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1 BACKGROUND AND SURVEY PURPOSE 

In 2014 UNICEF commissioned a survey to test knowledge, attitudes and practices surveys towards 

children with disabilities in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. The survey results served as 

baseline data, and contributed to designing strategic communication strategies and campaign to address 

barriers that prevent children from having their rights realised; including:  

- Disability campaigns [2015-2017] #FightUnfair social media campaign [2015-2016] and fully 

integrated campaign in March and Sept 2017 under the slogan “Be Fair - For Childhood without 

Barriers” to address barriers to inclusion of children with disabilities. 

The campaign was to mobilize public awareness and support for the rights and inclusion of children with 

disabilities. It aimed to build support for the social model of disability as defined by the UN Convention on 

the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and to provoke people to understand the real barriers that prevent 

children and adults with disabilities from participating and functioning in everyday life.  

The follow-up survey aimed to answer the following research questions:  

1. What is the level of awareness about children with disabilities and their rights? 

2. What level of contact do people have with children and adults with disabilities? 

3. What is the level of stigma - social distance between general public and children with disabilities? 

4. What is the level of awareness and attitudes of the target audience in relation to education of 

children with disabilities; family care and institutionalization; inclusion in society? 

5. What is the level of awareness and opinions about organisations that work to protect the rights of 

children (in general) and the rights of children with disabilities?  

6. What proportion, disaggregated by place of living [urban/rural], ethnicity, gender and age, of the 

target audience has been exposed to the campaign “Be fair. For Childhood without Barriers” and 

through which channels?  

7. Of those who have been exposed to the campaign, to what extent did the campaign shape their 

knowledge and attitudes? 

1.1 SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

To be able to compare data over time, the questionnaire used for the baseline survey was slightly adjusted 

for the follow-up survey to include key research questions. Findings of the questionnaire pre-testing also 

helped with defining the final set of questions. New section was added with the purpose of measuring the 

respondents’ exposure to UNICEF and EU funded campaign “Be Fair - For Childhood without Barriers”.  
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2 KEY FINDINGS 

The follow-up KAP survey results show positive and encouraging changes in knowledge and attitudes of 

general public in relation to children with disabilities and their integration in the society. This is reflected 

in various aspects examined under this survey. 

In general, several key points are noteworthy. Comparative analyses with 2014 baseline survey results 

show that: 

• People are more informed about children with disabilities. 

• Significantly more respondents confirmed knowing a child with disabilities and have more frequent 

contacts with children with disabilities (at least once a month). 

• Acceptability levels of children with disabilities have significantly improved - in many cases three-

fold - including more intimate relationships, like emotional and spousal. 

• The attitudes towards the impact of efforts by the state and society and of families to support 

inclusion of children with disabilities, are still rather pessimistic - this is likely to be linked to the 

increased awareness of the rights of children with disabilities and increased understanding of the 

real barriers that prevent children from being included, further highlighting the need for additional 

efforts to address social norms and system reforms to support inclusion. 

• A shift in support from the charity model of inclusion to support for the social-rights based model 

of inclusion is noted. 

• There is significant change in the general public’s understanding of the need for society and the 

environment to change to support inclusion and not children themselves. 

• There is a notably positive shift in the attitude related to the possibility for a child with disabilities 

to lead an independent and productive life as an adult, if given support from professionals, 

institutions and society. 

• Expectations of children with disabilities have increased when it comes to attributes such as self-

confidence, independence, being accepted by other children, cheerful, secure future, optimistic 

and braver.  

• Growing share of people believe that children with disabilities should be included in the 

mainstream education and attend regular classes with other children. 

• Increase in understanding the benefits of inclusive education for both children with disabilities and 

children without disabilities, but concerns about the teacher’s capacities to meet every child’s 

needs remain.  

• General public is more supportive of deinstitutionalization of children with disabilities and their 

right to grow up in a family environment rather than in a special institution. 

• The UNICEF and EU funded “Be Fair - For Childhood without Barriers” campaign reached two 

thirds of the general public (spontaneous and prompted awareness). The effects of the exposure 

to the campaign on knowledge and attitudes towards children with disabilities are largely positive. 

Those who confirmed having seen or heard it are more likely to be informed about this children 

with disabilities and what needs to be done for their inclusion in the society. 

What follows is a more detailed summary of the follow-up survey findings: 

• The self-reported level of awareness about children with disabilities has slightly improved. 

Although the average score is still relatively low (2.5 in 2014; 2.6 in 2016), those who reported 

“knowing very much” and “knowing a lot” are significantly more than four years ago (an increase 
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from 7% in 2014 to 18% in 2018). Those on the opposite side of the spectrum who reported “not 

knowing anything” and “knowing very little” are less in number than during the baseline survey 

(48% in 2018 compared with 52% in 2014).  

• Significantly more respondents in 2018 confirmed knowing a child with disabilities than in 2014 

(up to 62% in 2018 from 45% in 2014). More frequent contacts with children with disabilities (at 

least once a month) considerably increased compared to 2014 - up to 73% from 52%. 

• Levels of social distance towards children with disabilities vary depending on the nature of the 

disability and the proximity of the relationship. Compared to 2014, 2018 follow-up survey results 

show more positive attitude and higher acceptability across all disability types surveyed. 

Acceptability levels have significantly increased, including more intimate relationships like 

emotional and spousal. The vast majority of respondents (ranging from 94% to 96%, on average) 

find it acceptable for their child to be a neighbour, acquaintance, classmate and friend with 

children with disabilities regardless of their disability. In 2014, these percentages were notably 

lower and ranged from 32% to 73% on average.  

• More intimate relationships like emotional and spousal are less acceptable compared to other 

relationships (43% - emotional and 35% - spousal, on average). Still, compared to the baseline 

survey data, where only a few people found these two relationships acceptable (emotional 

relationship – 5% and spouse – 4%, on average), the acceptance of intimate relationships with 

people with disabilities has increased significantly. Viewed by disability types, as in 2014, the 

greatest social distance continues to be towards children with autism and Down syndrome, as 

well as towards children with intellectual disability. Nevertheless, all observed relationships, 

including more intimate relationships, like emotional and spousal, are much more acceptable in 

2018 compared to 2014, even in relation to these three disability types.  

• The attitudes towards the impact of efforts by the state and society and of families to support 

inclusion of children with disabilities are still rather pessimistic and suggest that more work to 

address social norms related to disability and other system reforms to support inclusion are 

needed to support their inclusion. Namely, those who agree (41%) with the statement – “no matter 

how much the state and the society tries and how much money they invest, there is not much that 

can be done to help the children with disabilities” outnumber those who disagree (37% disagree 

with the statement). In 2014, this attitude was the other way around (31% agreed, while 42% 

disagreed with the statement). As for those who agree that “regardless of the effort that they and 

their families make, children with disabilities cannot be fully integrated in society, the way in which 

other children do” (decrease to 49% from 55% in 2014), the percentage of people who disagree 

remains the same as four years ago (21%).  

