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INTRODUCTION 

 

The need for data for measuring the outcomes of the measures undertaken by the government 

regarding the integration of Roma has been widely discussed since 2010, but little progress has been 

made in that direction. The monitoring reports 1 on the implementation of the National R oma strategy 

and action plans for Roma, pointed out the lack of system of monitoring and evaluation as the main 

obstacle for assessing the progress of the country in realizing inclusive polices for Roma.  The report 

on the Roma inclusion index 2015, notes that ®participating governments as the main responsibility 

bearers, have not succeeded in establishing effective mechanisms to measure the outcomes of their 

Roma inclusion policies on a regular basis, comparable over time and geography, that would 

meaningf ully inform policy making processes ¯ (Roma Inclusion Index, 2015).  

 

The lack of data about Roma communities in The Republic of North Macedonia remains still one of 

the main obstacles to conducting any detailed assessment on Roma communities state in terms of 

occurrence of any improvements or worsening of their situation, identification of the effects as 

resulting from implementation of the policies, programs and projects undertaken in the communities 

and future interventions that have to be implemente d so that the communities are better off. 

Improving the process of gathering data about the living standards and conditions of Roma 

communities is an achievable goal that can have an immediate and long -term impact on projects, 

policies, and people. The sup port and resources for collecting data for such an effort exist. Without 

comprehensive data to evaluate government or donor efforts and guide policies, the situation of 

Roma is likely to remain dire. The midterm review of the National strategies on Roma, a s well as the 

evaluation of the Implementation of the National Strategy of Roma in the Republic of North 

Macedonia clearly indicated that there is a need for evidence -based policies with an ultimate purpose 

to plan and design actions, measure the impact an d progress of the designed interventions.  

However, despite the absence of systematic data collection by the official national institutions, 

international donors such as the World Bank, EU, UNDP have made considerable efforts in 2004, 

2011 and 2017 to suppo rt large administrative surveys on Roma in 12 countries, including North 

Macedonia. The surveys collected basic socio -economic data on household as well as individual 

household members and data of selected adult members from each household, covering 750 Ro ma 

households and approximately 350 non -Roma households living in the proximity of Roma 

communities, in each targeted country. The survey provides large set of comparative data of Roma 

across the country but also determine the situation of Roma in the coun tries establishing the ground 

for data collection and basic study for further comparison.  

In 2016, under the framework of the IPA project ®Local Integration of Refugees, Internally Displaced 

Persons and Minority Groups 2, it was developed a social mapping m ethodology for conducting 

comprehensive social inclusion survey which provided the means for standardized data generation 

regarding social issues of the Roma population living in the 12 municipalities. Therefore in 2018, the 

                                                           
1See more at the - Shadow report: The implementation of the Roma strategy in the Republic of Macedonia for 

2016 and 2017, CEA & Romalitico 2017 available at http://romalitico.org/new/images/Shadow -report -Roma-

strategy.pdf   ; Comparative analyses ± The use of National policies for Roma at the local level, InSoC 2017 

available at  http://insoc.org.mk/wp -content/uploads/2017/12/COMPARATIVE -ANALYSIS-APPLICABILITY-OF-

NATIONAL-POLICIES-FOR-ROMA-AT-THE-LOCAL-LEVEL-MK.pdf; Civil Society Report on the Implementation 

of the National Roma integration strategy and Decade action Plans in Macedonia, InSoC 2012 available at  

http://insoc.org.mk/2017/10/20/civil -society -monitoring -report/   

2 Project funded by the European Union and implemented by EPTISA in consortium with CARE, MCIC and the 

Roma Education Fund in partnership with the Ministry of Labor and Social Policy  

http://romalitico.org/new/images/Shadow-report-Roma-strategy.pdf
http://romalitico.org/new/images/Shadow-report-Roma-strategy.pdf
http://insoc.org.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/COMPARATIVE-ANALYSIS-APPLICABILITY-OF-NATIONAL-POLICIES-FOR-ROMA-AT-THE-LOCAL-LEVEL-MK.pdf
http://insoc.org.mk/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/COMPARATIVE-ANALYSIS-APPLICABILITY-OF-NATIONAL-POLICIES-FOR-ROMA-AT-THE-LOCAL-LEVEL-MK.pdf
http://insoc.org.mk/2017/10/20/civil-society-monitoring-report/
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European Commission provided th e support for conducting the Social Mapping of Roma in North 

Macedonia, within the frame of the contract THEMATIC EVALUATION OF EU SUPPORT TO ROMA 

COMMUNITIES AND ROMA SOCIAL MAPPING -2018/395950/1 3 . 

The Social Mapping of Roma is conducted by AECOM in coo rdination with the Delegation of the 

European Union Skopje along with the Ministry of Labour and Social Politics and the Cabinet of the 

Minister without Portfolio responsible for implementation of the Roma strategy, as final beneficiaries 

of the report. The social mapping component address the existing lack of clear and comprehensive 

data as regards to the main geogr aphical, social characteristics and standards of living of Roma in 

the neighborhoods. The main aim of the social mapping is to provide reliable presentation of the 

community structures and situation, as well as to give an overview and basic characteristics  of the 

households in the Roma communities in terms of education, employment, health, housing, 

infrastructure and other socioeconomic characteristics. In addition, the aim of the social mapping is 

to provide the relevant national institutions (Ministries, Agencies, CSOs) with a reliable data on Roma 

communities and their situation in order to design better policies targeting the community as a whole, 

rather on focusing on individual level. From the other side, it should provide information on the needs 

of the Roma communities under which National and EU funds should be allocated for programs and 

projects aiming at social inclusion of Roma in the society, at national and local level.  

  

                                                           
3 FWC BENEFICIARIES 2013 - LOT 9:  Culture, Education, Employment and Social  
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METHODOLOGY  

 

The social mapping is presenting the community situation an d structure in the Roma settlements in 

14 municipalities  and gives a summary of the socio -economic status and conditions of Roma in 

those municipalities. The municipalities have been chosen based on the highest distribution of Roma, 

in cooperation with the  Ministry of Labour  and Social Policy, also taking into consideration the 

regional character of the distribution of Roma. The Municipalities targeted by the social mapping are 

presented below:  

 

Table 1:Targeted municipalities  

1.Tetovo  2.Prilep 3.Stip 4.Vinica 5.Strumica  

6.Gostivar  7.Kumanovo 8.Kocani 9.Debar 10.Kavadarci  

11.Shuto Orizari  12.Bitola 13.Kicevo  14.Veles  

 

The methodology approach combines qualitative participatory  approach and quantitative 

methods  based on representative probability sampling in order to provide more relevant insights on 

the situation of the Roma communities but also describe the characteristics of the average Roma in 

terms of housing, education, health, employment, infrastructure e tc.  

