upcoming announced visit of the delegation of this body in December 2015. It provides 

information about some of the areas covered by the FCNM in light of the fourth report 

submitted by the country and most critical areas identified in the Resolution of the 

Committee of Ministers from 2012.2  Consultations and support for the report were 

provided by the following citizen associations that take part in the forum: 

 Citizen association – League of Vlachs 

 Citizen association – Serbian community in Macedonia 

  Citizen association – MATUSITEB – Turkish community  

  Citizen association – BEKA – Boshnjak community 

  Citizen association – Rumelija – Torbeshi community 

 Citizen association – Drom – Roma community  

  Citizen association – INSOK Roma community 

 Multiculturalism network, umbrella organization that includes 8 communities, i.e.: 

Egyptians, Montenegrins, Croats, Slovenians, Russians, Ukrainians, Armenians, Poles 

and the organization “Most“ 

 

Please note that the information in the report refers to the communities that are less 

than 20% of the population in the country.   

 

  

                                                           
2 Rules of monitoring: Resolution 97/10 from 17 September 1997 allows the Advisory Committee to use other sources of 

information 
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Methodology and terminology  
 

The Resolution of the Committee of Ministers from 20123 adopted after the third 

monitoring cycle for Republic of Macedonia includes several areas of concern regarding the 

status of smaller communities. The following areas of concern were given due account in 

the preparation of the focus groups and the respective report: 

o Protection from discrimination and equal access (Article 4 of FCNM) 

o Support for cultural activities of smaller communities (Article 5 of FCNM) 

o Right to use the languages of communities in the communication with 

administrative authorities (Article 10 of FCNM) 

o Right to effective participation with special focus on equitable representation of 

smaller communities in the administration (Article 15 of FCNM) 

 

The report is based on the desktop analysis of existing documents and research (including 

reports of the Ombudsman), as well as citizen associations in the context of the respective 4 

articles and situational analysis of the realization of smaller communities’ rights in various 

areas and discussed at the Participatory forum over the past several years.4  

 

Four focus groups were held with members of the smaller communities in Delcevo, 

Krusevo, Kicevo and Skopje in the course of October/November 2015 with average of 8-10 

participants.5 Focus groups included members of several different communities and 

reflected the ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious diversity in each municipality. The 

purpose of the focus groups was to collect data and views from the smaller communities.  

 

The findings from focus groups and research which are incorporated in this report were 

also discussed and presented at the Participatory forum held on 9 November 2015, as 

mechanism that ensures open dialogue and communication between the state and the 

communities. The draft report, also includes the comments of the participants in the forum 

that refer to the above stated articles of FCNM. 

 

The findings are structured according to the respective articles of FCNM, although in 

parallel many issues and comments refer to and deal with several articles of the 

Convention.  

 
                                                           
3 Resolution CM/ResCMN(2012)13 on the implementation of the Framework Convention for Protection of the National 
Minorities in former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (in the original wording), available at: 
http://www.coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/minorities/3_FCNMdocs/PDF_3rd_CM_Res_FYROM_mk.pdf 
4 These are available in the bibliography of this report  
5 The author would like to extend gratitude to Elena Ancevska, MA for the support in organization and implementation of 
focus groups. 
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Information on the implementation of FCNM in the fourth reporting 

period  

Article 4: Protection from discrimination  

 

The Law on Prevention and Protection from Discrimination came into force in January 

2011. The Commission on prevention and protection from discrimination was established 

according to the law and has been functional since 2011. The Commission does not have its 

permanent secretariat, disposes of a limited budget and depends on international support. 

The main concern and comments stated by the members of the communities is that the 

composition of the Commission is insufficiently representative, i.e. the principle of fair and 

equitable representation was not taken into consideration during the establishment of the 

Commission, especially concerning the smaller communities: The same comment was 

shared in the course of the discussions in the Participatory forum dedicated to the 

preparation of this report.6 This comment was especially stressed by the Roma community 

given the specific challenges that this ethnic group faces regarding discrimination.  

With regard to the grounds of discrimination, analysis of data from the Anti-discrimination 

Commission database shows that the biggest number of complaints are on the grounds of 

ethnic background. Furthermore, year after year from the implementation of the Law on 

Prevention and Protection from Discrimination, there is an upward trend regarding the 

number of complaints on this ground (2011: 14; 2012:17; 2013: 18; 2014: 26).7  

The data from the last opinion poll about discrimination from 2013 show that 51% of the 

citizens think that the discrimination on the grounds of ethnic background is strongest, 

after the discrimination on the grounds of political affiliation.8  

Participants in the focus groups held for the preparation of this report, stated that 

discrimination on the grounds of political affiliation and ethnic background are closely 

related due to the fact that political parties in the country are based on ethnicity.  This 

matter was repeatedly stressed throughout the discussion and is reflected on the 

realization of all rights analyzed in this report, as well as in wider context.    

