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This report is the culmination of a study on inclusive education in Macedonia. The study 
examined stakeholder perceptions, national policies, and school-based practices. Specific foci 
of the study were on students with special education needs which according to the definition  of 
the Child-Friendly School concept identifies three major subgroups: children with developmental 
disabilities, children with low socio-economic background, and children from different ethnic 
groups. Even thought the CFS concept is not fully translated into the legaslation in Macedonia 
in full, it is used to enable comparisons with international trends. A specific focus on gender was 
not employed in this study, although some results were analyzed from a gender perspective. In 
general the results of the study indicate that Macedonia has the policy infrastructure to support 
inclusive education, but for a variety of reasons, is not implementing inclusive education. Socially 
acceptable exclusion from school for particular populations, inter- (and intra-) ethnic conflict, 
and a general lack of understanding for students with disabilities appears to exist in regular 
primary schools. At the same time, a variety of progressive policies, a concern for marginalized 
students across disciplines, and a willingness of both higher education faculty and parents to 
engage in inclusive education development demonstrates great promise for inclusive education 
in Macedonia.

To this end, eight action steps are recommended in order to promote a more inclusive system 
of education in Macedonia. Each recommendation addresses a challenge at either the national, 
municipality, or school level, and includes:

1. Improve access for out-of-school children

2. Equitable funding to encourage inclusion

3. Implementation of provisions of discrimination law by providing school-wide training 

nationally

4. Re-design system for assessing students at risk

5. Improve inclusion of children with special education needs in kindergartens and access to 

education for children attending day care centres

6. Extend school day for children to ensure participation in extracurricular activities

7. Prepare teacher, principals, and parents for inclusive education

8. Parent involvement

Cost calculations, specific actions, and a timeline are provided for each of the recommendations 
in the pages that follow. Recommended action steps are designed to target inclusive education 
at multiple levels and have been supported by a variety of stakeholders before inclusion in 
this report. The following step for enhancing inclusive education practice in Macedonia is to 
implement the recomended activities at a pace that is at the same time brisk enough to create 
change, and realistic enough to provide time for stakeholder participation. Continued training, 
monitoring, and evaluation of inclusive education efforts will help to ensure a transition into a 
system that accommodates the needs of all learners.



Since 2006 UNICEF has been supporting 
Macedonia’s Ministry of Education and Sci-
ence (MoES) in the development of a Child-
Friendly Schools (CFS) approach to qual-
ity education, an approach grounded in the 
Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC).  
In this work, Macedonia has been recog-
nized as a leader of overall CFS education 
reform in the entire Central and Eastern Eu-
rope/Commonwealth of Independent States 
(CEE/CIS) region. Inclusiveness is listed as 
the first of the six dimensions of Macedonia’s 
CFS approach. As part of UNICEF’s ongoing 
commitment to improve educational quality 
nationwide, a study was conducted to as-
sess the level of inclusiveness in Macedo-
nian policy and practice. This paper reports 
on the results of that study, and provides 
recommendations as part of a broader CFS 
initiative.

Conceptual Framework (International 1.1 
Policies)

Inclusive education is an approach to meet-
ing the learning needs of all pupils within an 
educational system. Its tenets are based on 
the fundamental principles of the CRC. As 
outlined in the CRC, education is a right for 
all children. For example, CRC Article 28 
calls for a free basic primary education for all 
students, a variety of educational options for 
secondary education, and access to higher 
education for all children based on capac-
ity and appropriate means. The CRC’s focus 
on all children was exemplified in Article 30 
(stating that minority groups shall not be de-
nied the right to education) and Article 23 
(outlining the educational rights of children 
with special educational needs).

Inclusive education aims to create systems 
that are flexible and supportive enough to 
meet the needs of students with diverse 
needs and backgrounds in general education 
schools and classrooms. Several other inter-
national agreements support the implemen-
tation of inclusive education at the national 
level. The 2007 Convention on the Rights of 
Persons with Disabilities, for example, states 

that educational rights are realized when 
“persons with disabilities can access an in-
clusive, quality and free primary education 
and secondary education on an equal basis 
with others in the communities in which they 
live (Article 24, Section 2b), and have the 
right to a free primary education and equal 
opportunity for secondary education as non-
disabled students” (Article 24, Section 2a). 
The Dakar Education for All agreement in 
2000 affirmed universal education as a fun-
damental right and established a goal to pro-
vide every girl and boy, regardless of gender, 
language, ethnicity, religion, ability/disability, 
or poverty status with primary school educa-
tion by 2015.