• The results show a shift in support from the charity model to support for the social-rights based 

model of inclusion. Those in favour of the charity model (feeling sorry for children with disabilities, 

they need help and financial assistance in order to fit in society) has decreased from 25% in 2014 

to 16%, while support for social-rights model (environmental barriers, such as physical and those 

that people create through attitudes and stereotypes need to be removed for children with 

disabilities to fit in society) has notably increased (up to 41% from 30% in 2014). Support for the 

medical model (children with disabilities need medical care, rehabilitation services and other 

special services to fit in society) is at a similar level (44% in 2014; 41% in 2018).   

• There is significant change in the general public’s understanding of the need for society and the 

environment to change to support inclusion and not children themselves. More people agree with 

the statement “Society and the environment should be adapted the child with disabilities, taking 

into consideration their needs” (86% in 2018; compared to 58% in 2014); and less people agree 
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with the statement “With the help of family and the environment, child with disabilities should 

adapted to life in society” (12% in 2018; compared to 40% in 2014). 

• There is a notably positive shift in the attitude related to the possibility for a child with disabilities 

to lead an independent and productive life as an adult, if given support from professionals, 

institutions and society. Namely, a larger portion of people (38%) than in 2014 (16%) believe it is 

fully possible.  

• The general public have increased expectations of children with disabilities when it comes to 

attributes such as self-confidence, independence, being accepted by other children, cheerful, 

secure future, optimistic and braver. Compared to 2014, expectations of children with disabilities 

have notably increased (2014, children with disabilities were described with average scores 

ranging between 1.9 and 2.9 compared to 5.2 and 5.8 for children without disabilities; in 2018 

children with disabilities are described with average scores ranging between 3.0 and 4.6 

compared to 4.3 and 5.1).  

• The 2018 results highlight six-fold increase in the number of people who support the idea that 

children with disabilities should attend regular schools and participate in regular classes with 

peers (from 4% in 2014 up to 24%). At the same time, considerably less people (31% in 2018 

compared with 48% in 2014) share an opinion that children with disabilities should attend special 

schools, as well as those who share the opinion that they should go to regular schools, but should 

attend separate, special classes (down to 22% from 33% in 2014).  

• Clear majority of people (increase from 55% in 2014 to 73%) understand the benefits of inclusive 

education for both children with disabilities and children without disabilities as something that 

would improve social skills, tolerance and respect for diversity. Still, the prevailing opinion held 

by two thirds of the respondents (66%) continues to be along the lines that inclusion of children 

with disabilities into mainstream education would mean depriving other children of teachers’ due 

attention. 

• There is also a positive change in people’s attitude and support of deinstitutionalization of children 

with disabilities. In 2018, those who disagree (50%) that it is better for children with disabilities to 

be placed in special institutions, rather than with their families outnumbered those who agree 

(31%) with this. In 2014, this situation was the opposite – 32% disagreed while 41% agreed that 

special institutions were better for children with disabilities than their families. Similarly, when 

children with disabilities cannot be cared for by their own families, significantly more people favour 

foster care over special institutions (increase from 53% in 2014 to 66%).   

• Clear majority (increase from 62% in 2014, to 75% in 2018) believe that children with disabilities 

do not have the same opportunities and chances for development of personal potential as other 

children in the country. Thissuggests that factors (other than knowledge and attitudes) such as 

social norms and implementation of system reforms to support inclusion are needed to support. 

• Data on spontaneous and prompted awareness shows that the UNICEF and EU funded “Be Fair 

- For Childhood without Barriers” campaign reached two thirds (67%) of the general public. The 

effects of this exposure on knowledge and attitudes towards children with disabilities are largely 

positive. Those who confirmed having seen or heard the campaign are likely more informed about 

the rights of children with disabilities, more likely to support social-model of inclusion and more 

likely to support inclusive education compared to those that have not been exposed to the 

campaign.   
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3 ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

The main target group for the follow-up survey was general public aged 15+. A total of 1,013 interviews 

were completed by CATI1 (computer assisted telephone interviews) method of data collection, on a 

national representative sample by gender, ethnicity, age, place of living (urban/rural) and statistical region. 

The data was collected during the period from 29 August – 13 September 2018. Additionally, the 

respondents who in 2014 agreed to be contacted again for the needs of UNICEF similar researches, were 

contacted during the follow-up survey and a total of 128 respondents participated in it (paired sample). 

The survey instrument, i.e. questionnaire included the following 9 (nine) thematic sections:  

1) Most frequently used terms for children with disabilities – spontaneous 

2) Awareness about children with disabilities  

3) Attitude towards children with disabilities 

4) Education of children with disabilities 

5) Families and children with disabilities 

6) Inclusion of children with disabilities in the society 

7) Communication channels 

8) Awareness about Campaign – “Be Fair - For Childhood without Barriers” 

9) Demography. 

This Report consists of detailed analysis, including analysis of statistically significant differences, and 

graphic presentation of question-by-question results in each thematic section of the questionnaire. 

Statistically significant differences were analysed among individual survey waves, as well as by the 

following demographic characteristics of the respondents who participated in 2018 survey: 

- age,  

- ethnicity,  

- place of living (urban/rural),  

- gender  

- statistical region and 

- education. 

The follow-up survey data was compared with the baseline data, including emphasis on the statistically 

significant differences between the two data sets. In addition, paired sample analysis of changes in 

knowledge and attitudes was carried out for those respondents who participated in both the baseline and 

follow-up survey. In addition, an analysis of people’s knowledge and attitudes towards children with 

disabilities was done based on their exposure to the campaign.  

Demographic data of this follow-up survey of both total and paired sample are included at the end of the 

Report in Section 4.1. Demography - Sample Structure.  

  

                                                      

 

1 2014 Baseline KAP Survey was conducted by CAPI (computer assisted personal interviews) method of data 
collection. 



 

 

 10 

 

 

3.1 MOST FREQUENTLY USED SPONTANEOUS TERMS FOR CHILDREN WITH 

DISABILITIES 

The 1st thematic section includes findings about the general public most frequently used spontaneous 

terms for children with disabilities.  

The term most frequently used for children with disabilities is “children with special needs” (36%) followed 

by “children with disabilities” (21%) and “children with barriers in development” (12%). Compared with 

2014 baseline survey results, there are no more significant changes in the way the general public 

spontaneously describes this group of children (Chart 1). Still, comparative data indicates certain positive 

changes related to some other most frequently used terms. Namely, significantly less people than in 2014 

use the term “handicapped” (5% in 2018 compared with 17% in 2014), as well as “invalid children, invalid, 

children with invalidities” (3% in 2018 compared with 8% in 2014). Worth mentioning is also the fact that 

those who think children with disabilities are “children (just like any other, there is no difference)” are 

considerably more than before (9% in 2018 compared with 2% in 2014). 

