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I ntroduction

The causes, dynamics, and outcomes of armed doarfécusually studied from an aggregated
country-level perspective. This body of researchlien successful in identifying a handful
of factors that in general distinguish between p&d@nd unstable societies. For example,
we now know that intrastate conflicts occur mosgyirently in large, poor, ethnically diverse,
and oil-rich societies (Hegre and Sambanis, 20Dégpite all its merits, however, this
research is not well suited to evaluate micro-lexgdlanations for social unrest — to which
theories of civil war often refer (e.g. Gurr, 197Byen so, it is not uncommon in these studies
to draw inferences about local determinants anithgals’ motivation. For example, some
argue that the powerful empirical association betwiew per capita income and outbreak of
civil war is driven by low opportunity costs of fohg a rebellion in such countries (Collier
and Hoeffler, 2004). While unemployment and povemgy well be important risk factdys

this deduction nonetheless constitutes an ecolbfgitacy as it offers a micro-level
explanation for an observed country-level pattdtare generally, an unfortunate but often
unnoticed limitation of the habitual state-centeess is the implicit assumption that conflicts
have a uniform spatial impact on the conflict-riddmcietied. A brief look at the
contemporary world, with its many peripheral in®ngies, shows that this is not a very
attractive assumption. In fact, geography exepsraasive influence on armed conflict. In
Colombia, vast forests and inaccessible rural Hames, coupled with an unusually favorable
resource endowment, have made the current guesdlfehe longest uninterrupted intrastate
conflict in the post-World War Il period (Harbomdawallensteen, 2007). And it is hard to
imagine that the insurgencies in Cabinda, AngolAssam, India would have lasted for
decades, had they not enjoyed local support angr@xtin some of the most outlying areas
of the affected countries.

Civil war is not a diffuse disease that afflictaiotries, but rather a conflict between a central
state authority and peripheral groups, be theylliebe ethnic minorities, terrorist networks,
or others insurgent actors. Consequently, confliotsusually limited in spatial extent and
leave large portions of the populations unaffecRidentangling conflict processes to
uncover the key actor constellations driving canfis crucial if we seek to further knowledge
on the micro-foundations of rebellion: a convincaxplanation has to offer a localized
account involving real actors with real motivegherir proper social and spatiotemporal

context. Recognizing this, researchers are inanghsadopting disaggregated approaches to



the study of conflict (e.g. Buhaug and Gates, 2@ haug and Rad, 2006; Hegre and
Raleigh, 2005; Gates and Murshed, 2006; Raleightaddl, 2007; Weidmann et al., 2007).

Most systematic micro-level research on civil wancerns questions of origin or dynamics
of hostilities; comparatively little attention hlsen paid to post-conflict developments and
normalization of inter-group relations. One exceptis Humphreys and Weinstein (2007),
who explore determinants of successful demobibzasind reintegration of former
combatants in Sierra Leone. Other exceptions ikcigona and Kalyvas’ (2006) similar
analysis for the case of Colombia and Annan et £006) evaluation of the state of youth in
Northern Uganda. Despite the importance of evalgaliDR (disarmament, demobilization,
and reintegration) programs, however, these stuidfes little insight on reconciliation of the

large masses.

One study that does take a broader approach assihe of post-conflict reconciliation is
Ringdal et al. (2007). Based on data from a sucamducted in the aftermath of the 2001
conflict in Macedonia, they investigate the Macadarpublic’s opinion on the cause of
conflict, desirability of ethnic reintegration, atite implementation of the peace agreement.
They find that the respondents’ ethnicity trumpgier individual-level characteristics in
explaining the variation in attitudes. Fundamentalial and socio-economic factors, such as
age, gender, and education, have only trivial ¢ffatany at all. The only other factors that
seem to co-vary with the respondents’ answers;, eftetrolling for ethnicity, are contextual
in nature: whether any fatalities occurred in thenioipality, and some regional effects.
Clearly, the Macedonian society was still heavilyngcally polarized at the time the survey

was conducted, in late 2003.

In 2005, a second survey was conducted where hi88i original respondents were re-
interviewed. This makes it possible to trace changattitudes towards the conflict as time
passes by. Moreover, while the original study éxkal some geographic patterns in
attitudes, this finding was not explored in furtdetail but rather acted as a control for multi-
level variations. Hence, in this paper we startbmparing the attitudes towards the conflict
and the peace process among the Macedonian andiétbletween 2003 and 2005. Next,
we explore the relative influence of individual-damunicipality-level factors on the
respondents’ views on the conflict, using data ftbm 2005 survey only. Our findings

compare well with Ringdal et al. (2007) wherebyngthidentity by far offers the best



explanation for the variation in the dependentataldgs. We also find some indication that
proximity to Kosovo and proximity to violent evergfect the ethnic groups in different
ways, although the (preliminary) results do noilgdasanslate into a consistent and unitary

explanation of social behavior.

The Macedonian Conflict

The violent conflicts accompanying the break-uphef former Yugoslav state during the
1990s were among the most devastating in Europe $\forld War Il. The conflict and
suffering was most severe in Bosnia-Herzegovinakaoabvo, but was substantial also in
Croatia and Serbia. Slovenia escaped with onlyra lmeef period of military conflict, and
Montenegro escaped with the exception of someggaation in the conflicts in Croatia and
Bosnia and Herzegovina. The last republic to faek aonflict was Macedonia, which only

experienced limited fighting and civil strife in @D.