The qualitative method is based on an adjusted participatory rural appraisal approach enabling thus, 

the collecting of relevant information that will provide insights about Roma people and the 

communities in which they live in the territory of Republi c of North Macedonia. The participatory 

qualitative approach was ensured by organization of consultation meetings and focus groups with 

the Roma representatives of the local communities, representatives of the municipalities, NGOs and 

other community groups such as Local Action Groups, RIC, Roma mediators available in the 

municipalities. The focus groups and individual consultations were held in e ach of the 14 targeted 

Municipalities.  

Table 2:  Qualitative approach  

 

Participatory 

Appraisal Method  

Participatory Appraisal is a methodology for interacting with members of 

a community, understanding them and learning from them. It involves a 

process of communicating with them using a set of menus of methods 

that seek community participation.  

Objective  They are especially valuable in gathering information that will provide 

insights about people and the communities in which they live. These 

insights will, in turn, enable projects to:  

¶ Customize interventions according to the needs and 

circumstances of the particular communities  

¶ Better focus questions for quantitative surveys that may be 

carried out to complement the qualitative research,  

¶ Refine the approach and activities mid -stream as information is 

gathered for monitoring purposes,  

¶ Improve follow -on activities and inform future projects as a result 

of what is learned in evaluations.  
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Tools  ¶ Social map - A map that is drawn by the participants and which 

shows the social structures and institutions in one targeted  area. 

It focuses on drawing a map, household enumeration and 

location, trends in housing ± decreasing or increasing, nearby 

population, religious  group, migration and social structures  

¶ Infrastructure and Resource map ± Developing the content of the 

map with the community infrastructure (description of the 

neighborhood context, water and sanitation, access to electricity, 

road infrastructure, physic al assets and availability of the 

resources.  

¶ Wealth and income perceptions ± most important source of 

income, expenditure structure, income variation during the year, 

main occupation of the community  

¶ Venn Diagram on institutions ± mapping the institutions that are 

around the community as well as the distance of the community 

to the basic service providers ± kindergarten, schools, hospital, 

bus station,  

Participants  Community members representatives  

NGOs 

Local municipalities  

Technique  Consultation meetings and Focus groups  

 

The quantitative method consisted of one survey that was conducted in August ± September 2018 

on a random sample of Roma households in the targeted 14 municipalities 4 following settlement  

approach. In each of the 14 municipalities, approximately 550 Roma households were interviewed. 

The survey questionnaire was designed jointly by the experts contracted by AECOM, with a reference 

of adjusting the previous questionnaire designed within the frame of the project ®Local Integration of 

Refugees, Internally Displaced Persons and Minority Groups 5 , but also in consultation with 

stakeholders that possess a relevant expertise in data collection such as, UNDP and Habitat for 

Humanity Macedonia. The Questionnaire is structured on 4 components with key questions on 

housing and community infrastructure , employment, health and education .   

 

The unit for analysis for the section of housing and community infrastructure are households, 

while unit of analyses for the employment are individual respondents. For the education and 

health, the unit of analysis are both households and individuals.  

  

The survey was implemented by the NGO ®INSOC¯6 by applying an adjusted methodology in the 14 

municipalities, thus allow ing for the development of a common data -set on core indicators and 

ensuring comparability and consistency of the results. The survey includes a total of 550 Roma 

households with approximately 2,200 household members covering 14 municipalities with the 

highest distribution of Roma.  

 

                                                           
4 The municipalities are chosen based on the highest distribution of Roma, in cooperation with the Ministry of 

Labor and Social Policy, also taking into consideration the region al character of the distribution of Roma.  

5 Project funded by the European Union and implemented by EPTISA in consortium with CARE, MCIC and the 

Roma Education Fund in partnership with the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy  
6 Subcontractor  
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Table 3: Quantitative approach  

 

Survey   The social mapping survey includes information on the socio -economic 

situation of individual households living in a particular (geographical) 

area of interest and provides information about households relative 

wellbeing based on a set of pre -defined indic ators of interest.  

Objective  They survey is especially valuable in gathering quantitative information 

of Roma households that allows to draw conclusion on the entire 

population by deploying a sample methodology and interference 

methods and techniques.  C ustomize interventions according to the 

needs and circumstances of the particular communities.  

Principles  Representative sample that has strong external validity in relationship 

to the target population in order the sample to be large enough meaning 

to represent the population. The findings from the survey can be 

generalized with confidence to the population o f interest.  

Randomness ± subset of statistical population in which each unit has an 

equal probability of being chosen.  

Sample universe  The households in Roma settlements or areas of compact Roma 

population; representatives of Roma population who implicitly identify 

themselves as Roma 

Sample frame  List of settlements on a municipal level from the Census with a 

significant share of Roma urban population updated with information 

from other sources (local experts who are knowledgeable about this 

minority population).  

Type of sample  Three stage random representative sample stratified based on the 

distribution of the Roma population in the municipal level  

1st  stage  Clusters drawn randomly from each stratum municipal by number of 

sections (starting addresses)  

2nd stage  Households chosen with equal probabilities, and selected by the 

method of random start or equal random walk  

3rd  stage  Household member 16+, and selected by first birthday technique  

Sample size  550 Households  

Sampling error  nmin= 384 households  

Response rate = 70%  

Confidence interval = 95%  

Sample error = +/ - 5% 

Technique  Survey Questionnaire  

Data collection 

method  

Through trained Enumerators with a mixed structure of Roma 

information center s staff and health mediators  

As seen from the above table, the sample frame consists of a list of settlements on a municipal level 

using data as resulted from the last Census 2002, with a high share of Roma urban population, 

updated with the information from other sources ± local experts who are knowledgeable about this 

minority population.  While being aware that the Roma population is migrating, but also taking into 

consideration the increased number of cardboard settlements , a panel of expert meeting with the 

representatives of the NGOs was held for defining the sample frame of Roma settlements in a given 

municipality.  
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The sampling method is a stratified using a three -stage procedure with a cluster drawn randomly 

from each stratum municipal by number of sections (starting addresses) . In order to have more 

targeted approach in recruiting Roma respondents to take part in the survey, the survey team (under 

the leadership of the survey expert) teamed up with local NGOs/local institutions in identifying Roma 

inhabited settlements within t he selected municipalities. The procedures followed a selection 

stratified proportionally to size in a municipal stratum. In each of the strata were selected 

settlements , and in them - primary sample units (voting sections or other relevant units). The 

objective of the second stage was to select the individual respondent. The first step in this stage was 

selecting the starting address, using routing procedures for random selection, different for the local 

types of settlements . The second step was to select one respondent, with a quota selection 

procedure, ensuring that easy to reach people will not be overrepresented. Therefore, from each 

household one member was interviewed based on the principle of the closest birthday of the adult 

member who provided info rmation also for the other members.  