UNESCO (2002) further operationalizes inclu-
sive education as “a system of education in 
which all the pupils with special educational 
needs are enrolled in ordinary classes in their 
district schools, and are provided with sup-
port services and an education based on 
their forces and needs.” The basic premise 
behind inclusive education is that inclusive 
policy and practices allow for students of di-
verse backgrounds and abilities to obtain the 
benefits of national education systems.

All of the definitions above provide a frame-
work for understanding inclusiveness in 
schools. In the European context, dimen-
sions of social inclusion are viewed as one 
of the key aspects of a unified education 
and training system. According to a 2006 
European Commission Report, Modernizing 
Education and Training: A Vital Contribu-
tion to Prosperity and Cohesion in Europe, 
economic and social innovations are both 
essential in creating a cohesive European 
society and marketplace. Under “Inclusive 
Growth-Fighting Poverty 2020” targets, pov-
erty and excluded persons receive special 
attention. Within the field of education, such 
demands require that social inclusiveness 
is as important a factor as graduation rates 
and other traditional metrics of educational 
success (Joint progress report of the Council 
and the Commission on the implementation 
of the “ Education and Training 2010 work 
programme”). 7
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1.2 Macedonian Perspectives on 
Inclusive Education

In Macedonia, inclusive education has been 
the focus of multiple reports. The most re-
cent document, a 2009 draft study on teach-
er preparedness for inclusive education by 
the European Training Forum (ETF), defined 
inclusive education as a process by which a 
school attempts to respond to all pupils as 
individuals by reconsidering and restructur-
ing its curricular organisation and provision 
and allocating resources to enhance equal-
ity of opportunity. Through this process the 
school builds its capacity to accept all pu-
pils from the local community who wish to 
attend and, in so doing, reduces all forms 
of exclusion and demeaning of pupils be it 
for their disability, ethnicity, or anything that 
could render the school life of some children 
unnecessarily difficult (Sebba and Sachdev, 
1997; Booth and Ainscow, 1998). In this 
broader sense inclusion is a process of in-
creasing participation and decreasing exclu-
sion, whereby participation means recogni-
tion, acceptance and respect, and inclusion 
in the learning process and social activities in 
a way which enables an individual to develop 
a sense of belonging to a group. Hence, in-
clusive education must be a general practice, 
mainstreamed into education, not a specific 
intervention addressing one disadvantaged 
group or other.

The ETF document reflects the unique sce-
narios that impact inclusiveness in Macedo-
nia – namely, challenges in providing qual-
ity education across ethnic lines, designing 
mainstream school systems to be more in-
clusive of children with disabilities, and find-
ing ways to better support children facing 
economic hardships. As noted above, how-
ever, this document (and inclusive education 
literature in general) explicitly calls for sys-
temic solutions that will address the needs 
of specific populations by improving educa-
tional practices for all. 

1.3 Policies Relevant to Inclusive 
Education in the Republic of Macedonia

Although Macedonia has no specific laws 
relevant to inclusive education, the CRC ar-
ticles and other international documents and 
conventions address the rights of children 
with special education needs are translat-

ed in the Law on Primary Education (since 
2008) and the Law on Secondary educa-
tion.  Macedona’s National Strategy for the 
Development of Education (2005-2015) has 
been considered as the most wide-reaching 
attempt to improve education systems for all 
students. This programme  is designed to im-
prove physical access to education; reduce 
discrimination within schools (on the basis of 
sex, skin color, ethnicity, nationality, political 
association, or religious affiliation); improve 
educational experiences and outcomes for 
all children; expand care for children with 
special educational needs; and expand both 
pre-school education opportunities and the 
number of compulsory primary school years 
(specifically, expand primary school from 
eight to nine years).

The broad-based Program of the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Macedonia (2006-
2010) attempted to mitigate economic dis-
parities in primary schools through providing 
free textbooks for all children. In the aca-
demic year 2008/2009, free textbooks were 
provided for primary and secondary school 
students whose families were beneficiaries 
of social welfare, while in the academic year 
2009/2010 primary and secondary school 
students were provided with free textbooks 
as proposed by the Law on Primary Educa-
tion, the Law on Secondary Education and 
the Law on School Textbooks. In addition 
the 2006-2010 Goverment Program calls for 
mandatory primary and secondary education 
and stipulates financial penalties for families 
that do not send their children to school. 
The Program also introduced the concept 
of Information Technology (IT) in Macedo-
nian schools and called for the placement 
of computers in all schools. The 2006-2010 
document did not address quality or equality 
issues in schools directly. In 2007, the  Con-
cept for the New Nine-Year Compulsory Ed-
ucation, addressed issues of inclusiveness 
such as non-discrimination, multiculturalism, 
and pupils with special educational needs. 
The Concept for the New Nine-Year Com-
pulsory Education is rooted in Child-Friendly 
Schools principles and includes statements 
that explicitly consider the “best interest of 
the child” (p. 68) in educational processes. 
These processes include interactions within 
the school environment and provisions for 
safe and healthy environments for children 
(p. 72). 8 9