From 1945 through 1990, Macedonia existed as abtepuithin the federal state of
Yugoslavia. This period came to en end in 1991 wdesferendum on independence was
held and a majority of 74 percent voted in favofasfing an independent state. Macedonia
declared its full independence from Yugoslaviaanuary 1992. The Yugoslav government
cooperated by withdrawing all federal troops froradddonia, and the transition to

independence was peaceful.

The Kosovo War of 1998-99 had a deep impact on Maga. During the conflict,

Macedonia received about 335,000 refugees fromoithern neighbor and the economy
deteriorated by the breakdown of trade with Yugdslain 2001, Macedonia’s fragile
interethnic balance collapsed and fighting betwitbenMacedonian armed forces and the
UCK (Ushtria Clirimtare KombétareNational Liberation Army) erupted. Soon, the cioyn
was on the verge of civil war. During the springlaummer of 2001, government forces and
the UCK were fighting around Tetovo, Skopje, andr@movo. More than 100 people were
killed and a large number of people were displatéghy Albanians fled to Kosovo as a
result of the fighting, and anti-Albanian riots éhnic Macedonians broke out in a number of
cities.



After several failed ceasefires and attempted rniagans, EU and US mediators assembled
the leaders of the main political parties in thg of Ohrid for peace talks, which resulted in
the “framework agreement,” signed on 13 August,120he Ohrid agreement provided
constitutional amendments for raising the statuhefethnic Albanian communities,
including increased local self-government and iasesl participation of ethnic Albanians in
the civil services. Despite tensions over the im@atation of the framework agreement,
hurdles have gradually been surmounted and sufipdite peace plan has increased with
time.

Today, Macedonia has a population of just over lloniinhabitants. The two major ethnic
groups are Macedonians, 66 percent, and Albankhpercent, of the total population. In
addition, there are smaller minorities of Turkgpétcent), Gypsies (3 percent), and Serbs (2
percent). The great majority of ethnic MacedoniaresOrthodox Christians, but there is also
a minority of ethnic Macedonian Muslims. Nearly Albanians in Macedonia are of Muslim
faith.

Resear ch Questions

This paper builds on Ringdal et al. (2007), whoduse 2003 survey to analyze perceptions
of the causes of violence and attitudes to the Eveark Agreement (FA) in Macedonia. They
found that attitudes towards the Agreement wemgelgirexplained by the respondent’s ethnic
affiliation. Ethnic Macedonians tended to agred tha conflict was mainly due to Albanian
criminal gangs, the influence of Kosovar Albaniaregillas, and external actors, such as the
United States and Albanians from outside Maceddniaontrast, most ethnic Albanians
stated that the conflict was about fighting for @y, fair treatment for Albanians, and local
autonomy and representation. A similar patterntiohie polarization was evident in the
evaluation of the FA. Indeed, the respondent’sieitynrsuppressed all other individual-level

explanation, including age, sex, and education.

In this paper, we reassess the original results meiver data while simultaneously paying
more explicit attention to the role of contextuadtiors. One potential explanation for the very
strong effect of ethnic identity reported by Rineliaal. (2007) could be that it captures
unmeasured elements of geography. Albanians wésantially more positive towards the

FA than were ethnic Macedonians, but the confleb #ook place in areas with predominant



Albanian settlement. This could imply that the ora finding is not all about ethnicity but
also partly reflects a stronger war-weariness antlbage who felt the violence most
intensely. A first research question that will xplered, then, is:

How does spatial proximity to the conflict influerattitudes towards the Framework
agreement?

Second, disregarding all sorts of war-related trasirspatial proximity to violent events —
which is likely to correlate with loss of relativaad friends — may also explain distrust and
unwillingness to integrate with the ‘other’. Evidenof a somewhat similar logic is found in
Humphreys and Weinstein (2007), who report on forcoenbatants in Sierra Leone that
‘past participation in an abusive military factisithe strongest predictor of difficulty in
achieving social reintegration.” This could be fotated as follows:

How does spatial proximity to the conflict influerattitudes towards reconciliation?

A third possible avenue is to explore the influeatéocal ethnic composition in more detail.
Surprisingly, ethnic balance had no influence ahvidual attitudes in the original study, but
that only considered a linear effect of share dfailians in municipality. Based on country-
level arguments about cultural polarization andeatroonflict (e.g. Montalvo and Reynal-
Querol, 2005), one might perhaps expect attituoesitds the peace process and
reconciliation to be particularly polarized in eitally divided communities. However, in
very small multi-ethnic municipalities, settlemeatg likely to be integrated rather than
segregated, which suggests an interactive efféateam size and ethnic composition. A third
research question that will be explored here is:

How does the local ethnic composition influenc#éwates towards ethnic integration?