Furthermore, focus group findings indicated that the concept about оther communities – 

which refers to communities which are not listed in the Preamble to the Constitution – is 

assessed as degrading by the focus group participants who belong to the Croatian, Russian, 

Hungarian and Slovenian community. They also believe that the Preamble to the 

                                                           
6 National communities that are less than 20% of the total number of citizens, based on the numbers.  
7  See, Annual reports of the Anti-discrimination Commission for the period 2011 -2014  
8 Mihailovska, Jasmina and Popovik, Misha, Barometer for Equal Opportunities, Macedonian Centre for International 
Cooperation, http://www.mcms.org.mk/images/docs/2014/barometar-za-ednakvi-moznosti.pdf 
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Constitution requires changes, inter alia, due to the limited scope of application of FCNM 

only to the communities listed in the Preamble.  Although the Preamble is not a source of 

rights, yet, communities which are not enlisted, believe that many policies in the country 

are created and aimed for the members of the communities listed in the Preamble 

(Albanian, Turkish, Serbian, Roma, Vlach and Boshnjak community). 

This was especially stressed by the Croatian community due to the bilateral agreement 

between Republic of Macedonia and Republic of Croatia on the respect for the rights of the 

communities, which is not realized in practice.   

In similar context, focus group participants stated that the communities which are not 

listed in the Preamble to the Constitution should be reflected in the Law on Holidays, which 

is currently missing.  

All communities support the need for taking a new census because it is estimated that 

current figures do not reflect the reality in the country. Such views were especially 

expressed by the members of the Roma, Turkish and Boshnjak communities. The need for 

taking a new census was particularly stressed regarding the fair representation of these 

communities in the state administration.   

In addition, according to the perception of some members of smaller communities, they are 

imposed higher sentences by the law enforcement agencies and courts in comparison with 

the two biggest communities (Macedonian and Albanian). In this context, the 

representatives of the Turkish community in Kicevo stressed that institutions, such as the 

Public Revenue Office imposes more sanctions to them in comparison with the biggest 

communities (Macedonians and Albanians). Focus group participants supported this view, 

also given the widespread opinion among the smaller communities that the 

implementation of policies as part of the Ohrid Framework Agreement resulted in 

regression of the rights of these communities in comparison with the two biggest 

communities in the country.  

 

Discrimination against Roma at border crossings- racial profiling 

Following the introduction of the visa free regime with EU countries (except for United 

Kingdom and Ireland) and increase in the number of asylum seekers in the EU member-

states, Roma community encounters barriers at exit of the country.  Roma are subjected to 

additional examination, they are asked to provide additional documents and often the 

border authorities prevent them to exit the country. This practice has been noted by the 

Ombudsman that receives complaints regarding this matter on regular basis.9 In the course 

                                                           
9 See Ombudsman Reports for 2013 and 2014.  
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of 2015, the Helsinki Committee on Human Rights conducted situational testing on the 

border crossings and confirmed that border police officers single out Roma at the exit of 

the country and that members of this community are requested to provide additional 

documents and their passports are stamped.10   

The non-governmental organization “KHAM” Delcevo took part in the focus group 

discussion in Delcevo. In the past several years, this organization has been working with a 

legal representative for the Roma who are prevented to exit the country. Until July 2015, 

they have initiated about 20 proceedings, which resulted in 4 valid court decisions by 

domestic courts that established violation of the right to movement and violation of the 

right to equality and non-discrimination.11 

The Ombudsman confirmed the trend for filing complaints for discrimination on the 

ground of ethnicity by members of the Roma and Albanian community, due to being 

prevented to cross the borders and concluded discrimination against Roma on the 

grounds of ethnicity.12 This is also confirmed by the statistics because since 2013 to date, 

there are 49 individual complaints submitted by Roma regarding the limited right to 

movement for more than 100 citizens (family members, relatives and friends).  123 

complaints were submitted in 2013, 23 complaints in 2014 and 13 complaints in 2015.13 

According to the Ombudsman "it is a startling fact that this right is mostly violated for one 

ethnic group – Roma (there is insignificant number of citizens from other ethnicities)." 14  

In the same context, the focus group in Delcevo confirmed that Roma feel discriminated 

against at the exit of the country. In parallel, they expressed the view that Roma are 

imposed higher sanctions than the members of other communities.   