Although inclusiveness involves a process 
of systemic change, innovations are often 
thought of in terms of supporting children 
with diverse ethnicity, disability, and poverty 
status. These perceptions have led to a vari-
ety of educational policies aimed at improv-
ing educational practice. In addition to the 
broad-based educational agendas described 
in section 1.3 above, there have been several 
initiatives focusing specifically on ethnic mi-
norities, children with disabilities, and disad-
vantaged students. 

1.3.1 Educational Policy: Ethnic 
Minorities

One of the most salient policies relevant to 
ethnic differences in education was the 2001 
Framework Agreement, which examined 
participation in governance by ethnic mi-
norities (in this case, also laying out specific 
guidelines for Albanian participation). The 
Agreement’s impact on education was an 
increased focus on prioritizing higher educa-
tion funding to provide university education 
in languages spoken by at least 20% of the 
population. Stipulations of the Framework 
are supported in Article 47 of the Law for Pro-
tection of Children (a social welfare-focused 
policy), which requires that ethnic minoritie 
children have the right to learn in their native 
tongue in kindergartens. In addition, native 
tongue instruction is found in the Law on Pri-
mary Education (LPE).

According to the concept and curricula for 
nine-year primary education, education is re-
alized in Macedonian, Albanian, Turkish and 
Serbian, while the language and the culture 
of the representatives of other ethnic groups 
is provided as elective subject: The language 
and culture of Roma, Bosniaks and Vlachs, 
starting as of grade three with one lesson 
a week until grade nine with two lessons a 
week. It is an obligation of the school direc-
tors to inform parents about the possibility 
for selection of such subjects and to ensure 
conditions and teachers.

The Framework Agreement and Article 9 of 
the LPE were designed to improve participa-
tion of all ethnic and linguistic minorities in 
primary and secondary education, but sever-
al factors have prevented its full implementa-
tion. According to UNICEF (2008), Macedo-
nia has a population of 2,045,108 inhabitants. 
Of these, 64.2% declare themselves to be 
Macedonians and 25.2% declare themselves 
as Albanians. Other ethnic minorities include 
Turks (3.85%), Roma (2.7%), Serbs (1.78%), 
Bosnians (0.84%), Vlach (0.48%), and others 
(1.04%).  Lack of qualified teachers and edu-
cational materials in minority languages has 
presented challenges in the implementation 
of native tongue education. 

For example, UNICEF (2008) found that there 
is one Macedonian teacher for each 14.5 
Macedonian children. Ratios become in-
creasingly larger, however, for smaller ethnic 

groups and groups that have fewer qualified 
teachers (e.g., the ratio of Albanian teach-
ers to Albanian students is 1 to 19.7). Turk-
ish students have a ratio of 1 teacher to 29.8 
students, and Roma children have a ratio of 
1 to 524.5. Such discrepancies demonstrate 
that Macedonian children are more likely to 
receive instruction in their native tongue than 
Albanian or Turkish children, and far more 
likely to receive such instruction than Roma 
children. 

Enrolment, retention and completion of 
compulsory education for Roma children is 
a problem of many countries in the region 
which have Roma ethnic communities. It is 
widely believed that Roma populations are 
among the most marginalized in the Mace-
donian system. To this end, multiple reports 
projects and policies have been developed 
to address the needs of Roma learners.

The Ministry of Education and Science has 
been supporting the campaign for enhancing 
Roma enrolment in the last few years with the 
aim to increase the number of enrolled Roma 
children in primary education through im-
proved cooperation between the institutions 
at different levels and to increase awareness 
of Roma population about the importance of 
education.