Material and M ethods

The design of the 2003-2005 panel

In the statistical analysis below, we rely on pateh of Macedonian respondents 2005.
However, we start by comparing the distributioratiftudes in 2005 with those extracted
from the 2003 survey. The first wave of the surgayMacedonia was conducted as part of
the South-East European Social Survey Program (SBE&uring November—December
2003 by Brima, Gallup. The survey involved two ipdadent samples of 1,018 and 1,019

respondents, selected from the adult populatioanedonia. A supplemental sample of 556



ethnic Albanians was added to secure precise @stinfiar this minority ethnic minority. In
all, this gives us 2,593 observations for 2003.

The first two general samples were based on seatihultistage cluster sampling designs.
The supplementary sample of ethnic Albanians iredla similar design, but was limited to
predominantly Albanian municipalities and neighkmtis. The relatively high level of
residential segregation across settlements anch umtighborhoods made this selective
sampling relatively easy and representative. Irgveeral samples, 78 percent of the
respondents were ethnic Macedonians or “othersilevi2 percent were ethnic Albanians.
These proportions approximate the most recent (2082sus-based estimates of the relative
sizes of these subpopulations. Adding the suppléahsample of ethnic Albanians provides a
total sample of 993 Albanians, 1,478 ethnic Macémiws) and 119 from other minority

groups.

The lowest-level sampling clusters constitute Gespondents, selected on a random-route

walking pattern from 450 sample points in 88 of 128 Macedonian municipalities (census
2002 definition; see Figure 1). All sampling clustevere ethnically homogeneous, primarily
due to the high level of ethnic residential segtiega



Figure 1. Macedonian municipalities and incidents of serious violence

Kosovo

Megoting ,)*
1}

s

)
5”}/_-
\(
-\A

= fb{ B \L:‘;ﬁ“"’% ‘
Albania c;F o T /?[ L

e i e i
‘“’*ﬂ?z;w ;‘*’; ::J T oA
bao K.RW}“;H Jsufodol \l’/&\/ =

4 . ;_L L\j‘_‘ e - \\::J,/I

The second wave of the panel was conducted ir2@@8. Brima, Gallup succeeded in re-
interviewing 1,881 respondents — 72.5 percent®fit sample in the first wave. The panel
consists of 35.6 percent ethnic Albanians and pdrdent ethnic Macedonians. The 119
respondents from other minority groups in the fivatve were not covered by the 2005

survey.

All interviews were conducted at the respondentshs. Both Macedonian and Albanian
language versions of the questionnaires were ulsedearly all cases, the ethnicity of the
respondents could be anticipated, which allowedguan interviewer of the same nationality

and using the most appropriate language versidineofuestionnaire.

Multilevel analysis
We assume a two-level hierarchical model wherel{B81 respondents constitute level 1 and
the 88 municipalities represented in our sampleemgklevel 2. It is important to incorporate



this data structure into the statistical model sTlhads to the choice of multilevel models to
be analyzed by the Mlwin software (Rasbash et@G42 This type of software allows us to
introduce x-variables at various levels and reggtimates with correct standard errors for

level 2 and level 3 variables.

The regression constant in this model is simplyaerall mean of the dependent variable. It
has subscripts both for the sample clusters anththecipalities, showing that it may vary
among both types of contexts. Our basic multilemetel has two equations, one for the

individual level and one for the municipality level

Yi =6 v By Xty g
,Boj ::30+U0j

Thei subscript represents respondeptienotes sample points, akdepresents
municipalities. The last term is the individual-dtvesidual, analogous to the residual in an
OLS regression except for the two extra subscripts.allow for within-level correlation
among the residuals but assume no correlation si&gwsls. The covariance matrix involving
these terms will also be estimated in a multilearalysis. This allows us to estimate the
intra-class correlations and assess how much ofahation in the dependent variables is

between the sample clusters and between the mabhiigp.

In the basic model, only the intercept is inclutedhow random variation among the
municipalities. The basic model may be elaboratedduling more individual-level
explanatory variables, by adding municipality cleteastics, or by allowing one or more

regression coefficients to vary randomly amongnthumicipalities.

Results

A comparison of the results from the 2003 and 2005 surveys

Before we turn to the analysis of attitudes towdhgspeace process, based on the 2005
survey, we want to compare the second wave ofuttheg with the original 2003 data used
by Ringdal et al. (2007). Figure 2 compares theane attitude towards the cause of the

conflict and support for the FA by ethnic affiliati and across time. High scores on the scale



for perception of the causes of the conflict implgming the Albanian side or outside forces

for the conflict, while high values on the otherasere implies support for the agreement.

Figure 2. Changesin perceptions and attitudes by ethnicity, 2003-2005
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Evidently, the Macedonian society exhibits a didtiethnic polarization, even if it were
slightly less profound in 2005 than in 2003. Ortals from 1 to 5, the mean score for ethnic
Macedonians in 2003 were around 4.3, whereas timeceAlbanians scored below 2.5. There
is no change among the ethnic Albanians from 26005, but ethnic Macedonians showed
a statistically significant change in the directafrthe Albanian view. Both ethnic groups
show increased support for the FA from 2003 to 2006 the ethnic polarization is
unchanged; the ethnic Albanians strongly agreethi®aFA is key to solve the problems in

Macedonia, whereas the ethnic Macedonians tengsagite with this.