The reports of the Helsinki Committee for Human Rights from the past several years, 

among others, point out the excessive use of force by the police in cases related to Roma.15 

The same practice has been noted by the Ombudsman.16  In addition, 3 from total of 10 

judgments of the European Court of Human Rights against the country in connection with 

Article 3 of the European Convention on Human Rights (prohibition of torture, inhumane 
                                                           
10 This situation, among others, is concluded in the Report by Nils Muiznieks, Commissioner for human rights at the 
Council of Europe since 2013, 
https://wcd.coe.int/com.instranet.InstraServlet?command=com.instranet.CmdBlobGet&InstranetImage=2264377&SecM
ode=1&DocId=2001734&Usage=2 
11 Written communication with KHAM from Delcevo 
12 Ombudsman Report for 2014, available at http://ombudsman.mk/upload/Godisni%20izvestai/GI-
2014/GI%202014.pdf  
13 Presentation of the Ombudsman at the conference “Limiting the right to movement for Roma at the border crossings” 
held on 14 October 2015. 
14 Presentation of the Ombudsman at the conference “Limiting the right to movement for Roma at the border crossings” 
held on 14 October 2015. 
15 Ill-treatment by the police in the settlement of Topaana – Monthly report of the Helsinki Committee for April-May 2013, 
http://www.mhc.org.mk/system/uploads/redactor_assets/documents/417/Kvartalen_izvestaj_April_-_Juni_2013.pdf 
16 Annual report of the Ombudsman for 2012, http://www.ombudsman.mk/ombudsman/upload/documents/2013/GI- 
2012.pdf. 
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and degrading treatment and punishment),  refer to violation of rights of members of the 

Roma community.17  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 Improvement of the financial and staffing capacity of the Commission for protection 

from discrimination in order to be able to examine and address the allegations for 

discrimination stated by the non-majority communities. 

 Respect for the principle of fair and equitable representation in the composition of the 

members of the Commission, in particular concerning the Roma, due to the vulnerable 

position and systemic character of discrimination against this community.  

 Expansion of the scope of application of FCNM to all communities in the country.  

 Implementation of the delayed population census that will ensure real statistical 

overview based on the ethnicities, including the communities that are not listed in the 

Preamble to the Constitution.  

 Ensure efficient investigation by the Sector for internal control and professional 

standards at the Ministry of Interior and by the Public Prosecution office in cases of 

alleged discrimination and racially-motivated illegal treatment by the police. 

 

Article 5: Fostering and protection of the cultural identity  
 

The promotion and protection of cultural identity and the state support for the cultural 

activities of smaller communities are the key recommendations arising from the third 

monitoring cycle in the country regarding the FCNM.  Strategic documents that define the 

state policies include "an ambitious legal and institutional framework which can potentially 

tackle this matter. However, the analysis of the implementation in practice shows limited 

results. This issue has not been raised by the parliamentary committees; the specialized 

bodies have not been sufficiently utilized and supported in their work; and the legislation 

has not been completed (i.e. the obligation for keeping statistics in this area in the Law on 

Culture)."18 The analysis of the 2013-2017 National strategy for cultural development and 

the respective Action plan for implementation, in parallel, indicate the absence of contents 

"that would alleviate the realization of the communities right to take active participation in 

the cultural life".19 

                                                           
17 Information is available on the website of the Bureau of Representation of R.Macedonia before the European Court of 
Human Rights. The three judgements are procedural and mostly refer to the ineffective investigation.  
18 Melina Grizo, Implementation of the Right to Effective Participation of Communities in Cultural Life (2013 OSCE Mission 
to Skopje and ARCR),  
19 Grizo, page.26. 
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The lack of data in this area is also obvious from the fourth country report concerning the 

implementation of FCNM, where it is stated that data from the third report regarding 

Article 5 and Article 9 (access to media), that is closely related to Article 5, are still valid. 

Such an approach in the country report does not convey positive indications about the 

preparedness of the country to work on the promotion of these rights of smaller 

communities, and also underlines the problem of monitoring the policies, in general.  

In parallel, due to the institutional structure, the two directorates as bodies within the line 

ministries, i.e. Ministry of education and science and Ministry of culture, have an advisory 

role and limited possibility to influence the decision-making on key matters related to the 

fostering and affirmation of the communities’ identity.  The 2015 European Commission 

Report underlines that the two directorates are insufficiently supported from the budget 

and lack adequate staffing.20 This criticism has been repeatedly stated in several EC 

Progress reports about the country over the last years. With regard to the competencies, 

the competencies of the Directorate for development and promotion of education in the 

languages of the members of the communities overlap with the competencies of other 

bodies functioning within the Ministry of education and science (Bureau for development 

of education, State inspectorate for education, Pedagogical service, etc.). On the other hand, 

the Directorate for affirmation and promotion of the culture of members of communities, 

practically does not take part in the creation of the cultural policy, definition of criteria and 

selection of projects that promote or protect the cultural identity of the members of 

communities through the National program on culture.21 

Moreover, as stated further in the document, the Agency for Communities Rights 

Realization as body that consults the associations through the Participatory forum, still 

does not dispose of funds aimed for activities that promote the cultural identity of the 

communities, even though it is stipulated in the law.  