Table 4 presents the municipalities, with the estimated sample of 550 households with an estimation 

of above 2200 persons /population exposed to the social mapping.  

Table 4: Sampling by municipality   

No. Municipalities  
Total 

Population  

% in 

total 

pop  

Households  Weighting  
Sample 

approx.  

Estimated 

Pop. 

1 Shuto Orizari 13,342  25% 3,336 34% 186 744 

2 Prilep 4,433 8% 1,108 11% 62 247 

3 Kumanovo  4,256 8% 1,064 11% 59 237 

4 Bitola 2,613 5% 653 7% 36 146 

5 Tetovo  2,357 4% 589 6% 33 131 

6 Gostivar  2,237 4% 559 5% 31 125 

7 Stip 2,195 4% 549 5% 31 122 

8 Kocani 1,951 4% 488 5% 27 109 

9 Kicevo  1,630 3% 408 4% 23 91 

10 Vinica 1,230 2% 308 3% 17 69 

11 Debar 1,080 2% 270 3% 15 60 

12 Veles 800 1% 200 2% 11 45 

13 Kavadarci  679 1% 170 2% 9 38 

14 Strumica  651 1% 163 2% 9 36 

 total        9,865 100%  550 2,200 

Source: Census 2002  
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SOCIAL MAPPING REPORT 

The analysis and presentation of the data resulted from the social mapping will be on two levels: 

Firstly, on national level  providing general information on the whole sample of households including 

demographic information, housing condition s, employment, education and health on national level. 

This data defines the situation of Roma in the four priority areas and serves also for comparison with 

previous findings from other reports.  

The second  part focus es on analyzing the data collected in the targeted Mu nicipalities, in the above -

mentioned areas, and presentation of the results on the municipal level.  The data and findings on 

municipal level are further  broken down on a settlements level. This approach allows for formulation 

of conclusions on differences  between municipalities, on one hand but also on differences at 

settlements  level, identifying the main settlements  where intervention or investments are required 

in order  to eradicate the disparities at municipality level. As regards the analysis of data at the 

settlem ents level , a mix of quantitative and qualitative methods are used. The data collected based 

on survey are analyzed together with the findings from the focus groups , in terms of infrastructure 

on a community level, proximity  distance of the institutions from the Roma communities, income 

perception and employment . 

NATIONAL LEVEL 

This section of the report presents the general picture of t he socio -economic status in the fourtheen 

(14) targeted municipalities, where around 90 % of the Roma population live s.  

Figure 1: Municipalities included in the Social Mapping  

 

   

   

  

 
 

 

The fourtheen (14) municipalities were selected  based on the highest distribution of Roma in the 

Republic of North Macedonia, but also correlated with the municipalities selected in the ROMACTED 

project. The ROMACTED PROGRAMME ®Promoting Good Governance and Roma Empowerment at 

Local level¯ is joint initiative of the Council of Europe and the European Union which aims to build up 

political will and sustained policy engagement of local authorities to enhance democratic local 

governance and improve and expand the institutions' commitment, capacities, knowl edge and skills 

in working for Roma inclusion. The program is implemented in 12 municipalities with an ultimate aim 

to create synergies with existing initiatives and therefore allocate resources and ensure political 

commitment for advancing the position of  Roma on a local level. 
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Demographics  

 

Though, for the 550 households estimated to participate in the social mapping, an initial group of 

2200 persons was estimated, based on the statistical information available, in the end, as result of 

the social mapping, 2773 persons were identified for all  550 group of households.  As regards to the 

age and gender categories, out of 2,773 Roma persons in total, 49 % were women. As regards the 

age criteria, the highest distribution is in range 19 ± 64 years (almost 60%). The figure below shows 

that only 3% o f the persons included in the survey are over 64 years old.  

 

Figure 2: Population pyramid  

 
 

Figure 3 present s the asylum seekers per municipality per household, including at least one person 

who asked asylum in some of the EU countries. The highest number of the asylum seekers are from 

Bitola (58%), Kocani (48%), Kumanovo (44%) and Strumica (12%). Whereas municipalities Kicevo, 

Tetovo and Vinica are the ones with the lowest number of asylum seekers.  

 

Figure 3: Asylum seekers since 2009  
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Housing  

 

The right to adequate housing  is one of the essential rights, and both international and national legal 

and policy frameworks include standards and measures that are highly relevant for providing 

adequate housing to Roma communities. Therefore, the state is obliged to follow the stand ards and 

measures included in the International covenant and create the conditions for a proper exercising of 

the economic, social and cultural rights. The criteria include security of tenure, access to services, 

affordability, habitability, accessibility,  suitability of location and cultural adequacy. 7   

 

The housing is also one of the priority areas of The Strategy for the Roma in Republic of Macedonia 

2014 -2020 . The Strategy draws attention on the provisions of The Law on Housing 8 that divides the 

housing into two categories: minimal  and adequate housing : under Article 8, the minimum housing 

includes minimum space requirements, equipment of the apartment with basic communal 

infrastructure such as electricity, water and drainage and road connectivity to th e apartment with the 

neighborhood or the city, as well as legal certainty of possession or use of apartment. The adequate 

housing  besides the elements of minimum housing includes and appropriate privacy and space, 

physical accessibility, security, construc tive stability and durability, lighting, heating and ventilation, 

basic infrastructure such as water supply, drainage and waste collection, environmental quality and 

health-related factors and accessibility related to work and basic services.  

 

On average, there are 5.0 person living in one Roma household in the 14 municipalities included in 

the report. According to figure 4, the highest number in a given household is noted in Kicevo (6.83 

person in one household); Kavadarci (6.22), Gostivar (5.79) and Shuto Orizari - 5.46 persons in one 

household.  