Additional questions on the Framework Agreement in the 2005 survey
In the 2005 survey, there are additional questwnghe Agreement. Our analysis will be
based on two questions on general attitudes t6Ah@nd seven questions on evaluation of

various aspects of the Agreement. First, we deschb results in full for the sample as a



whole. Next, we identify the factors that may famo scales and we show the distribution of
the scale separately for the two main ethnic grompdacedonia. The question wordings and

the results are displayed in Table 1.

Table 1. Questions on the Framework Agreement, 2005 survey

General evaluation of the agreement Yes No
Do you think the framework agreement was a
good thing? 60.2 39.§
Is keeping to the terms of the framework
agreement essential to keeping peace in
Macedonia? 68.5 31.5

Like it very| Dislike it
Aspects of the Framework Agreement much Like it Neutral | Dislike it| very much
The decentralization of political power to the
municipalities 21.1 30.3 29.4 13.0 6.3
The changes in municipality borders 12.3 184 27.98 25.6 16.0
Ethnic quotas for hiring persons for public jols A6 15.1 22.2 27.0 19.2
Ethnic quotas for political representation 14.4  14.7 27.3 25.3 18.3
The establishment of a state-supported Albanian
university 29.0 7.5 12.2 20.4 30.9
The Albanian language being made another
official language 292 4.5 7.3 18.3 40.7
The amnesty for those who fought in 2001 5.8 9.8 16.0 16.5 31.9

A majority of the respondents (60—70 %) answerees™o the two general questions on the
FA; whether they thought “the Framework Agreemeas\a good thing” and that “keeping to
the Framework Agreement is essential to keepingggaMacedonia.” There is substantial
variation in the extent of support to the variospexcts of the Agreement. The most popular
consequence is the decentralization of politicavgroto the municipalities. A majority
supports this, while only around 29 percent dislike The remaining aspects are more
disliked than liked by the majority of the respontde The least popular aspect is making the

Albanian language an additional official languagéacedonia.

The individuals’ responses to the two general goestare quite strongly correlated (r=0.67).
The scale formed by adding the binary scores ®two questions therefore shows a
satisfactory level of internal consistency (Crorba@lpha=0.77). A factor analysis of the
guestions on the degree of like and dislike of seagpects of the FA shows that a one-
dimensional scale may be formed from these itefie mean correlation among the
responses is 0.62 and the Cronbachs alpha foc#he is 0.92. The scale is computed as the
mean score for each respondent based on the segstians. The scale range from 1 to 5,
and a score of 1 means that the respondent hagetstDislike it very much” to all

10



guestions, and a score of 5 means that the respbhde answered “Like it very much” to all
guestions.

Figures 3 and 4 show the distribution of the twales for each of the two main ethnic
groups. The polarization is especially visiblehe general evaluation of the Agreement,
where the Macedonians are evenly distributed achesscale, whereas most Albanians
cluster at the highest score. The mean score Tsf@r8Albanians and 0.97 for ethnic
Macedonians. There is more variation within tHen&t groups on the 5-point scale on
subcomponents of the FA, but the ethnic dividdilsapparent. Most Macedonians score
below 3 (“Neutral”) whereas almost all Albaniansigchigher than 3. This results in a low

mean score of 2.16 for the Macedonians and a migtiehmean of 4.23 for the Albanians.

Figure 3. General evaluation of the Framework Agreement by ethnic group
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Figure 4. Attitudes towar ds aspects of the Framework Agreement by ethnic group
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In summary, we have seen that respondents’ etiigcé major determinant of the evaluation
of the Framework Agreement, although we may traseak decline in the extent of
polarization from 2003 to 2005. However, a majodfythe Macedonians in both ethnic
groups seems to support ethnic integration. Akeéduture solution for the state of
Macedonia, both ethnic group tend to favor theustguo, though more so among the ethnic

Macedonians than the ethnic Albanians.

Questions on ethnic integration and future solutions for Macedonia

The five questions on ethnic integration show thatmajority of Macedonians favors
integration — especially by living and working tdlger, but less so for multi-ethnic radio and
television programs and multiethnic political past(Table 2). The four questions on the
future status of Macedonia show strong supportHerstatus quo and only weak support for

divided solutions.
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Table 2. Questions on ethnic integration and future solutions for M acedonia

1 Strongly|
in favour off 2 Only 4 Only
this weakly in 3 weakly |5 Strongly

Questions on Integration happening favour |Indifferent| against against
)Albanians and Macedonians living together in
the same neighborhoods 34.0 34.3 16.2 9.0 6.5
IAlbanians and Macedonians working together in
the same work places 38.9 38.2 12.2 6.5 4.2
Macedonian and Albanian going to the same
schools, at the same times, together B32.7 30.2 17.6 11.7 7.8
More truly multi-ethnic radio and television
stations and programs 19.8 27.5] 26.1] 13.7 12.9
The development of integrated multi-ethnic
political parties 18.5 25.6 28.7] 13.1 14.1

1 Very | 2 Good 4 Bad |5 Very bad
Questions on future solution good thing| thing 3 Neutral| thing thing
Macedonian society and the state should stay
like they are now 551 24.8 13.1 4.7 2.2
Macedonia should stay a state with its same
borders, but in this state, Macedonian and
IAlbanian communities should be separate,
independent, and control themselves 8.1 17.2 20.8 30.0 23.8
Macedonia should be divided into two separate
independent states, one for ethnic Albanian
Macedonians and one for ethnic Macedoniarns 4.0 9.5 16.6 22.9 47.1
Macedonia should be divided, with one state|for
ethnic Macedonians, and with the other territory
joining with Albania and/or Kosoy 4.2 6.9 17.2 18.3 53.4

Statistical analyses show that both sets of questioe one-dimensional and we have created

a scale with high scores for those favoring integtaolutions and another scale with high

scores for those favoring the status quo solutiodacedonia. Both scales show satisfactory

psychometric properties for the total sample imtepf internal consistency with Cronbach

alpha well above 0.8 and mean correlations abdve 0.