The analyses on the implementation of the right to culture for the smaller communities 

show that even though the annual programs on realization of the national interest are 

publicly available on the website of the Ministry of culture, one cannot determine whether 

and which of the activities target and/or include the smaller ethnic communities. 22  

With regard to the participation, analyses indicate that the participation of communities 

associations is significantly low because only 16.66% of them reported participation in 

consultation processes about culture on national and local level.23 Additionally, the 

National strategy on culture, as key document in this area, does not include contents that 

                                                           
20 European Commission Country Report, 2015  
21 This has been confirmed by Grizo and Kotevska.  
22 Kotevska, Biljana, Analysis of the Implementation of the Right to Culture for Smaller Ethnic Communities 
23 Melina Grizo, Implementation of the Right to Effective Participation of Communities in Cultural Life (2013 OSCE Mission 
to Skopje and ARCR), page. 63 
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would alleviate the implementation of the communities’ right to effective participation in 

cultural life.24   

Data collected under the current process of qualitative evaluation of the Ohrid Framework 

Agreement implementation indicate that insufficient funds are allocated for development 

of cohesive society, and particularly regarding the financing of citizen associations of the 

smaller communities which are not considered as priority for financing. In the period from 

2008 to 2014,  in accordance with the Strategies for cooperation with the civil sector, the 

Government financially supported total of 362 projects of associations and foundations, out 

of which 27 projects25 belong to the associations of communities that are less than 20% of 

the population in RM and refer to activities for protection of the cultural heritage and 

tradition, education and use of the language of the communities, as well as activities in the 

areas of human rights, building a multiethnic society and European perspectives of the 

country.  

Since 2010, the Government of RM, on proposal by the committee at the Secretariat for 

Implementation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement, has been allocating funds26 from the 

budget aimed at financing the program activities of associations and foundations in order 

to promote interethnic relations, i.e. project grants for building trust among different ethnic 

communities; promotion of successful cohabitation among different ethnic communities; 

promotion of interethnic cooperation in the areas of culture, sport and education; 

promotion of interethnic tolerance; promotion of the implementation of the Ohrid 

Framework Agreement; analysis and monitoring the implementation of the Ohrid 

Framework Agreement. In the period from 2011-2014, the Secretariat for Implementation 

of the Ohrid Framework Agreement from its buget, financially supported total of 140 

projects of associations and foundation, out of which 9 were projects of the associations of 

communities that are less than 20% of the population in RM,27 aimed at activities for 

preservation of the communities’ culture and tradition, building equitable relations and 

cohabitation. 

The problems concerning the financing on central level are largely reflected on local level, 

mostly in respect of non-transparent allocation of funds, which is apparent from the 

examples in four municipalities (Kumanovo, Gostivar, Kocani and Ohrid). 28 Also, culture is 

                                                           
24 ibidem.  
25 In the total number of 27 project, Turkish associations have 4 projects, Vlach associations have 5 projects, Roma 
associations have 13 projects, Serbian associations have 2 projects and associations of other communities have 3 projects 
26 In 2010 - 12.000.000 MKD, 2011 – 11.000.000 MKD, and in 2012, 2013 and 2014 -10.000.000 MKD. 
27 In the total number of 9 projects, Turkish associations have 2 projects,  Vlach associations have 1 project, Roma 
associations have 4 projects and Serbian associations have 2 projects. 
28 Kotevska, Biljana, Analysis of the Implementation of the Right to Culture of the Smaller Ethnic Communities 
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insufficiently represented in the budgets of several municipalities and communities are not 

included in the decision-making process.29 

At the same time, the additional instruments that need to be made available to the smaller 

communities, such as the Fund of the Agency in order to ensure implementation of special 

programs for realization and promotion of the rights of persons belonging to these 

communities, which is formally stipulated in Article 17 and 18 of the Law on Promotion 

and Protection of the Members of Communities that are Less than 20% of the Population in 

RM, are not functional.  There were no allocated funds from the national budget to this 

Fund, and this has been one of the most frequently referred comments and criticism to the 