 
Chart 1 – Most frequently used spontaneous terms for children with disabilities - % 

Paired sample analysis shows that in 2014 significantly more respondents (20%) used the term 

handicapped children than in 2018 (5%), while those who use term “children with disabilities” are 

considerably more in 2018 (21%) than several years ago (10%). 

3.2 AWARENESS ABOUT CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

This part was aimed at getting information about general public’s awareness about children with 

disabilities, primarily in terms of how this group of children is recognized, self-assessment of one’s 

knowledge about disability, frequency and types of personal contact, and level of information about this 
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group of children. The respondents were also asked to estimate the percentage of children at the age of 

18+ in the country with disabilities and to name some famous people with disabilities from the country.  

3.2.1 RECOGNIZING CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

Children with disabilities are primarily recognized by their overall physical appearance (54%), along with 

some obvious signs of their impairment, including, voice and speech functions (36%), the way they move 

or walk (27%) or how they behave (23%) (for comparative data, please see Chart 2). These were also the 

signs for recognizing children with disabilities mentioned during 2014 baseline survey. 

 
Chart 2 – Recognizing children with disabilities - % 

3.2.2 KNOWING A CHILD WITH DISABILITIES 

Significantly more respondents in 2018 confirmed knowing a child with disabilities than in 2014 (up to 62% 

in 2018 from 45% in 2014) (Chart 3). Those are mainly neighbours (26%), relatives (19%) or friends or 

colleagues (8%) (Table 1). Conversely, those who are not acquainted with any child with disabilities are 

far less than four years ago (decline from 55% in 2014 to 38%).  
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             Chart 3 – Knowing a child with disabilities - % 

3.2.3 FREQUENCY OF CONTACTS WITH CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

More frequent contacts with children with disabilities (at least once a month) considerably increased 

compared to 2014 (Table 2) - up to 73% from 52%. In contrast, significantly less people than several 

years ago (decrease from 16% in 2014 to 6% in 2018) stated having no contact with the children with 

disabilities they know.  

  2014 2018 

More frequent contact 52% 73% 

Less frequent contact 32% 21% 

No contact 16% 6% 

Table 2 – Frequency of contacts with children with disabilities - % 

Analyses by specific frequency of contacts with children with disabilities (Chart 4) show especially notable 

and substantially higher percentage of the respondents with daily contacts with those children than before 

(from 11% in 2014 to 25%). 

Yes 2014 2018 

Neighbors 21% 26% 

Relatives 9% 19% 

Friend / colleague 0% 8% 

Friend from school 4% 2% 

Student 0% 1% 

Child of a friend 9% 1% 

Child of a colleague 0.1% 0% 

Other 2% 2% 

Refuse to answer 0% 3% 

Table 1 – Knowing a child with disabilities - % 
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Chart 4 – Frequency of contacts with children with disabilities - % 

3.2.4 SOCIALIZING WITH A PERSON WITH DISABILITIES 

The follow-up survey results show increased socializing of children of the respondents who have them 

with a person (child or adult) with disabilities (Chart 5). While in 2014, 26% confirmed their child was 

socializing with a person with disabilities, in 2018 that share is much larger (44%). 

 
Chart 5 – Socializing with a person with disabilities - % 

3.2.5 LEVEL OF INFORMATION ABOUT CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

Self-reported level of information about children with disabilities has slightly improved (Table 5). Although 

the average score is still relatively low (2.5 in 2014; 2.6 in 2016), those who reported “knowing very much” 

and “knowing a lot” are significantly more than four years ago (an increase from 7% in 2014 to 18% in 
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2018). Those on the opposite side of the spectrum who reported “not knowing anything” and “knowing 

very little” are less in number than during the baseline survey (48% in 2018 compared with 52% in 2014). 

 
 

2014 2018 

Knows nothing or little (1+2) 52% 48% 

I know something 41% 34% 

Knows a lot or very much (4+5) 7% 18% 

Table 3 – Level of information about children with disabilities - % 

Chart 6 that follows includes detailed graphic presentation of respondents’ answers on a 5-point scale 

where 1 mean “I don’t know anything” and 5 means “I know very much”, along with average scores for 

both surveys. 

 
Chart 6 – Level of information about children with disabilities - % 

Improvements in self-reported level of information about children with disabilities are noted within the 

paired sample as well. While those who stated knowing nothing or little are at the same level as before 

(40% in 2014 and 42% in 2018), the number of those who know a lot or very much has increased up to 

23% from 11% in 2014.  

3.2.6 PERCEPTION OF THE SHARE OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES IN THE COUNTRY 

AMONG CHILDREN AGED UP TO 18 YEARS 

Majority of the respondents (44%) could not provide an estimate of the percentage of children with 

disabilities in the country among children aged up to 18 (Chart 7). From those who could, 30% think that 

percentage is 10%. Interesting to note is there are slightly more respondents than several years ago who 

think that percentage ranges between 21% and 45% (6% in 2014 and 8% in 2018). Some 3% believe that 

percentage is even larger – 46% and more. This may be an indication of bigger visibility of these children 

over the past four years. 
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Chart 7 – Percentage of children with disabilities in the country among children aged up to 18 years - % 

3.2.7 POSSIBILITY OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES BECOMING FAMOUS AND FAMOUS 

PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES IN THE COUNTRY 

High 85% of the respondents share an opinion that it is possible for a child with disabilities to become 

famous person in all walks of life (Chart 8). Compared to 2014 data, when the surveyed respondents were 

almost equally divided between the two opposite ends – those who shared this opinion (46%) and those 

who did not think it was possible (43%), this is significantly more. Those who are still sceptic in 2018 are 

far less (14%).  

 
Chart 8 – Can a child with disabilities become famous? - % 

Viewed by individual demographic determinants, bigger sceptics about whether it is possible for a child 

with severe/long term impairments to become a famous artist, businessman, successful politician or 

statesman in the country one day, are more likely to be found among men, respondents living in urban 

areas, Skopje and Northeast regions and the least educated people. 
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The follow-up survey respondents from the paired sample considerably more (84%) than in 2014 (56%) 

believe it is possible for a child with disabilities to become famous in all walks of life. Those on the opposite 

end of the spectrum are meaningfully on the decline (from 30% in 2014 to 15% in 2018). 

Familiarity with famous people with disabilities in the country is at low level – 88% could not name anyone. 