The differences on the scales between the two athimic groups are shown in figures 5 and

6. Figure 5 shows that the difference between Maians and Albanians on ethnic

integration is small, although the latter group aa®mewhat higher mean score (3.89 vs.

3.44). The figure also shows that a considerabterity of the Macedonians oppose ethnic

integration.
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Figure 5. Support ethnic integration by ethnic group
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Figure 6. Support status quo solution for Macedonia
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Figure 6 shows that the two ethnic groups respdiferently to the question of future
solutions for Macedonia. The Macedonians are styangavor of the status quo; almost no
one shows sympathy with a divided solution. Theaflllans are much more divided on this

issue and the distribution of the responses is sytmcraround the neutral position.

A multilevel analysis of the attitudes to the Framework Agreement

The variables to be used in the multilevel analgsésdescribed in Table 3. The first panel
lists the four dependent variables: two scales nr@agssupport for the Framework
Agreement and two scales measuring opinion onutwed solution for Macedonia. The
second panel describes a conventional set of mhairegressors. Then follows a set of
municipality-level regressors that capture the ietknmposition and geographic context of
the units. The final panel describes three crosshiateractions, all involving the indicator of

Albanian ethnicity.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for the variablesin the multilevel analyses, N min. =1839.

Dependent variables Min. Max. Mean Std.
General support for the Framework Agreement, scale 0 2 1.29 0.86
Support for 7 aspects of the Framework Agreemeates 1 5 2.89 1.19
Support for ethnic integration, scale 1 5 3.60 0.96
Support for status quo, scale 1 5 3.95 0.93
Individual level regressors

Albanian ethnicity (1=Albanian, 0O=Macedonians, off)e 0 1 0.39

Female (1=female, O=male) 0 1 0.53

Age 18 80 43.47 16.42
Years of education 0 24 10.31 3.71
Attending religious services, seldom - often 1 1 4.34 2.35
Village (1=rural, O=town, city) 0 1 0.48
Municipality level regressors

Percent ethnic Albanians in municipality 0 99.51 33.83 35.49
Kosovo border municipalities 0 1 0.20

Violence in municipality (1=violence, 0=no violence 0 1 0.30

Violence in neighboring municipality (1=violencesrb violence) 0 1 0.23
Cross-level interactions

Albanian on Kosovo border 0 1 0.14

Violence in municipality by Albanian ethnicity 0 1 0.17

Violence in neighboring municipality by Albaniarheicity 0 1 0.12

For each of the two first dependent variables, axelestimated a series of five models,
starting with the baseline model without any regoes. The second model adds a single
explanatory variable, the indicator of Albanianretity. Model 3 is the full individual-level

model. In model 4, the main effects of the munikiipdevel regressors are added, and in the
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final model the cross-level interactions are alddeal. The results are displayed in Tables 4
and 5. Table 4 shows the random part, the variaaogonents. The (fixed) regression

coefficients are presented in Table 5.

The purpose of the null model is to split the vacmin the dependent variables in two
components: between-municipality variation (Su) atthin-municipality variation (Se).
These components may be used to estimate theciaga-correlation (ICC), the proportion of
variance that is due to variation among the mualdips. The between-municipality variation
in the baseline model may also be compared witlsithéar amount in more elaborate

models for calculation of explained variance.

Starting with the general support fort the FramdwAagreement, the intra-class correlation is
0.26, implying that 26 percent of the variancéhia scale is due to the between-municipality
variation. However, the introduction of Albaniameicity in model 2 captures % of this effect
and reduces the intra-correlation to a small amdardther words, most of the variation
among the municipalities in general support is ax@d by a composition effect. The more
complex models contribute little to increase thplaixed variance. The -2 log likelihood

statistic is lower in the more complex models, thetdecline is only marginally significant.

The intra-class correlation for the second depetnagnmable, the scale capturing support for
various subcomponents of the FA, is large: mora &tapercent of the variance in the scale is
due to variation among the municipalities. In limi¢h the general support scale, most of that
variation is explained by entering the indicatoAtifanian ethnicity (Model 2), and more

complex models explains only marginally more of bleéween-municipality variation.
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Table 4. Variance components from multilevel regression models on attitudesto the

Framework Agreement @

General support for the Framework Agreement

(n=1780) M1 M2 M3 M4 M5
Individual level variance (Se) 0.587 0.51- 0.509 0.510 0.50¢
Between municipality variance (Su) 0.209 0.05: 0.052 0.044 0.051
Explained between municipality variance 0.000 0.74¢ 0.748 0.788 0.75¢
Intra-class correlatioh 0.262 0.09¢

-2 log likelihood 4255.( 3940.¢ 3931.1 3924.8 3916.:
Support for 7 aspect of the Framework agreement

(n=1808)

Individual level variance (Se) 0.727 0.36: 0.356 0.356 0.33¢
Between municipality variance (Su) 0.805 0.08: 0.083 0.079 0.081
Explained between municipality variance 0.000 0.89: 0.898 0.903 0.89¢
Intra-class correlation (ICC) 0.526 0.18i

-2 log likelihood 4790.¢ 3421t 3391.6 3388.5 3304.