Agency by all communities. This criticism was also stated during the focus group discussion 

and the Participatory forum for the preparation of this report and noted in numerous 

analyses and EC Progress reports for the country.30 

Focus group participants were familiar that the state is allocating funds for support of 

culture. However, the criteria for financing projects in the area of culture are very strict,31 

the priorities are inadequately set, and some examples were shared about non-transparent 

allocation of funds. In this context, it was further stated that these funds are allocated on 

the basis of political affiliation, which once again links the two grounds as stated in the 

information about Article 5: protection from discrimination. In addition, citizen 

associations compete about funding with big cultural institutions on the calls made by the 

Ministry of culture and the cultural institutions are given priority. 32  During the 

Participatory forum, it was stated that in order to publish a newsletter of a citizen 

association belonging to certain community, the Ministry of culture requests registration of 

the publication activity and hiring a journalist. This presents major problems for the 

associations to conduct a basic activity such as informing their members.  

With regard to the specific comments stated by separate communities, the Turkish 

community strongly believes that the state neither supports nor invests for the 

preservation of its cultural heritage and shared examples such as removal of the 

cobblestones in Kicevo and lack of care for the Fortress in Skopje. There was expressed 

dissatisfaction from the inclusion of the Day on Turkish alphabet as an imposed choice for a 

holiday of this community.  

                                                           
29 Grizo, Implementation of the Right to Effective Participation of Communities in Cultural Life 
30 Grizo, Implementation of the Right to Effective Participation of the Communities in Cultural Life. Koceski, Sreten 
Realization and Protection of the Rights of Ethnic Communities on Local Level: Experiences and Recommendations, 
Skopje, June 2014, See also: Progress report 2013, European Commission, Brussels, 16.10.2013, SVD (2013) 413 (COM 
(2013)700), 61. See: http://www.sep.gov.mk/content/?id=96#.Um6Ug1PYFiQ 
31 Stojkovski, Zoran. Report on the Analysis of the Situation of Civil Organizations that Work on Activities Related to the 
Realization of the Promotion and Protection of the Rights of Members of Communities (2013 OSCE Mission to Skopje and 
ACRR) 
32 Stojanovski, Volislav at al., Analysis between the Implementation and Reality of the National strategy for Roma 
Inclusion – Decade of Roma Inclusion 2005 - 2015, Skopje-  Helsinki Committee of Human Rights in Republic of 
Macedonia, 2014.  
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The Boshnjak community stated that the state does not support its culture at all, and 

expressed further dissatisfaction that the teaching in the Boshjak language is still 

conducted only on experimental basis and not as regular teaching for five years in a row, 

even though the community reacted about this matter on several occasions to the 

competent state institutions.  

The Vlach community is of the opinion that the state partially supports the culture of 

Vlachs on local level, and that young people show no interest for culture and they feel as if 

their language is on the verge of extinction. The municipality of Krusevo is implementing 

the initiative as part of the “Days of Vlach culture“to foster the Vlach language by providing 

awards for best poems, which is also partially assisted with donor funds.  

Both in the focus group discussions and at the Participatory forum, the public broadcaster 

program was assessed as inappropriate, especially concerning the time of broadcasting the 

programs in languages of smaller communities. 

The need for taking more activities on local level for promotion of the culture of the 

communities and the intercultural dialogue, which are also considered as most effective, 

was stressed during the focus group discussion in Krusevo and Kicevo.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 Allocation of funds from the national budget for the Fund of the Agency for 

Communities Rights Realization in order to support the realization and promotion 

of the rights of smaller communities, including in the area of culture.  

 Ensure conditions that enable the members of smaller communities to participate in 

the creation of cultural policy, definition of criteria and selection of projects that 

promote or protect their cultural identity directly or through the Directorate for 

affirmation and promotion of the culture of smaller communities. 

 Allocation of funds in the municipal budgets in order to support the culture of 

communities and establishment of mechanisms that ensure transparency and 

participation of the communities in the decision-making about the allocation of 

funds on local level.  