From those who could, 3% could not remember the actual name, around 2% named Nina, a young woman 

with Down syndrome from UNICEF and EU funded campaign and 1% mentioned a boy from Ohrid who 

swam across the Ohrid Lake. 

Famous person in the country % 

An artist/an architect/a sportsman/a singer (do not remember the name) 3.1% 

Girl in pharmacy/Girl from UNICEF/EU campaign/Nina 1.6% 

A boy from Ohrid who swam over the Ohrid Lake 1.0% 

Roza Mojsovska/a girl artist without arms and legs  0.7% 

Olivera Nakovska Bikova 0.6% 

Branislav from Kumanovo/sports shooter from Kumanovo 0.5% 

Slatkar 0.3% 

Aleksandar Matevski/Cako 0.3% 

A guy from Kumanovo who was at Paralimpycs 0.3% 

Stephen Hawking 0.2% 

Kaliopi's/Rebeka's/Pero Antic's child 0.2% 

Other 3.1% 

Don't know/Refuses to answer 88% 

Table 4 – Famous people with disabilities in the country - % 

3.3 ATTITUDES TOWARDS CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

The 3rd thematic section of the follow-up survey was focused at obtaining information about people’s 

attitudes towards children with disabilities. That was examined through series of questions, including 

analysis of acceptability of certain levels of proximity with children with disabilities, what the state and the 

society should do and whether those efforts would have any impact over integration of this group of 

children in the society. Furthermore, certain models of disability were examined, as well as general 

public’s opinion on who needs to adapt – children with disabilities, or society and the environment. This 

thematic section also included getting people’s description of an average child and child with disabilities 

in the country. 

3.3.1 RELATIONSHIP ACCEPTABILITY – LEVELS OF PROXIMITY 

Relationship acceptability with children with disabilities by disability type was assessed against six (6) 

different levels of “proximity/closeness” (Image 1): 1) Neighbour, 2) Acquaintances, 3) Classmate 

(kindergarten or school), 4) Friends, 5) Emotional relationship and 6) Spouse. 
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Image 1 – Levels of proximity 

Levels of social distance vary depending on the nature of disability and the proximity of the relationship. 

2018 follow-up survey results show significantly more positive attitude and higher acceptability of all 

disability types that were part of this survey2 (Table 5) compared to 2014. Acceptability levels have 

significantly increased, including in relation more intimate relationships like emotional and spousal.  

The vast majority of respondents (ranging from 94% to 96% on average) find it acceptable for their child 

to be a neighbour, acquaintance, classmate and friend with all groups of children regardless of their 

disability. In 2014, these percentages were notably lower and ranged from 32% to 73% on average.  

More intimate relationships like emotional and spousal are less acceptable in relation to all the observed 

groups of children with disabilities (43% - emotional and 35% - spousal, on average). Still, these numbers 

are significantly higher compared to the baseline survey data, when an extremely low number of people 

found these relationships acceptable (emotional relationship – 5% and spouse – 4%, on average).  

Viewed by individual groups of children with disabilities, as in 2014, the greatest social distance continues 

to be towards children with autism and Down syndrome, as well as towards children with intellectual 

disability. Nevertheless, as mentioned before, all observed relationships, including more intimate ones, 

like emotional and spousal, are much more acceptable in 2018 than four years ago. 

                                                      

 

2 2014 baseline survey included a more comprehensive list of 14 groups of children with different types of disabilities. 
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Table 5 – Relationship acceptability - % 

Comparable to the total sample data, all levels of proximity are overwhelmingly more acceptable with all 

the observed groups of children in 2018 than four years ago within the paired sample too.  

3.3.2 EFFECTIVENESS OF EFFORTS OF STATE AND SOCIETY AND FAMILIES OF CHILDREN 

WITH DISABILITIES 

Attitudes towards the impact of efforts by the state and society and of families to support inclusion of 

children with disabilities, are still rather pessimistic - this is likely to be linked to the increased awareness 

of the rights of children with disabilities and increased understanding of the barriers that prevent children 

from being included, and could suggest the need for additional efforts to address social norms and system 

reforms to support inclusion (Chart 9). Namely, those who agree (41%) with the statement – “no matter 

how much the state and the society tries and how much money they invest, there is not much that can be 

done to help the children with disabilities” outnumber those with the opposed belief (37% disagree with 

the statement). In 2014, this attitude was the other way around (42% disagreed, while 31% agreed with 

the statement). Those who agree that “regardless of the effort that they and their families make, children 

with disabilities cannot be fully integrated in society, the way in which other children do” are less (decrease 

down to 49% from 55% in 2014), while the percentage of people who disagree remains the same as four 

years ago (21%). Those who are rather hesitant and neither agree nor disagree are a little more than 

before (increase up to 27% from 23% in 2014). 

Survey 

year

Children 

with 

intellectual 

disability 

(H)

Blind 

children 

(I)

Children 

with 

autism  

(H)

Children 

with Down 

Syndrome 

(H)

Deaf 

children 

(I)

Children 

who have 

difficulties 

in moving 

and using 

body parts 

(A)

Children 

with a 

lack a 

part of 

the body 

(I)

A
v

e
ra

g
e

 %

NEIGHBOR 76% 77% 63% 64% 77% 79% 74% 73%
ACQUAINTANCES 42% 40% 32% 32% 42% 57% 50% 42%

CLASSMATES 30% 29% 24% 23% 32% 48% 42% 32%
FRIENDS 36% 38% 30% 30% 42% 51% 45% 39%

EMOTIONAL RELATIONSHIP 4% 7% 2% 4% 8% 6% 6% 5%
SPOUSE 3% 4% 2% 2% 6% 5% 5% 4%

None relation is acceptable 10% 9% 14% 14% 9% 7% 11% 11%
Do not know about the group/ refuse to answer 6% 7% 15% 15% 6% 5% 8% 9%

NEIGHBOR 96% 97% 94% 95% 97% 97% 97% 96%
ACQUAINTANCES 94% 95% 91% 92% 95% 96% 96% 94%

CLASSMATES 94% 95% 91% 92% 95% 95% 96% 94%
FRIENDS 94% 95% 92% 93% 96% 96% 96% 94%

EMOTIONAL RELATIONSHIP 39% 45% 40% 39% 47% 44% 45% 43%
SPOUSE 32% 37% 32% 31% 39% 36% 37% 35%

None relation is acceptable 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Do not know about the group/ refuse to answer 1% 1% 4% 3% 1% 1% 1% 2%

2014

2018
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Chart 9 – Attitude towards efforts by the state, society and families to help children with disabilities in their integration - 

% 

3.3.3 MODELS OF DISABILITY 

The results show a shift in support from the charity model to support for the social-rights based model of 

inclusion. Those in favour of the charity model (feeling sorry for children with disabilities, they need help 

and financial assistance in order to fit in society) have significantly decreased in number from 25% in 2014 

to 16%, while support for the social & rights-based model (environmental barriers, such as physical and 

those that people create through attitudes and stereotypes need to be removed for children with 

disabilities to fit in society) has notably increased (from 30% in 2014 to 41%). Support for the medical 

model (children with disabilities need medical care, rehabilitation services and other special services to fit 

in society) remains at the same level (44% in 2014; 41% in 2018).  