“Models: M1: only intercept, M2: ethnicity, M3ilf individual model, M4: M3 + main effect of coidt
variables, M5: M4+ cross-level interactions.

® The intra-class correlation (ICC) shows the préiporof the total variance in the outcome varialttest are
due to differences among the municipalities.

The fixed regression coefficients are displayedable 5. Let us start with the individual-
level variables. As expected, Albanian ethnicitgwsh strong relationships to both dependent
variables. Ethnic Albanians score about 1 poinbh&igon the general support scale than
ethnic Macedonians, and close to 2 points highgahemmean support for different aspects of
the Agreement. The remaining individual level exjalory variables show only non-

significant or very weak relationships to the twvapdndent variables.

Model 4 also contains four municipality-level vdnlies: percent ethnic Albanians, indicators
for municipalities bordering Kosovo, and the twdigators of proximity to violence. None of
these shows any statistically significant effectloatwo dependent variables on support for

the Framework Agreement.

Model 5, which includes cross-level interactionsykg a little better. For the first dependent
variable, the Kosovo border indicator shows astiatlly significant effect and the
interaction of that variable with Albanian ethnjctomes close to statistical significance
(p=0.09). This shows that the ethnic Macedoniaosgthe Kosovo border score about 0.4
points lower than ethnic Macedonians living in naipalities adjacent to the Kosovo border.

The effect of being on the Kosovo border for Allzars is found by adding the two
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coefficients (-0.397+0.280). Evidently, Albanianmsthe Kosovo border do not differ much in
the general evaluation of the Framework Agreemmmhfethnic Albanians living elsewhere

in Macedonia. Surprisingly, whether there was wiokein the municipality during the conflict
has no effect on the general attitudes to the Edamdless of ethnicity. However, Table 5
shows that violence in a neighboring municipaliyassociated with a reduction in support for
the Agreement, but only among Albanians, and tfecefs only borderline significant
(p=0.062).

Table 5. A multilevel analysis of attitudesto the Framework Agreement (FA), Models 4
and 5.2

General support for FA Support for aspects of FA

Model 4 B S.e Sig. B S.e. Sig.
Intercept 0.666 0.118 0.000 1.924 0.104 0.000
Albanian ethnicity 1.035 0.061 0.000 2.179 0.051 0.000
Female 0.021 0.036 0.563 -0.069 0.030 0.020
Age 0.003 0.001 0.016 0.001 0.001 0.150
Years of education 0.015 0.005 0.008 0.020 0.005 0.000
Attending religious services 0.009 0.008 0.269 0.002 00D. 0.813
Village 0.011 0.047 0.815 -0.020 0.041 0.619
Percent ethnic Albanians -0.001 0.001 0.576 -0.001 010.0 0.493
Kosovo border municipalities -0.164 0.106 0.129 0.054 .120 0.663
Violence in municipality 0.067 0.098 0.496 0.020 0.117 .863
Violence in neighboring municipality -0.156 0.092 9/0 -0.168 0.110 0.131
Model 5°

Percent ethnic Albanians -0.001 0.001 0.645 -0.001 010.0 0.480
Kosovo border municipalities -0.397 0.154 0.012 -0.253 0.160 0.116
Violence in municipality 0.084 0.136 0.540 -0.174 0.147 0.240
Violence in neighboring municipality 0.000 0.114 99 0.330 0.123 0.009
Albanian on Kosovo border 0.280 0.164 0.090 0.179 0.1520.240
Violence in municipality by Albanian

ethnicity -0.039 0.155 0.802 0.320 0.148 0.031
Violence in neighboring municipality by

Albanian ethnicity -0.227 0.121 0.062 -0.904 0.107 0.000

B: fixed regression coefficient in the metric s¢&ee.: the standard error of B. Sig.: the prolitghiblue of t,

the test statistic for B.

® For Model 5, only the results for municipality lévegressors are reported.

For the second dependent variable, the interaefif@ets with the violence indicators

demonstrate that violence indeed has affectedttitedes of the two communities

differently. More specifically, violence in the miaipality seems to increase the average

support for the subcomponents the FA among ethliaians while it has only a negligible
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effect on the Macedonians. Violence in a neighlprimunicipality, in contrast, has a radically
different effect: It increases the support amotpietMacedonians while ir weakens the

support among ethnic Albanians, and both effea@sanificant.

A multilevel analysis of attitudes to ethnic integration and future solutions for the status of
Macedonia

Next, we consider the second set of dependentblasaconcerning attitudes towards ethnic
integration and the future status of Macedonia. rEiselts are reported in Tables 6 and 7 and
follow the same structure as the previous analysible 6 shows that about 24 percent of
variance in the support for ethnic integrationug do variation between the municipalities.
This percentage is only slightly lower in ModeM#en the indicator of Albanian ethnicity is
introduced. This variable explains about 20 peroétiie between municipality variation.