 

Figure 4: Average number of persons per household  

 
 

                                                           
7 United Nations Human Settlements Programme (UN-HABITAT), Affordable Land and Housing in Europe and 

North America, Nairobi, 2011, pp. 9-11 
8 αhŦŦƛŎƛŀƭΦ DŀȊŜǘǘŜέ ƴƻΦ ффκлфΣ ртκмлΣ осκммΣ рпκммΣ моκмнΣ оуκмнΣ ррκмоΣ мсоκмоΣ пнκмпΣ 
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Table 5 shows the size of the household (in total square meters) reported by the Roma in the 14 

municipalities. As shown in the table below (table 5), around 44% of the Roma population live in 

dwelling less than 50m 2. Taking into consideration that on average in one household there are 5 

members, it can be concluded that there is high rate of overcrowding.  Based on the municipal l evel, 

high overcrowding can be noticed in Bitola and Strumica (over 80% of the population); moderate 

overcrowding is present in Kavadarci, Shuto Orizari, Prilep, Vinica (over 47% of the population). On 

average, around 28% of the population live in dwelling s that are more than 71m 2. In the municipalities 

Stip, Kicevo and Veles are the ones that have more available space for living.   

 

Table 5: Size of the dwelling by municipality  

  

Less 

than 

10 m2 

10 m2 - 

16 m2 

17 m2 - 

30 m2 

31 m2 - 50 

m2 

51m2  - 

70 m2 

71 m2 - 

90 m2 

More 

than 

90 m2 

Total  

Bitola 0% 8% 50% 28% 14% 0% 0% 100%  

Debar 0% 0% 0% 27% 20% 20% 33% 100%  

Gostivar  6% 9% 15% 18% 18% 17% 17% 100%  

Kavadarci  0% 0% 34% 22% 22% 22% 0% 100%  

Kicevo  8% 17% 0% 13% 25% 8% 29% 100%  

Kocani 0% 7% 11% 16% 48% 7% 11% 100%  

Kumanov

o 
0% 8% 12% 15% 39% 15% 11% 100%  

Prilep 0% 4% 17% 23% 33% 15% 8% 100%  

Shuto 

Orizari 
1% 11% 6% 29% 32% 12% 9% 100%  

Stip 0% 0% 7% 13% 50% 27% 3% 100%  

Strumica  0% 10% 30% 40% 10% 10% 0% 100%  

Tetovo  0% 0% 9% 38% 16% 9% 28% 100%  

Veles 0% 0% 9% 0% 55% 36% 0% 100%  

Vinica 0% 0% 18% 29% 12% 41% 0% 100%  

Average 1% 5% 16%  22%  28%  17%  11%    

 

 

As presented bellow, 63% respondents have their own yard. But as further question explores, most 

of the Roma housholds who lives in the above municipalities have small backyards.  The smallest 

backyard have the respondents from Veles (55% have a backyard s maller than 10m2), while in Bitola 

(47%) and Shuto Orizari (39%) their yards are up to 16m2. This is an exeption in Prilep where the 

backyards are bigger than 90m2 (17%).  

Table 6: Dwellings with a backyard  

  1)      Yes, common 

courtyard with neighbours  

2)      Yes, own yard 3) No 

Shtip  3% 94% 3% 

Bitola 11% 78% 11% 

Debar 7% 73% 20% 

Gostivar  44% 41% 15% 

Kavadarci  22% 56% 22% 

Kichevo  25% 67% 8% 

Kochani  0% 100%  0% 

Kumanovo  24% 51% 25% 
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Prilep 20% 78% 2% 

Shuto Orizari 20% 63% 17% 

Strumica  30% 10% 60% 

Tetovo  28% 50% 22% 

Veles 9% 73% 18% 

Vinica 41% 41% 18% 

Average 20% 63% 17% 

 

 

The ownership of the dwelling 9 is another indicator that demonstrate s the housing condition s of the 

Roma community. Table 7 presents the ownership structure of the Roma household in the 

municipalities. However, when discussing the relatively high rate of housing ownership in most of the 

municipalities, one should consider that this particular survey question could have been 

misunderstood. Namely, they report regular incidence of situations in which Roma individuals, 

informally consider themselves owners  of a certain property, to which they, in fact, do not have 

legal title.  

It can be noticed that there is a relatively high percentage of Roma persons that informally declared 

their ownership of their  dwellings ± almost 90% of the Roma - 88% of them own their house, while 

2% of them own apartments. Only 10% of the Roma do not o wn the dwellings, where 5% of the Roma 

live in a house belonging to their relatives, 2% in rented  dwellings, 1 % are in houses under mortgage, 

and 1% in improvised dwelling s.  

 

According to the table  below, the highest rate of dwelling ownership is in Veles (100%), Kumanovo 

(98%), Kicevo and Kocani (96%), Stip (93%), and Strumica and Prilep (90%).  

 

From the 1% of Roma that reported that they live in improvised dwellings, the highest 

percentage is in Shuto Orizari, Prilep, Stip and Gostivar.  These areas should be considered with 

priority for housing -type interventions, as they register the highest rates of improper living 

conditions and a high rate of persons in vulnerable situations.  

 

Table 7: Informal ownership structure of the dwelling by municipality  

 

Othe

r 

Improvis

ed 

dwelling 

(cardboa

rd house 

or 

similar)  

The 

house 

that 

belong

s to 

anothe

r 

owner 

(relativ

e) 

Refus

e to 

answ

er 

Tena

nt in 

the 

hous

e 

Tenant 

in an 

apartme

nt 

Own 

apartme

nt 

Own 

hous

e 

Own 

house 

under a 

mortga

ge 

The 

apartme

nt 

belongs 

to 

another 

owner 

(relative) 

Bitola 3% 0% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 86% 0% 0% 

Debar 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 14% 86% 0% 0% 

Gostivar  0% 3% 5% 0% 0% 0% 9% 82% 0% 1% 

Kavadarci  0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 11% 0% 89% 0% 0% 

                                                           

9 The ownership of the dwelling is based on the question Which of the following statements best describes your dwelling ± 

where respondents had to choose several categories (own house, rented house, house belonging to family member etc).  
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Othe

r 

Improvis

ed 

dwelling 

(cardboa

rd house 

or 

similar)  

The 

house 

that 

belong

s to 

anothe

r 

owner 

(relativ

e) 

Refus

e to 

answ

er 

Tena

nt in 

the 

hous

e 

Tenant 

in an 

apartme

nt 

Own 

apartme

nt 

Own 

hous

e 

Own 

house 

under a 

mortga

ge 

The 

apartme

nt 

belongs 

to 

another 

owner 

(relative) 