 

Article 10: Use of language in the communication with central and local 

authorities  
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Official use of the languages of smaller communities is provided in the following 

municipalities33:  

 

Municipality 

 

Used language 

Vrapciste Turkish language* 

Gostivar Turkish language* 

Dolneni Turkish and Boshnjak* 

Krusevo Vlach language* 

Kumanovo Serbian and Romani language* 

Mavrovo and Rostuse Turkish language 

Plansica Turkish language 

Staro Nagoricane Serbian language* 

Studenicani Turkish language* 

Centar Zupa Turkish language 

Cair Turkish language * 

Cucer Sandevo Serbian language* 

Suto Orizari Romani language 

  

Languages with asterisk were proclaimed as official languages based on the decision of the 

councils of local-government units because the non-majority community that speaks the 

respective language is less than 20% of the population.34  

In these municipalities, citizens are entitled to communicate with the municipality in the 

language that is officially used under the decision of the municipal council and to obtain all 

information and documents in the respective language. However, this practice is rarely 

applied due to lack of funds and translation costs (even though ULG have sufficient 

technical equipment).35 The lack of funds in the municipality is further reflected on the 

information provided to the communities in the languages that are officially used in the 

municipalities, usually because of lack of staff to deal with translation and updating of 

materials for the sessions of the council.36 

The monitoring of these policies is a significant weakness with regard to the 

implementation of language policies for non-majority communities. In 2012, the Secretariat 

for Implementation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement established a special Department 

for monitoring the educational process, culture and use of languages, which incompletely 
                                                           
33  Data from Bliznakovski were used for the preparation of the Table and reflect the status in April 2014.  
34  However, one must take into account that in the determination of the language that will be used in the municipality, the 
ethnicity is assumed as a marker that determines the language to be used by the members of the community. Yet, it is not 
necessarily like that.   
35 Confirmed in the analyses by Koceski and Bliznakovski.  
36 Koceski, Sreten, Realization and Protection of the Rights of Ethnic Communities on Local Level: Experiences and 
Recommendations, Skopje, June 2014 
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performs its role.37  Presumably, this type of weak monitoring is the reason that the 

country does not report about the measures concerning the use of languages in the fourth 

report on the realization of FCNM in RM, except for the number of hired court interpreters 

and the ethnic background of judges.  

Focus group findings did confirm the surveys and indicated a persistent lack of translators 

and interpreters that will ensure effective implementation of the provisions on the use of 

language in the communication with central and local authorities.  

Although Vlach language is an official language in the municipality of Krusevo since 2006, 

there is no translator for Vlach language in the municipality, and therefore the language is 

not used in practice.38 If the municipal staff come from the Vlach community, the everyday 

communication is carried out in Vlach language.39 This finding confirms that "verbal 

communication among citizens and ULG is rarely conducted in systematic manner. If both 

the clerk and the citizen speak the language of the non-majority community, the verbal 

communication will be realized. If not, the communication will be realized in the language 

spoken by the clerk, and not in the language spoken by the citizen."40 

Members of the Turkish community in Kicevo underlined that even though an initiative 

was taken to introduce Turkish language in the municipality, it has not been accepted.  

Focus group participants of the Boshnjak community emphasized that the norms, 

regarding the use of Boshnjak language in the institutions, are wrong and despite their 

reactions, the problem has not been resolved. 

The same is confirmed by other surveys, including that ULG do not dispose of budget items 

for costs for translation in the languages of non-majority communities.41 In addition, 

officials are often unable to provide an estimate about the financial implications of local 

language policies.42 

It is a concern that members of communities in some municipalities (mostly rural 

municipalities) refrain from use of their mother tongue, despite its official use, in order to 

avoid creation of a situation in which the "other side” would experience it as provocation.43 

On the other hand, the same was noted in the discussion with the Vlach community in 

Krusevo, that pointed out that this phenomenon is spread beyond the rural areas.   

 

                                                           
37 Bliznakovski, Local Language Policies for Non-majority Communities 
38 In parallel, it was stressed that there is no institution for training of translators.  
39 The same was confirmed by the Roma community in Delcevo.  
40 Bliznakovski, Local Language Policies for Non-majority Communities 
41 Bliznakovski, Jovan. Local Language Policies for Non-majority Communities. Skopje: Institute for Democracy Societas 
Civilis - (IDSCS), 2014 
42 ibidem 
43 Koceski, Realization and Protection of the Rights of Ethnic Communities on Local Level.   
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RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 The Secretariat for Implementation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement and the 

Agency for Communities Rights Realization should establish a system that monitors 

the implementation of language policies on central and local level in order to 

identify and adequately address the weaknesses. 

 Local government units should introduce specific budget items for translation and 

interpretation costs in order to ensure efficient implementation of policies for local 

languages.  

 Strengthening of the linguistic capacities of the state and local administration and 

increasing the number of professional translators and interpreters for the languages 

of smaller communities, in particular by introduction of special studies or 

specialized programs. 