The introduction of the other variables increabés percentage to about 30.

The intra-class correlation for the support fotistajuo scale is 0.44, but most of the
between-municipality variation is explained by tibanian ethnicity variable in Model 6.

Adding the remaining variables does little to irage the explained variance.

Table 6. Variance components from multilevel regression models on attitudes to ethnic
integration and to the future status of Macedonia.*

Support for ethnic integration, scale M6 M7 M8 M9 M10
Individual level variance (Se) 0.73¢ 0.723 0.69¢ 0.698 0.686
Between municipality variance (Su) 0.29¢ 0.232 0.21¢ 0.199 0.206
Explained between-municipality variance 0.00(¢ 0.215 0.26( 0.327 0.302
Intra-class correlatioh 0.28¢ 0.242

-2 log likelihood 4760.¢ 4714.9 4649.( 4643.0 4613.6
Support for status quo, scale

Individual level variance (Se) 0.511 0.311 0.307 0.307 0.305
Between municipality variance (Su) 0.39¢ 0.058 0.05¢ 0.048 0.049
Explained between municipality variance 0.00(¢ 0.854 0.86( 0.879 0.879
Intra-class correlation (ICC) 0.43¢ 0.158

-2 log likelihood 4135.7 3142.0 3116.: 3109.0 3093.1

@Models: M6: only intercept, M7: ethnicity, M&uilf individual model, M9: M8 + main effect of coitt
variables, M10: M9+ cross-level interactions.

® The intra-class correlation (ICC) shows the préiparof the total variance in the outcome variatitest are
due to differences among the municipalities.
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The regression coefficients for the regressorsath dependent variables are reported in
Table 7. Ethnic Albanians are more supportive bhitintegration than are the
Macedonians, and less supportive of the statusThumeffects of gender, age, and education
exert statistically significant impacts on supgdortethnic integration, whereby older, more
educated males are the most positive. Only agdagis@a similar influence on attitudes
towards the status quo; the comparatively strofecebdf ethnicity on the final dependent

variable trumps the effect of both gender and etiluica

Table 7. A multilevel analysis of attitudesto ethnic integration and the futures status of
M acedonia, Models 9 and 10.2

Support for ethnic integration Support for statusq

Model 9 B S.e Sig. B S.e Sig.
Intercept 2930 0.149 0.000 4.226 0.094 0.000
Albanian ethnicity 0.506 0.072 0.000 -1.530 0.048 0.000
Female -0.172 0.041 0.000 -0.003 0.027 0.915
Age 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.000
Years of education 0.035 0.006 0.000 0.004 0.004 0.333
Attending religious services 0.003 0.009 0.760 0.006 0.006 0.337
Village -0.111 0.058 0.056 0.089 0.037 0.018
Percent ethnic Albanians 0.003 0.002 0.068 0.001 0.001 0.251
Kosovo border municipalities -0.294 0.192 0.132 -0.272 0.101  0.009
Violence in municipality 0.077 0.182 0.672 0.114 0.095 0.235
Violence in neighboring municipality 0.165 0.171 0.338 -0.056 0.089 0.534
Model 10°

Percent ethnic Albanians 0.003 0.002 0.073 0.001 0.001  0.252
Kosovo border municipalities -0.163 0.244 0.504 -0.012 0.135 0.926
Violence in municipality -0.374 0.226 0.101 0.061 0.122 0.616
Violence in neighboring municipality 0.551 0.190 0.005 -0.228 0.102 0.028
Albanian on Kosovo border -0.430 0.223 0.054 -0.305 0.136 0.026
Violence in municipality by Albanian

ethnicity 0.751 0.217 0.001 0.097 0.131 0.460
Violence in neighboring municipality by

Albanian ethnicity -0.807 0.154 0.000 0.263 0.098 0.007

4 B: fixed regression coefficient in the metric s¢&@ee.: the standard error of B. Sig.: the prolitgbiblue of t,
the test statistic for B.
® For model 10, only the results for municipalityéévegressors are reported.

Our interest is mostly directed towards the cogdfits for the municipality-level variables
reported at the bottom of the table. In model 9y ¢ime effect of the Kosovo border is
statistically significant, and only with respectth@ question of status quo. The negative

coefficient implies that respondents living in meipalities along the northern border, where
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most of the fighting (and spillovers from Kosovacarred, are generally less happy with the
current situation. Model 10, with the cross-leveéractions, offers a more nuanced view.
Evidently, the effect of proximity to Kosovo apmienly to ethnic Albanians, who are
significantly less supportive of both integratiardamaintaining the current situation than
Macedonian respondents in the same municipalitidsfdbanians elsewhere in the country.
This effect does not quite outweigh the substapuaitive effect of violence in municipality
on Albanians’ support for ethnic integration/stadu®, though the two contextual variables
‘Kosovo border’ and ‘Violence in municipality’ aearly correlated so additional tests are
necessary to extract the true, combined effedi@two factors. Violence in a neighboring
municipality exerts an even more powerful impaot again, affects the two ethnic
communities in opposite directions. For the quaestibethnic integration, the effect of the
interaction between ethnicity of respondent andevice in neighboring municipality
completely contradicts the corresponding effecttbhicity and violence in same
municipality. Finally, we find that violence in agximate municipality decreases support for
status quo among the ethnic Macedonians but ddeserm to change the opinions of the
Albanians. Second, Albanians on the Kosovo bordetess supportive of the status quo than
Albanians elsewhere, whereas geographic locaties dot seem to influence the general

opinion of ethnic Macedonians.