Kicevo 1% 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 95% 0% 0% 

Kocani 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 96% 0% 0% 

Kumanovo 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 98% 0% 0% 

Prilep 2% 1% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 91% 0% 2% 

Shuto 

Orizari 0% 3% 8% 0% 4% 0% 0% 82% 1% 2% 

Stip 0% 3% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 93% 0% 0% 

Strumica  0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 90% 0% 0% 

Tetovo  1% 0% 9% 0% 3% 0% 0% 87% 0% 0% 

Veles 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

100

% 0% 0% 

Vinica 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 29% 71% 0% 0% 

Average  1% 1% 5% 0% 2% 0% 2% 88%  1% 1% 

 

The table below shows the legalization of the dwellings, denoting the households that have legal 

ownership documentation. Only 49% of the Roma reported that they have legalized houses, while 

1 % have rented house. Around 19% of the dwellings are in the pro cess of legalization.  

 

Table 8:Legalization of dwellings by municipality  

Municipalities  

I do not 

know, I'm a 

tenant  

Yes No 

Only one 

part, the 

other part is 

in the 

process of 

legalization  

In the 

process of 

legalizatio

n 

Refuse to 

answer 

Bitola 6% 16% 67% 0% 11% 0% 

Debar 0% 67% 13% 0% 13% 7% 

Gostivar  0% 41% 35% 0% 24% 0% 

Kavadarci  11% 33% 45% 11% 0% 0% 

Kicevo  0% 46% 38% 12% 4% 0% 

Kocani 0% 96% 0% 0% 4% 0% 

Kumanovo  0% 11% 53% 0% 36% 0% 

Prilep 0% 68% 15% 0% 13% 4% 

Shuto Orizari 2% 41% 22% 2% 30% 3% 

Stip 0% 90% 3% 0% 7% 0% 

Strumica  0% 50% 40% 0% 10% 0% 

Tetovo  0% 25% 6% 3% 56% 10% 

Veles 0% 64% 9% 0% 27% 0% 

Vinica 0% 41% 59% 0% 0% 0% 

Average 

(national level) 
1% 49% 29% 2% 17% 2% 
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From those houses there are in the process of legalization the highest percentage is in Tetovo (56%), 

Kumanovo (36%), Shuto Orizari (30%), Veles (27%) and Gostivar (24%). Despite this, there is 

moderately high percentage of dwellings that are not legalized  (29%) and they present a 

potential case for eviction if their status is not solved  soon . This should trigger intervention from 

the responsible stakeholders, as these cases may represent those dwellings that cannot get 

legalized due to technical standards (potentially unstable zone) . Therefore, possible dislocation and 

securing new houses might be an option for solving the housing issue. From those houses that are 

not legalized, the highest percentage is in Bitola (67%), Vinica (59%), Kumanovo (53%), Kavadarci 

(44%), Strumica (40%), Kicevo (38%) and Shuto Orizari (22%). 

 

As regards the quality of the dwellings, several questions were asked to explore the conditions in 

which the Roma communities live. The question had multiple answers, allowing respondents to  

choose more than one option for each of the stated problems. From the given statements, 53% of 

the Roma households reported that have moisture in their dwellings. In this regard, the high incidence 

of moisture in the dwelling greatly influence the health status of the Roma, especially the health of 

the children as moisture directly affect s the respiratory system. Among the municipalities, the 

highest incidence of moisture is present in Shuto Orizari (14%); Kumanovo (7%), Bitola (5%) whereas 

in all the rest of the municipalities the incidence is less than 10%.  

Table  9:The main housing and infrastructure problems encountered by Roma persons/ 

households by municipality  

  
The house 

has moisture  

The house 

does not have 

enough light  

The house is built 

of inadequate 

material  

Do not have 

access to 

electricity  

The house has 

no accessible 

asphalt road  

Bitola 5% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

Debar 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Gostivar  5% 1% 2% 0% 2% 

Kavadarci  1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 

Kicevo 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Kocani 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Kumanovo 7% 0% 0% 0% 1% 

Prilep 4% 1% 1% 0% 4% 

Shuto Orizari 14% 6% 2% 1% 2% 

Stip 3% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

Strumica  1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

Tetovo  5% 1% 0% 0% 1% 

Veles 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Vinica 3% 3% 1% 1% 2% 

Total (national level)  53%  15%  6% 3% 12%  

 

Also, as regards to the quality of the dwelling 15% of the Roma reported they do not have enough 

lighting in the house, whereas the highest incidence is reported in Shuto Orizari and Vinica.  

The quality of the dwelling is closely related to the material of which the hous e is built. Thus, around 

6% reported that their dwelling is built of inadequate material. Among the municipalities, the highest 

frequency is noticed in Shuto Orizari, Prilep, Gostivar and Vinica.  The access to electricity is also 

important indicator of th e quality of the dwelling ± only 3% of the Roma communities reported that 

they do not have access to electricity. Among the municipalities, around 1% of the household s 

reported that they do not have access to electricity in Kavadarci, Shuto Orizari and the  municipality 

of Vinica.  

The last indicator in terms of the housing conditions, at community level is related to the public 

infrastructure, whether the community has access to asphalt roads. Around 12% of the respondents 
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reported that their houses do not  have access to asphalt road.  Among the municipalities the highest 

frequency is reported in Prilep, Shuto Orizari, Vinica, Gostivar .  

The last part as regards to the quality of housing condition s is related to access to different facilities. 

As shown in the figure 5 below, 18% of the households do not have access to sewage system, 30% 

of them do not have toilet inside the house, 20% of them do not have toilet with a bathroom and 

around 10% of the Romani households do not have drinking water inside the house. On the municipal 

level, the most vulnerable situation was registered in Shuto Orizari, Prilep, and Kumanovo.   

 

Figure 5: Average of the h ousehold access to different facilities in targeted 

municipalities  

 
 

Employment  

 

One of the most important indicators as a measure of the extent to which available labor resources 

are being used is the employment rate 10. The working age population 1 5-64 years11 constitute 54% 

of the total population included in the survey. The employment rate is 23%, calculated out of the 

working age population from the sample in each municipality . The employment rate on national level 

is 44%12, almost twice higher than the employment rate for Roma included in the survey.  As regards 

to the gender, on average the employment rate for Roma male is 15% whereas the national average 

is 54%13. For women the employment rate is even lower, for Roma women  the employment rate is 

8%, while the national average for non -Roma female is 35%14.  