 
Chart 10 – Attitude in the society towards children with disabilities – Models of disability - % 

A positive change in attitude in terms of models of disability and a shift towards Social and rights-based 

model are noticeable within the paired sample as well. There is a growing number of those who see 
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disability through this model compared to before (an increase from 30% in 2014 to 48% in 2018). At the 

same time, the supporters of Charity model are considerably on decline from 26% in 2014 to 12% in 2018, 

as well as the ones in favour of Medical model (from 44% in 2014 to 39% in 2018). 

3.3.4 WHO NEEDS TO ADAPT – CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES TO THE SOCIETY AND THE 

ENVIRONMENT OR VICE VERSA? 

There is significant change in the general public’s understanding of the need for society and the 

environment to change to support inclusion and not children themselves.  

The follow-up survey results show that the vast majority (86%) of the respondents think society and the 

environment should be adapted to children with disabilities, taking into consideration their needs and not 

the other way around. Less people agree with the statement “with the help of family and the environment, 

child with disabilities should be adapted to life in society (decrease to 12% from 40% in 2014) (Chart 11).  

 
Chart 11 – Attitude in the society towards children with disabilities – Who needs to adapt – society and the environment 

or children with disabilities? - % 

The respondents within the paired sample are significantly more supportive (86%) in 2018 than several 

years ago (68%) of the attitude that the society and the environment should be adapted the child with 

disabilities, taking into consideration their needs, while those who believe the opposite that the child with 

disabilities should be adapted to life in society are considerably on decline (from 30% in 2014 to 10% in 

2018). 

3.3.5 CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES – INDEPENDENT AND PRODUCTIVE AS ADULTS 

Children with disabilities are largely associated with assumptions of incapacity, dependency and 

difference that are perpetuated by ignorance. For that reason, their rights continue to be neglected; to 

experience discrimination, violence and abuse; to have their opportunities restricted; to be excluded from 

society. The 2018 survey data show a notably positive shift in the attitude related to the possibility for a 

child with disabilities to lead an independent and productive life as an adult, if given support from 

professionals, institutions and society. Namely, a larger portion of people (38%) than in 2014 (16%) 

believe it is fully possible. At the same time, there is far smaller number (4%) of those who are total 

sceptics and believe it is not possible than in 2014 (17%). Still, the largest share (55%) continues to 

believe that it is somewhat possible (this percentage was 66% in 2014). 
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Chart 12 – Attitude in the society towards children with disabilities – Independent and productive as adults? - % 

Positive shift in attitude related to the possibility for a child with disabilities to lead an independent and 

productive life as an adult, if given support from professionals, institutions and society, is revealed with 

the analysis of this specific question within the paired sample as well. Namely, in 2014 the percentage of 

those who thought it was fully possible (16%) increased remarkably in 2018 (39%), as the percentage of 

those who were not quite confident and thought it was somewhat possible back then (73%) decreased 

notably (55%) over time. 

3.3.6 AN AVERAGE CHILD & CHILD WITH DISABILITIES IN THE COUNTRY 

The general public have increased expectations of children with disabilities when it comes to attributes 

such as self-confidence, independence, being accepted by other children, cheerful, secure future, 

optimistic and braver. Compared to 2014, expectations of children with disabilities have notably increased 

(2014, children with disabilities were described with average scores ranging between 1.9 and 2.9 

compared to 5.2 and 5.8 for children without disabilities; in 2018 children with disabilities are described 

with average scores ranging between 3.0 and 4.6 compared to 4.3 and 5.1) – Chart 13. This may be taken 

as an indication that children with disabilities are seen less differently than other children. 
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Chart 13 – Attitude in the society towards children with disabilities – Average child compared to child with disabilities in 

the country – Average scores 

A detailed overview of descriptions of an average child and a child with disabilities in the country, obtained 

in 2014 and 2018, are included in Chart 14 (average child) and Chart 15 (child with disabilities) that follow. 

 
Chart 14 – Attitude in the society towards children with disabilities – Average child in the country - % 
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Chart 15 – Attitude in the society towards children with disabilities – Child with disabilities in the country - % 
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3.4 EDUCATION OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

The 4th thematic part of the follow-up survey was about opinions and attitudes of the general public related 

to education of children with disabilities – whether they should go to regular or special schools and what 

if in either case. 

3.4.1 REGULAR OF SPECIAL SCHOOLS FOR CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

The 2018 survey data show significant positive shift in attitude of the surveyed respondents towards 

education of children with disabilities (Chart 16). Worth mentioning is the notable growing share of people 

who believe that children with disabilities should be included in the mainstream education and attend 

regular classes with other children (from 4% in 2014 up to 24%). At the same time, considerably less 

people (31% in 2018 compared with 48% in 2014) share an opinion that children with disabilities should 

attend special schools, as well as those who share the opinion that they should go to regular schools, but 

should attend separate, special classes (down to 22% from 33% in 2014).  

 
Chart 16 – Regular of special schools for children with disabilities - % 

Comparative analysis of the paired sample data also unveils meaningful shift in attitude towards including 

children with disabilities in the mainstream education as far more (29%) than during the baseline survey 

(3%) believe they should go to regular schools and attend regular classes with other children. At the same 

time, the proportion of those who shared an opinion that these children should attend special schools are 

on decline (from 45% in 2014 to 22% in 2018). 

A clear majority (increase up to 73% from 55% in 2014) understand the benefits of inclusive education for 

both children with disabilities and other children as something that would improve their social skills, 

tolerance and respect for diversity (Chart 17). Still, the prevailing opinion held by the majority of the 

respondents (66%) continues to be along the lines that inclusion of children with disabilities into 

mainstream education would mean depriving other children of teachers’ due attention. 
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Chart 17 – Benefits and disadvantages of inclusion of children with disabilities into the mainstream education - % 

 

3.5 FAMILIES AND CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

This thematic part was designed to obtain information on certain attitudes of the surveyed respondents in 

relation to families and children with disabilities. The questions asked were aimed at getting people’s 

attitudes towards deinstitutionalization of children with disabilities, but also about whether they should 

receive free services or financial support or both. 