 

Article 15: Effective participation in decision-making and public affairs  

 

Communities that are less than 20% of the population feel discriminated against 

concerning the employment and (non)application of the principle of fair and equitable 

representation.44 The opinion prevails that the recruitment system in the public sector is 

not merit-based, but rather based on the political affiliation, and up to now, it has been 

mainly focused on increasing the number of members of the Albanian community. The last 

EC Report on the country, also includes similar observations that the smaller communities 

are insufficiently represented, while the representation of the biggest non-majority 

community is on the increase.45 

The statistical monitoring of the results from the implementation of the principle for fair 

and equitable representation in the country, with regard to the number of civil servants 

and the methodology for collection and analysis of data, has been further complicated due 

to existence of numerous sources of information (which are not always complete and 

representative). Data on the fair representation are usually obtained from the Ombudsman 

annual reports and/or the database of the Ministry of information society and 

administration and the Ministry of finance. In fact, the lack of statistics based on ethnic 

background is one of the underlined issues in the Third opinion of the Advisory Committee.  

During the Participatory forum, criticism was expressed that the Fourth report on the 

implementation of FCNM in the country, does not give due account of the importance and 

                                                           
44 The problems concerning the application of this principle, especially about the smaller communities, were confirmed in 
the Ombudsman report for 2014. 
45  EC Report 2015, available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2015/20151110_report_the_former_yugoslav_republic_of_maced
onia.pdf 
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relevance of the implementation of the fair and equitable representation principle, because 

the report only includes an overview about the judiciary, but not about the situation in the 

state and public administration. Furthermore, a column about the Roma community is 

missing in the overview about the ethnic background of the court staff.  

 

Table 1: Representation of the communities in the administration according to the 

Ombudsman46 
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82555 63761 77.23 13966 16.92 1340 1.62 574 0.7 1315 1.59 570 0.69 256 0.31 773 0.9 

 

For these reasons, two sources of data were used for this shadow report.   

The first source refers to data (although incomplete – See Ombudsman Report)47 from the 

Ombudsman database which illustrates the discrepancy in terms of representation of the 

two biggest communities compared to the smaller communities.  

The Table below shows the number of new recruited staff in the period from 2012-2014. 

These data are obtained from the Central registry of civil servants that is kept by the 

Ministry of information society and administration. The newly recruited staff is presented 

according to the ethnic background and gender.  

 
Table 2: Results in the programmic area employment – central government 

                                                           
46 Annual report of the Ombudsman for 2014.  
47 Not all state administration bodies submit data to the Ombudsman. 
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 2014 2013 2012 
 # M F # M F # M F 
ML 10628 4876 5752 10051 4605 5446 10166 4670 5496 
AL 4387 2943 1444 4144 2768 1376 3942 2653 1289 
TR 370 234 136 322 195 127 333 203 130 
RO 219 133 86 207 125 82 222 136 86 
VL 109 48 61 117 54 63 110 50 60 
SR 232 104 128 220 101 119 224 102 122 
BO 113 52 61 107 49 58 104 49 55 
Other 154 81 73 153 80 73 146 69 77 
Total 16212 8471 7741 15321 7977 7344 15247 7932 7315 

 

Source: Report from the Central registry of civil servants 2009-2015 

 

The two reports illustrate a quantitative progress in the application of the fair and 

equitable representation principle in almost all communities. However, with the exception 

of the Serbian and Vlach community, other smaller communities are not even slightly 

represented in the civil service given the number of their population, even though since 

2001 up to now, there are results that show an increase in the participation of the Roma 

community in the civil service, which is followed by the Boshnjak and Turkish community. 

Such mild quantitative (i.e. apparent) progress is also concluded in the Ombudsman 

reports. The existence of big number of institutions that have not reached the mandatory, 

i.e. satisfactory level of fair and equitable representation, is also established. According to 

the Ombudsman report, this principle is insufficiently applied for the managerial staff, and 

also for the representation of smaller communities both in terms of the total number of 

staff and staff at managerial positions.48 

With regard to the representation of the Roma community, focus group members pointed 

out that despite the statistical increase in representation, one should take into account the 

profile of the staff and lack of appointments on managerial positions. Furthermore, at the 

Participatory forum it was stressed that currently there is only one Roma judge in the 

country, hence indicating the low representation of this community in the judiciary, and 

that there are no Roma educators for Roma children in the pre-school education.  

Other communities expressed similar criticism regarding the representation, except for the 

Vlach community who believe to be sufficiently represented. However, they all believe that 

there is abuse in cases when the affirmative actions are used by members of other 

                                                           
48 Ombudsman report for 2014, available at http://ombudsman.mk/upload/Godisni%20izvestai/GI-
2014/GI%202014.pdf  
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communities who would declare another ethnicity in order to find employment. Focus 

group participants from the Turkish community stressed the small employment 

opportunities as one of the reasons that young people of this community leave the country.  