 

Table 10:Working age population and employment of the Roma by municipality  

                                                           
10 The employment rate follows the standard definition of the ILO including those people that during the survey 

reported that they worked for money during the week for at least one hour; temporarily absent from work but 

were formally employed and persons who were helping on  family estate or family enterprise without pay. The 

employment rate is calculated out of the working age population from the sample in each municipality, in 

accordance to the definition of the State Statistical office, participation of the number of emplo yed in the 

working age population aged 15 years and over  
11 The working age population includes the all the person aged 15 ± 64 or 18 ± 64  
12 Labor Force Survey, State statistical office, 2017 available at http://www.stat.gov.mk/Publikacii/2.4.18.03.pdf    
13 ibid 
14ibid 

http://www.stat.gov.mk/Publikacii/2.4.18.03.pdf
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Working age 

population  
Employed Roma Employed Male Employed female  

Bitola 94 21% 20 12% 11 9% 9 

Debar 60 25% 15 15% 9 10% 6 

Gostivar  125 6% 8 2% 3 4% 5 

Kavadarci  35 11% 4 11% 4 0% 0 

Kicevo  103 16% 16 11% 11 5% 5 

Kocani 81 33% 27 21% 17 12% 10 

Kumanovo  156 32% 50 27% 42 5% 8 

Prilep 180 18% 32 10% 18 8% 14 

Shuto Orizari 686 24% 167 15% 102 9% 65 

Stip 85 27% 23 12% 10 15% 13 

Strumica  25 12% 3 8% 2 4% 1 

Tetovo  101 29% 29 19% 19 10% 10 

Veles 35 40% 14 23% 8 17% 6 

Vinica 54 24% 13 20% 11 4% 2 

Total  1820    421   267   154 

Average  23%  15%  8% 

  

Based on the municipal level, the highest frequency of employment in the Roma communities is 

reported in Veles (40%), Kumanovo (32%), Kocani (33%), Shuto Orizari (24%) and Stip (27%) (all above 

20%). Among the lowest employment rate is reported in Prilep (18%), Kavadar ci (11%), Strumica 

(12%) and Gostivar (6%).  Based on the gender statistics, the situation of the Roma women in the 

labor market is quite critical as almost for the employment rate is below 20% in the municipalities.  

 

Although the employment rate is very low among the Roma communities, the incidence of the 

informal work in the Roma communities is high ± on average 25% of the population is informally 

working. However, the frequency for informal working is higher for the Roma males 15%, while for the 

Roma women is 10%. Among the municipalities, the highest occurrence for informal work can be 

noticed in Bitola (65%), Kumanovo (47%), Prilep (37%), Veles and Shuto Orizari with 37% and 45% 

respectively. By gender, the informal  work among Roma women have highest occurrence in Bitola 

33%, Kumanovo 19% and Shuto Orizari and Strumica with 20%.  

 

 

 

 

Table 11: Working age population and employment of the Roma by municipality 15 

 Informal work  Informal work - male Informal work - Female 

                                                           
15 The informal work rate is calculated as the number of informally employed persons divided by the total number of the population for the 

age group 15ï64, expressed as percentage 
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Bitola 65% 32% 33% 

Debar 10% 8% 2% 

Gostivar  37% 24% 13% 

Kavadarci  5% 0% 5% 

Kicevo  0% 0% 0% 

Kocani 5% 4% 1% 

Kumanovo  47% 28% 19% 

Prilep 37% 24% 13% 

Shuto Orizari 37% 20% 16% 

Stip 13% 6% 7% 

Strumica  40% 20% 20% 

Tetovo  6% 6% 0% 

Veles 42% 29% 13% 

Vinica 11% 11% 0% 

Average 25% 15% 10% 

 

The most common informal work for the Roma male population is in trade, taxi services, as well as 

construction and agricultural fields. However, for the Roma women the most common job is in trade 

and cleaning services. Figure 6 below presents the involvement in seasonal work of the working age 

population. On average, around 16% of the working age population was involved in seasonal work.  

The highest share of seasonal workers can be noticed in Bitola and Strumica (32%) mostly rel ated to 

the agricultural work (in the country and/ or abroad, mostly in Greece). Follows, Prilep with (27%), 

Gostivar (21%), Kavadarci (20%) and Vinica (16%).  

 

Figure 6: Involvement in seasonal work by municipality  

 
Involvement in seasonal work is a form of income that many Roma families rely on during the summer 

period in the harvest seasons. In this regard, the highest incidence is in those regions that have 

developed agriculture, or that are close to the border with the other countries.  

 

The financial security of the Roma families is also an important issue which greatly influence s their 

quality of life and decision to stay in the country or move abroad.  

The table below presents the monthly income of the households in the municipalities as reported by 

the head of the household for all the family members. It was calculated as percentage of the reported 

category over the total household included in the surve y. As it can be seen from the table 12, around 

36% are in the income range below 12,000 MKD per month, 31% of the household are in range 

between 12,000 ± 24,000 MKD, while 18% in the range between 24,000 ± 40,000 MKD. 
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Only 5% of the Roma households have i ncome higher than 40,001 MKD. Taking into consideration 

that on average there are 5 members living in one household, it comes that there are 160 MKD (2.6 

EUR) per day per person for 36% of the Roma population. The calculation is done based on the 

average of persons living in one household compared with the total number of respondents in each 

municipality.  

 

Table 12: Monthly income in a Roma household by municipality/ in Macedonian denars 

(MKD) 

Municipalit

ies 

0 - 

5,000  

5,001 - 

12,000  

12,001 - 

24,000  

24,001 - 

40,000  

40,001 - 

70,000  

More than 

70,000  

Refuse to 

answer 

Bitola 11% 44% 36% 3% 6% 0% 0% 

Debar 7% 13% 27% 13% 7% 0% 33% 

Gostivar  0% 6% 26% 38% 26% 0% 3% 

Kavadarci  0% 11% 56% 22% 0% 11% 0% 

Kicevo 29% 33% 29% 0% 0% 0% 8% 

Kocani 0% 19% 67% 15% 0% 0% 0% 

Kumanovo 32% 47% 19% 0% 0% 0% 2% 

Prilep 20% 32% 30% 10% 0% 0% 8% 

Shuto 

Orizari 
6% 18% 30% 37% 6% 1% 3% 

Stip 13% 20% 43% 17% 7% 0% 0% 

Strumica  40% 30% 10% 10% 0% 10% 0% 

Tetovo  3% 9% 9% 9% 16% 50% 3% 

Veles 0% 36% 18% 45% 0% 0% 0% 

Vinica 6% 12% 35% 35% 6% 0% 6% 

Average 12%  24%  31%  18%  5% 5% 5% 

 

In all municipalities, top three (3) priorities  on which each household budget is spent are food, 

medicines  and utility bills (electricity is the most important).  