Discussion

So what have we learned? To what extent do thecetlemposition of municipalities and the
spatial proximity to violence influence attitudesvards the Framework Agreement and the
future of Macedonia? Do such contextual factorsafthe Albanian and Macedonian
populations differently? Or does the overwhelmiffga of the respondents’ ethnicity, as
documented by Ringdal et al. (2007) for the ye@32@ontinue to trump all contextual

factors two years later?

We started the analysis by comparing the attitedéise Albanians and Macedonians in 2003
and 2005. We uncovered signs of conciliation amumuty groups, but the degree of change
was minimal. Macedonians continue to blame the 2@ilict on Albanian criminals and
Kosovar Albanian guerrillas whereas ethnic Albasiaansider the conflict as a just fight for

increased rights and self-determination. Similantijle both groups show a slight increase in
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support for the Ohrid Framework Agreement, Albagiare still substantially more positive

towards the Agreements than the average Macedoes@pondent.

We then turned to the main content of the analgsmulti-level statistical assessment of
attitudes towards the peace agreement and futiugosts for Macedonia. Here, few results
are robust across models and it is hard to ideatdpnsistent pattern. Apart from the very
powerful effect of individual-level ethnicity, onlyne factor shows a statistically significant
effect across all four dependent variables: therémtion between ethnicity and violence in a
neighboring municipality. Ethnic Albanians are mumnbre positive towards the Framework
Agreement and future ethnic integration, and lesisfeed with the status quo. However,
Albanian respondents in municipalities proximateitdent events display significantly more
moderate attitudes. Surprisingly, violence in owmiaipality during the conflict has no
general effect on the respondents’ answers, thawagipears to increase Albanian support for

aspects of the FA and increased ethnic integration.

As most fighting occurred along the border to Kasand this part of Macedonia was also
negatively affected by the previous civil war asrtise border, one might expect the
respondents’ proximity to Kosovo to have a systératd general influence on attitudes to
the peace process. This is not the case. Whilecelthecedonian residents in this area are
more opposed to the general agreement than Ma@doaisewhere, their attitudes towards
aspects of the FA, ethnic integration, and futta¢us of Macedonia do not differ from their
compatriots. Albanians along the Kosovo border, éwav, appear to hold less consistent
views than their kin in other parts of Macedoniadeyng less supportive of ethnic integration

but at the same time being more eager to altestdtas quo.

A lot remains to be desired about this analysigdrticular, more sensitivity analysis is
required in order to identify and control for paially problematic multicollinearity. It may
well be that seemingly unstable parameter estinratdshigh standard errors are due to
correlation between several of the regressorsaitiqular in the models with cross-level
interaction terms. Clearly, the likelihood of a dam respondent being Albanian isn’'t
unaffected by the percentage of Albanians in hisinenicipality, whether the municipality is
located along the Kosovo border, and whether thaviolence in the municipality or in a
proximate one during the conflict, not to mentibe tnteraction terms. When it comes to the

potential influence of ethnic composition of themmipalities, we should investigate non-
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linear effects of the indicator “percent ethnic atlians” as we have reasons to expect
heterogeneous communities to be more supportie¢hoic integration than homogenous
ones. Additionally, in order to more thoroughly e the influence of geography and
spatial proximity to the conflict zone, we also dee improve the contextual measurements.
One solution in that regard would be to make usgeofgraphic information systems (GIS)

software, along the lines of Buhaug and Ragd (2006).

Geography has been shown to exert a profound méien the likelihood, location, and
duration of civil conflict (e.g. Buhaug and Gat28p2; Buhaug, Cederman, and Rgd, 2007;
Buhaug, Gates, and Lujala, 2007). In this paperargeexploring the extent to which
settlement patterns and spatial proximity to vioeeshow a similar influence on individuals’
attitude towards the peace process in MacedonideWte preliminary results reported here
offer little systematic support for our expectatipfuture work will reveal whether ethnic
differences in support for the Ohrid Agreementlyeaie due to the intrinsic nature of ethnic

identity or whether more subtle explanations canreovered.
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Notes

' See Hegre et al. (2007) for a study that actdatys conflict to be more intense in the relativebher regions
of the country, at least for the case of Liberia.

" See Buhaug (2007), Buhaug and Lujala (2005), dhedD and Diehl (2007) for more thorough discussiof
this issue.

" Due to conflict with Greece over the use of thme&Macedonia,” the independent country was narhed t
Former Yugoslavian Republic of Macedonia (FYROMiplbomatic recognition came gradually, despite psbte
from Greece. Only during late 2004 was the nanfRegublic of Macedonia officially granted recognitiby

the United States, Russia, and China
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