3.5.1 ATTITUDES TOWARDS DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

There is also a positive change in people’s attitude and support of deinstitutionalization of children with 

disabilities (Chart 18). In 2018, those who disagree (50%) that it is better for children with disabilities to 

be placed in special institutions, rather than with their families, because these institutions have experts 

who are specially trained to care for them outnumber those who agree (31%) with this. In 2014, this 

situation was the opposite – 32% disagreed versus 41% who agreed that special institutions are much 

better for children with disabilities than their families. Similarly, when children with disabilities cannot be 

cared for by their own families, significantly more people favour of foster families over special institutions 

(increase to 66% from 53% in 2014).   
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Chart 18 – Special institutions versus foster families - % 

3.5.2 STATE’S SUPPORT FOR THE FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

A large majority (72%) of the surveyed respondents continue to share the opinion that the state should 

provide both financial support and free services to families with children with disabilities (in 2014, this 

percentage was 79%) (Chart 19). In the past several years, the portion of those who believe the state is 

better to provide free services only (14%) and those who think it should provide financial support only 

(13%) has significantly increased.  

 
Chart 19 – State’s support for the families with children with disabilities - % 
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3.6 INCLUSION OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES IN THE SOCIETY 

The 6th thematic section of the survey was about people’s awareness about UN Conventions on the Rights 

of the Child and on the Rights of the Persons with Disabilities, the rights of children with disabilities, 

whether they are respected or not, but also about opportunities and chances for development of personal 

potential of children with disabilities. 

3.6.1 AWARENESS ABOUT UN CONVENTIONS 

The follow-up survey results show increased awareness about UN Conventions on the Rights of the Child 

and on the Rights of the Persons with Disabilities (Chart 20). As with the baseline survey data, the level 

of awareness about the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (61% aware) is higher than that of the 

UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (52% aware). 

 
Chart 20 – Awareness about UN conventions - % 

3.6.2 RESPECT FOR THE RIGHTS OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

Nearly two thirds (63%) of the respondents believe that the rights of children with disabilities are respected 

to lesser degree than the rights of other children (Chart 21). This is far more than in 2014 (42%). This 

could be linked to the increased awareness and better understanding of the rights of people with 

disabilities as self-reported in this survey.  
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Chart 21 – Respect of rights of children and children with disabilities - %  

The same sentiment is revealed by comparative data analysis of the paired sample – an increased 

number of these respondents believe the rights of children with disabilities are respected to a lesser extent than 

the rights of other children are (increase from 44% in 2014 to 72% in 2018), while those who think that the 

rights of children with disabilities are respected equally as the rights of other children are on the decline 

(decrease from 38% in 2014 to 20% in 2018). 

3.6.3 OPPORTUNITIES AND CHANCES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF PERSONAL POTENTIAL OF 

CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

A clear majority (75%) are of the opinion that children with disabilities do not have the same opportunities 

and chances to develop their personal potential compared to other children in the country. On the other 

hand, 21% think the opposite and believe they do (Chart 22). The divergence between these two opposing 

views is even greater compared to four years ago when 62% did not agree and 26% agreed that children 

with disabilities have the same opportunities and chances for development of personal potential as other 

children in the country.   

 
Chart 22 – Opportunities and chances for development of personal potential of children with disabilities - % 
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3.7 COMMUNICATION CHANNELS 

This part of the survey was intended to find out more about communication channels used by the general 

public in the country for getting informed. 

3.7.1 USUAL WAYS OF GETTING INFORMED 

A large majority of the general public (70%) receive information about current affairs or general issues by 

watching domestic TVs stations (Chart 23). The second most used information channel is 

Internet/websites (53%), followed by Internet/social networks (Facebook, Twitter or other social network). 

Compared with several years ago, the latest survey results reveal growing use of Internet and social 

networks for getting informed. 

 
Chart 23 – Usual ways of getting informed - % 

 

3.8 AWARENESS ABOUT CAMPAIGN – “BE FAIR - FOR CHILDHOOD WITHOUT 

BARRIERS” 

This section was added to the follow-up survey to examine awareness and effects of the UNICEF and EU 

funded campaign – “Be Fair - For Childhood without Barriers”. The campaign itself was designed to build 

support for the social model of disability as defined by the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with 

Disabilities and to provoke people to understand the real barriers that prevent children and adults with 

disabilities from participating and functioning in everyday life.  
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Questions were designed to obtain information on spontaneous and prompted awareness about the 

campaign, its effectiveness in helping to change level of knowledge and attitudes towards disability 

matters.  

3.8.1 SPONTANEOUS AWARENESS ABOUT CAMPAIGN – “BE FAIR – FOR CHILDHOOD 

WITHOUT BARRIERS” 

At spontaneous level, around one third (34%) of the respondents have seen or heard about this UNICEF 

campaign (Chart 24), and two thirds have not. The predominant source of information about this campaign 

is TV (58%), followed by Internet/social networks (Facebook, Twitter or other social network) (27%) and 

Internet/websites (24%) (Table 6). 

 
Chart 24 – Spontaneous awareness about campaign –  

“Be Fair - For Childhood without Barriers”- % 

Viewed by different demographic variables, respondents significantly more unaware about the campaign 

are those aged 40-49 years compared with other age cohorts, as well as Albanians, people living in rural 

areas, Polog region, and those with lower education attainment (no or completed primary education). 

3.8.2 PROMPTED AWARENESS ABOUT CAMPAIGN – “BE FAIR – FOR CHILDHOOD WITHOUT 

BARRIERS” 

On prompted level, the awareness about “Be Fair - For Childhood without Barriers” campaign (among 

those who were not able to recall the campaign spontaneously), around half of the respondents recalled 

the campaign with children with disabilities where there was a video with a girl with the Down syndrome 

working in a pharmacy (Chart 25). Main sources of prompted awareness about this campaign are again 

TV (77%), Internet/social networks (Facebook, Twitter or other social network) (19%) and 

Internet/websites (15%) (Table 7).  

Communication channel % 

TV 58% 

Internet/social networks (Facebook, 
Twitter or other social network) 

27% 

Internet/websites 24% 

Billboards 8% 

From friends and family 4% 

Radio stations 2% 

Printed newspapers 2% 

Other 3% 

Table 6 – Source of information for spontaneous 

awareness about campaign – “Be Fair - For 

Childhood without Barriers”- % 
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Chart 25 – Prompted awareness about campaign –  

“Be Fair - For Childhood without Barriers”- % 

Prompted awareness about this campaign is considerably smaller among men, respondents of Albanian 

and other ethnicity, those living in rural areas and Polog region, as well as those with lower education 

attainment (no or completed primary education). 