 

The social welfare (benefits) is also an important source for income for the Roma families. Around 

48% of the Roma families are recipients of social welfare assistance, where the highest incidence is 

in Gostivar 87%, 67% in Strumica, 65% in Vinica and almo st 60% in Prilep and Kumanovo.   The lowest 

number of recipients of social welfare assistance is noticed in Debar (13%) and Stip with 26% of 

recipients of social welfare.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Social welfare assistance by municipality  
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However, even though there is high number of recipients of social welfare the amount that one family 

gets is very low ranging from 2.153 to 6.150 MKD (35 to 100 EUR) per month in a given household, 

which is not sufficient to cover the basic living cost. s For illustration, the consumption basket in 

Macedonia is around 32,000 MKD 16 (520 EUR) which is well beyond what an  average Roma family 

earns.   

 

The other important indicator for the labor market performance is the unemployment rate 17. The 

unemployment rate for Roma is 67% , calculated as the proportion of the labour force from the 

sample in each municipality . The highest unemployment level is reported in Gostivar (88%), Shtip and 

Strumica (81%), Kicevo (78%), Bitola (79%) but also in Kavadarci, Prilep, Shuto Orizari, Veles and 

Tetovo where the unemployment rate is higher than 60%. Compared with the national average, 

where the unemployment rate is around 22%, the unemployment rate among Roma is almost two 

to three times higher in the Roma communities.  

 

Table 13: Unemployment of Roma in 14 municipalities  

Municipalities  

Labor 

force[1]  

Unemployed  Unemployed  

- Male- 

Unemployed  

- Female- 

No. % No. % No. % No. 

Bitola 91 79% 72 40% 36 39% 36 

Debar 45 64% 29 22% 10 42% 19 

Gostivar  108 88% 95 43% 46 45% 49 

Kavadarci  35 74% 26 29% 10 46% 16 

Kicevo  80 78% 62 38% 30 40% 32 

Kocani 67 60% 40 23% 15 37% 25 

Kumanovo  125 58% 72 24% 30 34% 42 

Prilep 135 69% 93 31% 42 38% 51 

                                                           
16 Syndicate consumption basket, available at: 

http://www.ssm.org.mk/sites/default/files/files/dokumenti/2018/12/vrednosta_na_smk_za_juni_2018_godina.docx  
17 The unemployment rate calculated as the proportion of the labour force from the sample in each munic ipality. Workers 

are considered  unemployed  if they currently do not work, despite the fact that they are able and willing to do so.  
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Municipalities  

Labor 

force[1]  

Unemployed  Unemployed  

- Male- 

Unemployed  

- Female- 

No. % No. % No. % No. 

Shuto Orizari 591 62% 369 31% 183 31% 186 

Stip 47 81% 38 30% 14 51% 24 

Strumica  21 81% 17 33% 7 48% 10 

Tetovo  92 61% 56 27% 25 34% 31 

Veles 35 60% 21 29% 10 31% 11 

Vinica 43 47% 20 21% 9 26% 11 

Total  1,515 1,010  467    543 

Average   67%  31%  36%  

 

Note: Employment/Unemployment are based on self -perception of the interviewees about their employment 

status. It does not follow the ILO methodology and therefore differences are possible compared to other 

surveys. 

 

Regarding the gender structure of the unemployment, the data shows that Roma women have higher 

rate of unemployment compared with the men (5% higher). The highest unemployment level for 

Roma women is noticed in Stip (51%), Strumica (48 Kavadarci (46%) Gostivar(45%), Debar (42%) and 

Kicevo (40%), with more than 40 %.  

 

However, defining the unemployment according the national law specifies two types of job seekers 

± active and passive job seekers. According to the Law "unemployed person¯18 is a person who is not 

employed and who is actively seeking work and "other job seeker" as a person who is economically 

active or inactive which is recorded in Employment agency but does not seek work and /or not ready 

to accept work . However, regarding the registration, the  terminology that is applied among the Roma 

community is person who register s at the Agency every month and person who register s every six 

months. Therefore, the table below present s the unemployment status according to the law ± active 

and passive job seekers.  

 

Around 31% of the working age population are active job seekers, regularly seeking for job and 

registering in the Agency for employment, while 32% are passive job seekers. Based on the municipal 

level, the highest frequency is noticed in Kumanovo (48%) and Vinica (45%), moderately high in 

Kocani (40%) and Strumica (36%). By gender, as it can be seen Roma men are more active job seekers 

than women. It can be concluded that Roma women are more registered as passive job seekers and 

might be related to lack of opportunities, traditional role and discrimination.  

 

                                                           
18 Law on employment and insurance in case of unemployment, Official Gazette of RM no. 37/1997; 25/2000; 101/2000; 

50/2001; 25/2003; 37/2004; 4/2005; 50/2006; 29/2007; 102/2008; 161/2008; 50/2010; 88/2010; 51/2011; 11/2012; 

80/2012; 114/2012; 39/2014; 44/2014; 113/2014; 56/2015; 129/2015; 147/2015; 154/2015; 27/2016; 119/2016 Ү 21/2018 
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Table 14:Average of the unemployment rate in targeted municipality  

 Municipalities  

Active 

Job 

Seekers 

Active 

Job 

Seekers 

- Female  

Active 

Job 

Seekers 

- Male 

Passive 

Job 

Seekers 

- Female 

Passive 

Job 

Seekers 

- Male 

Not 

registered 

in the 

Agency ± 

Male 

Not 

registered 

in the 

Agency - 

Female 

Bitola 34% 16% 18% 26% 7% 3% 11% 

Debar 8% 4% 4% 18% 2% 4% 22% 

Gostivar  32% 15% 17% 31% 0% 4% 15% 

Kavadarci  23% 20% 3% 17% 6% 3% 23% 

Kicevo  27% 10% 17% 19% 4% 5% 13% 

Kocani 40% 12% 28% 31% 6% 9% 13% 

Kumanovo  48% 22% 26% 34% 2% 6% 18% 

Prilep 33% 17% 16% 32% 4% 6% 19% 

Shuto Orizari 18% 6% 12% 6% 9% 4% 7% 

Stip 34% 2% 32% 40% 15% 15% 19% 

Strumica  36% 24% 12% 40% 0% 0% 24% 

Tetovo  30% 1% 29% 28% 5% 8% 10% 

Veles 17% 0% 17% 20% 6% 6% 17% 

Vinica 45% 12% 33% 30% 7% 9% 21% 

Average 30%  12%  19%  27%  5% 6% 17%  
 

Note: Employment/Unemployment are based on self -perception of the interviewees about their employment 

status. It does not follow the  ILO methodology and therefore differences are possible compared to other 

surveys. 