As it was already presented at the beginning of this report, the opinion prevails that the 

application of the fair and equitable representation principle and the employment itself are 

politicized, whereby all focus group participants think that they are based on the political 

affiliation and not on the principles of competence. Moreover, many individuals who have 

been employed by the Secretariat for Implementation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement 

are not appointed to positions and therefore the provision of effective and real 

participation in public life becomes very questionable. The increase in the number of civil 

servants in the public administration that do not go to work, was also noted in the 

European Commission Report on the country from November 2015.49  

In the public opinion poll from December 2013 regarding the application of the fair and 

equitable representation principle, the respondents had negative opinion about the 

application of this principle, whereby “wrong political affiliation“  is the most probable 

reason that leads to non-application of the fair and equitable representation principle. 

Hence, it was ranked as the most important reason.50 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 Reexamination of the manner in which the fair and equitable representation 

principle is applied in the administration, with special focus on the respect for the 

competence-based principle.  

 Increased dynamics and enhanced representation of smaller communities in the 

public administration on central and local level, including on managerial positions, 

by introduction of affirmative/positive measures and system for non-filling the 

“vacancies“ that are reserved for smaller communities.  

                                                           
49 European Commission, 2015 Progress Report, available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2015/20151110_report_the_former_yugoslav_republic_of_maced
onia.pdf 
50 Velichkovska, Gordana. Application of the Principle for Fair and Equitable Representation: Citizens’ Perception. Tetovo: 
Association - Institute for community development, 2013 
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Annex: Information on the Participatory forum  
 

The Participatory forum was established by the Agency for Communities Rights 

Realization in 2011.51 It was established in accordance with the authorizations entrusted to 

the Agency for Communities Rights Realization by law, which are specified in Articles 2, 3, 

10, 13 and 16 of the Law on Promotion and Protection of the Rights of the Members of 

Communities that are Less than 20% of the Population in RM (Official Gazette No. 92/2008 

from 22 July 2008), and in accordance with international standards for realization, 

promotion and protection of the rights of minorities. The forum enables direct 

communication, dialogue and cooperation of the communities with the competent state 

bodies and institutions and their active and efficient participation in policy creation and 

decision-making processes.  

The establishment and work of the Participatory forum has been continuously supported 

by the OSCE Mission to Skopje. 

The Participatory forum was officially constituted with the appointment of its 

members and adoption of the Methodology of work (No. 03-184/03 from 

16.12.2011), which sets forth the mission and goal of the forum, its composition and terms 

of reference, as well as other matters related to its work. The Participatory forum consists 

of representatives of relevant state administration bodies and institutions on central level 

which are authorized to work in the area of promotion, realization and protection of the 

rights of communities (Agency for Communities Rights Realization, Secretariat for 

Implementation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement, Secretariat for European Affairs, Anti-

discrimination commission, Ombudsman, Ministries of education and science, culture, local 

self-government, labor and social policy, justice, foreign affairs, as well as representatives 

of 11 citizen associations whose strategic goal and determination are the protection, 

promotion and realization of the rights of the communities. 

The forum meets four times annually to discuss matters of interest for the communities 

and to take positions and issue recommendations about the promotion of the realization of 

the rights and status of smaller communities. 

The Participatory forum has held numerous meetings, so far, when the following matters 

were discussed:  

·         Fair and equitable representation of the communities, October 2012 

                                                           
51 The Agency for Communities Rights Realization was established according to the Law on Promotion and Protection of 
the Rights of the Members of the Communities that are Less than 20% of the Population in Republic of Macedonia, 
adopted on 17 July 2008 
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·         Situation regarding the education and upbringing of the members of communities 

that are less than 20% in the country, December 2012 

 ·         Changes and interpretation of the legal acts concerning the communities and 

identification of mechanisms for communication between the communities and the state 

administration bodies, May 2013 

·         Access of the members of communities to mass media and Analysis of the 

situation of civic organizations which in their statutes include a competence for work 

related to the realization of the promotion and protection of the rights of the 

communities, June 2013 

·         Fair and equitable representation of the members of the communities in Republic 

of Macedonia, October 2013 

·         Implementation of the right to effective participation of the communities in 

cultural life, November 2013 

·         Access to funds and grants for supporting the civil organizations of the members 

of communities, May 2014 

·         Realization and protection of the rights of communities on local level, experiences 

and recommendations, June 2014 

·         Realization of the right to access the media and right to information of the 

communities on local level, October 2014 

·         Implementation of the right of the communities to participate in cultural life on 

local level, November 2014                          

·         Multiculturalism and integration of the society based on diversities, October 2015 
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