3.8.3 “BE FAIR - FOR CHILDHOOD WITHOUT BARRIERS” CAMPAIGN’S EFFECTIVENESS AND 

KEY MESSAGES 

Key messages of the “Be Fair - For Childhood without Barriers” Campaign (Chart 26) are accepting 

children with disabilities as any other child (20%), same rights for all children (16%), zero discrimination 

and rejection (10%) and helping children with disabilities (9%).  

Communication channel % 

TV 77% 

Internet/social networks (Facebook, 
Twitter or other social network) 

19% 

Internet/websites 15% 

From friends and family 1% 

Radio stations 1% 

Billboards 0.3% 

Printed newspapers 0.2% 

Other 2% 

Table 7 – Source of information for prompted 

awareness about campaign – “Be Fair - For 

Childhood without Barriers”- % 
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Chart 26 – Key messages of “Be Fair - For Childhood without Barriers” Campaign - % 

3.8.4 EFFECTS OF EXPOSURE TO “BE FAIR - FOR CHILDHOOD WITHOUT BARRIERS” 

CAMPAIGN ON PEOPLE’S KNOWLEDGE AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS CHILDREN WITH 

DISABILITIES 

Data on spontaneous and prompted awareness shows that the UNICEF and EU funded “Be Fair - For 

Childhood without Barriers” campaign reached two thirds (67%) of the general public. The effects of this 

exposure on knowledge and attitudes towards children with disabilities are largely positive. Those who 

confirmed having seen or heard the campaign are likely more informed about this group of children in 

society and what needs to be done for their bigger inclusion in the society. 

Respondents who have seen or heard the campaign consider themselves more informed and 

knowledgeable about children with disabilities than those who have not (Chart 27), as 20% of the former 

state they know a lot or very much compared to significantly less (14%) of those who were not exposed 

to the campaign. 
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Chart 27 – Effects of being exposed to the campaign on the level of information about children with disabilities - % 

Although, as mentioned before, all levels of proximity are greatly acceptable with all the observed groups 

of children, people who have seen or heard the campaign find all the relations with children with disabilities 

more acceptable than those who stated they have not been exposed to it in any way, either on 

spontaneous or prompted level (Table 8). 

 
  Table 8 – Relationship acceptability based on exposure to the campaign - % 

Compared to the respondents who are not aware about the campaign, those who are, are more likely to 

be pessimistic about the anticipated impact of efforts to help children with disabilities in their integration 

invested by both the state and society, on one hand, and their families, on the other (Chart 28). In the 

case of the state and society efforts, people exposed to the campaign in larger percentage (51%) believe 

that not much can be done to help children with disabilities than those who were not (41%). As for families’ 

Exposure 

to 

campaign

Relationship/Group of children with disabilities

Children 

with 

intellectual 

disability 

(H)

Blind 

children 

(I)

Children 

with 

autism  

(H)

Children 

with Down 

Syndrome 

(H)

Deaf 

children 

(I)

Children 

who have 

difficulties 

in moving 

and using 

body 

parts (A)

Children 

with a 

lack a 

part of 

the 

body (I)

A
v

e
ra

g
e

 %

NEIGHBOR 97% 98% 95% 97% 98% 97% 97% 97%

ACQUAINTANCES 95% 96% 94% 95% 96% 96% 96% 95%

CLASSMATES 94% 95% 93% 95% 96% 96% 96% 95%

FRIENDS 95% 96% 94% 95% 96% 96% 96% 95%

EMOTIONAL RELATIONSHIP 43% 49% 43% 42% 51% 47% 47% 46%

SPOUSE 35% 41% 36% 34% 44% 41% 40% 39%

None relation is acceptable 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Do not know about the group/ refuse to answer 1% 0% 2% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1%

NEIGHBOR 95% 97% 90% 91% 96% 97% 97% 95%

ACQUAINTANCES 93% 94% 87% 88% 94% 95% 95% 92%

CLASSMATES 92% 94% 87% 87% 94% 95% 95% 92%

FRIENDS 93% 95% 87% 88% 94% 95% 95% 92%

EMOTIONAL RELATIONSHIP 33% 38% 34% 32% 40% 38% 41% 36%

SPOUSE 26% 29% 25% 24% 30% 28% 32% 28%

None relation is acceptable 3% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 1% 2%

Do not know about the group/ refuse to answer 2% 2% 8% 6% 2% 1% 2% 3%

Seen or 

heard a 

campaign

Not seen or 

heard a 

campaign
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efforts, the respondents who confirmed being aware about the campaign slightly more agree (45%) than 

their peers who are not aware about it (41%) that “regardless of the effort that they and their families 

make, children with disabilities cannot be fully integrated in society, the way in which other children do”.  

Again, this is likely to be linked to the increased awareness of the rights of children with disabilities and 

increased understanding of the barriers that prevent children from being included, further highlighting the 

need for additional efforts to address social norms and system reforms to support inclusion.  

Chart 28 – Attitude towards efforts by the state, society and families to help children with disabilities in their integration 
based on exposure to the campaign - % 

Exposure to “Be Fair – For Childhood without Barriers” campaign have had a positive impact on peoples 

understanding of disability as outlined in the UN Convention on the rights of persons with disabilities 

(Chart 29). The majority of those who have seen or heard it (41%) see disability through the social & 

rights-based model (environmental barriers, such as physical and those that people create through 

attitudes and stereotypes need to be removed for children with disabilities to fit in society), while the 

majority of those who state they have not seen or heard about the campaign (45%) support the medical 

model (children with disabilities need medical care, rehabilitation services and other special services to fit 

in society). 
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Chart 29 – Attitude in the society towards children with disabilities based on exposure to the campaign – Models of 

disability - % 
 

The vast majority (86%) of respondents, regardless of whether they have been exposed to the campaign 

or not, think society and the environment should be adapted to children with disabilities, taking into 

consideration their needs and not the other way around (Chart 30).  

 

 
Chart 30 – Attitude in the society towards children with disabilities – Who needs to adapt – society and the environment 

or children with disabilities based on exposure to the campaign? - % 
 

The campaign has also had a positive impact on attitudes towards education. People who have seen or 

heard about the campaign (28%) are more likely to support inclusive education (children with disabilities 

attending regular schools and regular classes with other students) compared to those that have not (16%) 

(Chart 31). On the other hand, nearly twice that number (43%) of people who haven’t seen or heard the 

campaign, believe children with disabilities should not be part of the mainstream education system but 

should rather attend special schools.  
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Chart 31 – Regular of special schools for children with disabilities based on exposure to the campaign - % 

Although both groups of respondents, no matter whether they are aware of the campaign or not, 

understand the benefits of inclusive education for both children with disabilities and children without 

disabilities as something that would improve their social skills, tolerance and respect for diversity (Chart 

32), survey results show that those who were exposed to it notably more (77%) share this belief than 

those who were not (65%). Nevertheless, both groups of respondents believe it would mean depriving 

other children of teachers’ attention (68% of the respondent who saw or heard the campaign compared 

to 63% of those who did not). Again, this implies that more work is need to ensure teachers have capacity 

to support learning for all types of abilities.  