 

Around 23% of the Roma are not registered in the agency, as they perceive that they do not have 

benefits for registering in the Agency.  Again, 17% of the Roma women are not registered in the 

Agency while only 6% of the Roma males are not registered. Based  on the municipality and gender, 

the highest occurrence for not registering is for the Roma women from Strumica (24%), Kavadarci 

(23%) and Debar (22%).  

 

Figure 8: Perceived reason for Unemployment  

 
 

When asked about the reasons f or unemployment, 13% of the Roma reported that they are 

unemployed because they do not possess the right education and skills and 12% of the Roma 

declared that there are no opportunities for employment in the labor market. Also, 9% of the Roma 

people perce ive as obstacle the lack of transparent, non -partisan hiring, small percentage of Roma 

(3%) are not looking for a job and same percentage have some disability and are not able to work. 
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Figure 9: Application to some of the Active labour market measures by municipality  

 
 

The active labour market policies of the government are designed to tackle the unemployment in 

general and as such participating in some of the programs increases the chances for employment. 

Therefore, it is of particular importance to observe to what extent Roma are applying for these 

measures. The figure 9 demonstrate s that in general 33% of the unemployed Roma are not applying, 

while only 9% of the them have applied for some of the measures, such as: self -employment  

program, program for creating new jobs, trainings, internship schemes , work engagement programs 

and different services.   

 

Education  

 

The situation of the Roma community regarding the educational level and access to education, has 

been significantly  improved since 2005, and is widely documented in all EU progress reports, but also 

in the reports from the NGO sector.  For the purpose of the social mapping, several indicators 

regarding the preschool, primary, secondary and tertiary education have been asked during the 

survey.  As regards to the preschool education, there were 226 Roma children included in the survey 

at the age of kindergarten.   

Table 15: Families with school ± age children  

Municipalities  
Families with children at age of 

kindergarten  

Families without children at pre -

school age  

Bitola 10 26 

Debar 5 9 

Gostivar  21 12 

Kavadarci  6 3 

Kicevo  6 17 

Kocani 13 14 

Kumanovo  15 44 

Prilep 25 30 

Shuto Orizari 84 97 

Stip 12 18 

Strumica  5 5 

Tetovo  16 13 

Veles 2 9 

Vinica 6 9 

Total  226 306 
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The table below present s the Romani children attendance in kindergarten by the municipality.  On 

average around 17% of the children that are at the age of kindergarten , are attending the 

kindergarten. Around 83% of the Roma children at the age of kindergarten are not enrolled  in the 

kindergarten. The highest rate of enrollment of children is in the municipality of Vinica, Kocani and 

Shuto Orizari where around 30% of the children are enrolled . The lowest rate of enrollment is in 

Kavadarci, Kicevo, Bitola, Strumica, and Veles. In some of the municipalities such as Kavadarci, 

Strumica and Kicevo the enrollment rate is low . 

Table 16:Romani children enrollment in kindergarten by munici pality  

 Municipalities  

Yes, but some of 

them  
Yes, all of them  No 

Bitola 0% 0% 100%  

Debar 20% 0% 80% 

Gostivar  10% 10% 81% 

Kavadarci  0% 0% 100%  

Kicevo  0% 0% 100%  

Kocani 23% 15% 61% 

Kumanovo  0% 20% 80% 

Prilep 4% 0% 96% 

Shuto Orizari 12% 17% 71% 

Stip 0% 8% 92% 

Strumica  0% 0% 100%  

Tetovo  19% 6% 75% 

Veles 0% 0% 100%  

Vinica 33% 33% 33% 

Average 9% 8% 83% 

  

In the figure 10 below are presented some of the obstacles that prevent the Romani children to be 

enrolled in preschool education (kindergarten). The first reason is related to the mindset of the Roma 

families, as they perceive that their children are too young to start the formal education/ 

kindergarten.  

 

  Figure 10: Barriers to enrollment in preschool education/kindergarten  

 

The second obstacle is represented by the lack of financial mean s for covering the cost for 

participation in education, where 27% of the families that reported not attending the kindergarten 

consider this as an important factor. Aro und 19% of the Roma families consider that  it is difficult to 

find an available place in the kindergarten and consider it as an obstacle for enrolling their children.  
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As regards to the enrolment in primary and secondary school, as shown in the figure 11 b elow, 75% 

of the Roma children at age 6 -18 years old are enrolled in schools, while around 15% are not included 

in the school system. The highest number of children who are not enrolled in the educational system 

are in Kumanovo, Bitola, Kavadarci and Strumica. These groups should represent the primary target 

groups for the interventions in the field of education aiming at increasing the access to education . 

 

Figure 11: Enrollment of children in primary and secondary school by municipality  

 
As shown in figure 12, below, the most common reason for not enrolling the children in the primary 

and secondary school is the lack or insufficient financial means for covering the cost related to 

education. The second most common reason as  reported by the parents is that the school is far away 

from their settlement , and the children cannot go alone.   

 

Figure 12: Obstacles for enrolling in primary and secondary education  

 
 

In order to  check the level of discrimination in the educational system, parents were asked whether 

their child has complained about discrimination from the professor or from their classmates. As it 

can be seen in the table below, in average 8% of the Roma families have reported cases of 

discrimination of their children. Around 3 % of them reported that they were discriminated from both 

± their pr ofessors and their classmates, 3 % reported discrimina tion from their professors and 2 % 

from their classmates.  

 

On a municipal level, the highest number of reported cases of discrimination from their professors , 

were in Vinica (23%), Tetovo (12%), Shuto Orizari (4%) and Gostivar (3%). The highest number of 

reported cases of discrimination from their classmates , were recorded in Kocani, Gostivar, Prilep, 

Tetovo and Shuto Orizari .  
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