 
Chart 32 – Benefits and disadvantages of inclusion of children with disabilities into the mainstream education based on 

exposure to the campaign - % 

This attitude is also reflected in the attitude toward deinstitutionalization of children with disabilities. Half 

of the respondents within both analysed groups disagree that it is better for children with disabilities to be 

placed in special institutions as they have experts who are specially trained to care for them, rather than 



 

 

 37 

 

 

with their families (Chart 33). As for cases when a child with disabilities is left without parental care, 68% 

who have seen or heard the campaign are in favour of deinstitutionalization and placing it in a foster family 

compared to slightly less (61%) of those who were not exposed to the campaign. 

 
Chart 33 – Special institutions versus foster families based on exposure to the campaign - % 
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4 METHODOLOGY 

The methodology that was used for administering the questionnaire is telephone interviews, by CATI 

(Computer Assisted Telephone Interview) technique of data collection. The interviews were conducted in 

the GfK Skopje specialized CATI centre.  

CATI research has considerable advantages: 

- The interviewer is left free to concentrate on the interview itself as the routing instructions are 

taken care of. 

- Data is entered directly and the subsequent transactions of data processing are eliminated - cost 

and punching errors are reduced. 

- The whole process is speeded up because data is entered as it is obtained. 

- At intervals during the survey, the results can be examined. 

- An analysis of results can be obtained immediately after the last interviews have been completed. 

As part of this quantitative research, GfK Skopje will undertake the following activities: 

- Questionnaire design and translation  

- Representative national sample design 

- Programming of questionnaire into CATI software 

- Questionnaire pre-testing 

- Briefing of interviewers 

- Ensuring good response rate 

- Data collection and fieldwork supervision 

- Logical control of data and analysis  

- Data analysis & reporting. 

Sample Design  

The main reason for designing a sample for a quantitative research is to make general 

conclusions/statements about a larger, heterogeneous groups/population by reaching only a smaller 

portion of it. The whole universe is often too large or unlimited so that it is impossible to reach all of them.  

For the purposes of this telephone survey, GfK Skopje designed representative to target audience sample 

by using a stratified multistage sampling where a number of sampling points was drawn with the 

probability proportional to estimated population size (for a total coverage of the country).  

Stratified sampling divides the population of sampling units into subpopulations called strata. Previous 

sample design and data analysis experience in many countries has pointed to sharp differences in the 

distribution of population characteristics across administrative regions and across urban and rural areas 

of each country. This is one of the reasons why explicit strata are generally based on administrative 

regions and urban rural areas within administrative regions. For purposes of this study GfK Skopje used 

8 statistical regions (NUTS 3): Skopje, Vardar, East, Southeast, Pelagonia, Southwest, Polog and 

Northeast. 
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Dual-Frame (Fixed and Mobile) Telephone Sampling Methodology 

Fixed telephone sampling  

A separate sample was selected from the sampling units in each stratum, randomly generated within 

residential area code and exchanges (i.e. for Pelagonia region calling codes +389 47 and +389 48). These 

exchanges were further restricted to 100-series banks known to contain households. The fixed telephone 

RDD database contains all residential fixed phone exchanges in the country. A random digit (RDD) 

sample is a statistically constructed research sample where all telephone households have an equal and 

representative chance of being interviewed. RDD samples include all households, regardless of whether 

they are listed in a telephone directory or not.  

Mobile telephone sampling  

Additionally, mobile RDD sample was developed to reach mobile phone only households (i.e. households 

without fixed telephone line connection). It is estimated that approximately 1/3 of households in the 

country do not have fixed line, thus are non-reachable via fixed line. Mobile RDD is a telephone sample 

which is randomly generated within thousand series blocks dedicated to providing mobile service. The 

mobile RDD database contains all mobile-dedicated thousand series blocks in the country.  

Since the mobile phone numbers are not organized by geography, the study first started with mobile 

phone interviews, followed by fixed phone interviews geographically allocated taking into account 

previous geographical distribution of mobile phone interviews. 

The ratio of interviews conducted to fixed line and to mobile line is set to 80/20. 

Selection of Respondent 

Performing a random population sample requires the selection of the person to be interviewed out of the 

target persons available in an eligible household. In the case of this survey, the “last birthday method” 

was used to select respondents from all the household members aged 15+. 
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4.1 DEMOGRAPHY - SAMPLE STRUCTURE 

The following tables include sample structure of the respondents of the total (n=1,000) and paired sample 

(n=128) interviewed during this survey, shown in percentages. 

Total sample (n=1,013) % 

Gender 
Male 49.9% 

Female 50.1% 

Age 

15-19 9.2% 

20-29 18.8% 

30-39 18.2% 

40-49 17.3% 

50-59 15.6% 

60+ 20.9% 

Ethnicity 

Macedonian 65.9% 

Albanian 25.0% 

Other 9.1% 

Place of living 
Urban 57.3% 

Rural 42.7% 

Region 

Vardar region 5.9% 

East region 10.0% 

Southwest region 10.9% 

Southeast region 9.2% 

Pelagonia region 11.9% 

Polog region 14.0% 

Northeast region 8.9% 

Skopje region 29.3% 

Education 

Not completed primary school 2.7% 

Completed primary school 13.0% 

Not completed secondary school 4.0% 

Completed secondary school 48.0% 

Completed college 4.4% 

Completed university 24.9% 

Completed university/post-graduate 2.6% 

Refuses to answer 0.5% 

Table 9 – Demographic data (total sample) 
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Paired sample (n=128) % 

Gender 
Male 52.3% 

Female 47.7% 

Age 

15-19 1.6% 

20-29 15.6% 

30-39 24.2% 

40-49 17.2% 

50-59 17.2% 

60+ 24.2% 

Ethnicity 

Macedonian 71.9% 

Albanian 25.0% 

Other 3.1% 

Place of living 
Urban 82.8% 

Rural 17.2% 

Region 

Vardar region 7.8% 

East region 10.2% 

Southwest region 5.5% 

Southeast region 7.0% 

Pelagonia region 19.5% 

Polog region 12.5% 

Northeast region 7.8% 

Skopje region 29.7% 

Education 

Not completed primary school 0.0% 

Completed primary school 5.5% 

Not completed secondary school 2.3% 

Completed secondary school 52.3% 

Completed college 3.9% 

Completed university 33.6% 

Completed university/post-graduate 1.6% 

Refuses to answer 0.8% 

Table 10 – Demographic data (paired sample) 
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