In 2004, the Ministry of Labour and Social 
Policy (MLSP) outlined the National Strategy 
for Roma in the Republic of Macedonia (Na-
tional Roma Strategy 2004). This report not-
ed that one of the main reasons why Roma 
populations were underserved in public so-
cial welfare and education projects is that 
there was no reliable data on Roma demo-
graphics. The Ministry called for better data 
in order to understand and meet the needs of 
Roma populations (European Union Monitoring 



equate neonatal nutrition, lack of appropriate 
healthcare, or other poverty-related factors. 
Given the stigma that is sometimes associ-
ated with disability in Macedonia, it is clear 
why disability, ethnicity, and poverty factors 
are often separated in policy and practice. 
Although data suggest correlations may be 
present, policy-makers may be hesitant to 
dwell on data that may encourage negative 
stereotypes of particular populations.

In the absence of cultural or economic vari-
ables, disability is treated as a scientific dis-
cussion in Macedonian law. For example, 
Article 2 of the LPE states, “Each child has a 
right of primary education. Discrimination is 
forbidden on race, sex, colour, nationality, or 
religion.” Article 3 of the same law, however, 
states that the role of primary education is 
about “taking care about the development of 
children and special educational needs.” 

Article 42 of the LPE provides schools the 
right to engage a defectologist to work with 
students with special educational needs, and 
Article 61 provides students with disabilities 
free transportation to school. The distinc-
tion of “disability” is provided solely by the 
Commission on Assessment, as guided by 
the Regulation for Estimation/Appraisement 
of Specific Needs of Persons with Disabilities 
in Physical or Psychic Development. Under 
these regulations, the Commission diag-
noses disabilities and provides parents 
with documentation of disabilities. The 
Commission also recommends (and in some 
cases requires) children attend certain types 
of schools (e.g., students with mild disabili-
ties attend regular schools while students 
with sensory impairments or more moderate 
disabilities attend special schools).

The current scenario of inclusiveness dem-
onstrates both a drastic improvement that 
has happened over the past 20 years and a 
roadmap for future activities. According to a 
UNICEF Innocenti report (2005), the number 
of institutionalized children in Macedonia de-
creased by half from 1990 to 2002. However, 
in the same report, UNICEF noted that the 
continued use of the “defect” model of dis-
ability (with professional defectologists) has 
led to an increase in demand for special 
schools for students with disabilities. 

The 2007 National Strategy for Deinstitutio-
nalization in the System of Social Protection 
in the Republic of Macedonia placed explicit 
demands on the Ministry of Education to 
create conditions for the inclusion of chil-
dren with special educational needs in spe-
cial and regular schools. In order to accom-
plish this goal, the National Strategy for the 
Development of Education 2005-2010 called 
for an increased emphasis on teacher train-
ing in the area of special needs education. 
The ETF (2009) recently noted that there are 
few opportunities for such teacher prepa-
ration in Macedonian faculties. According 
to ETF, there is one subject called Inclusive 
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Education, but it is only an elective.

As noted in Section 1.3.1, there is often an 
overlap in Ministries that are responsible for 
particular populations. Although the educa-
tion of students with disabilities is document-
ed in education law, the Law on Protection 
of Children also provides guidance for kin-
dergarten programs for students with dis-
abilities. Article 48 states that services for 
students with disabilities who are in need of 
an adapted program (with additional profes-
sional development) will be organized within 
regular schools. This article goes on to say 
that students with more moderate or physi-
cal disabilities will have care organized in a 
special program. 

Although the law encourages inclusion, re-
alities in practice create challenges. For ex-
ample, a Child-Friendly School survey (ETF, 
2009) in Macedonia found that most schools 
lacked the physical accessibility and toilet 
facilities to include students with physical 
disabilities. Deluca (2007) found that children 
with disabilities are likely being under-identi-
fied or overtly excluded in Macedonia (i.e., in 
2005, there were only 1,515 pupils with dis-
abilities in schools, far below Organization 
for Economic Cooperation and Development 
[OECD] estimates that approximately 10% 
of all schoolchildren will have disabilities). 
In this case, students either have undocu-
mented disabilities, or those with disabili-
ties are not in schools. Finally, decentraliza-
tion in schools has created scenarios where 
schools lack local policies on inclusion. This 
combination of issues may help explain why 
it is believed that a number of students with 
special educational needs are not attending 
school at all.

For those students who do attend school, 
choices are generally a mainstream school 
or a special school. Special classrooms 
within mainstream schools also exist as 
part of education system. These classrooms 
were available in 21 schools in 18 munici-
palities, and fall under the supervision of the 
local goverment. These classrooms operate 
primarily as a specialized environment in a 
regular school.

1.3.3 Policies for Children who are 
Economically Disadvantaged

The Macedonian National Strategy for 
Poverty Reduction (2002) examines educa-
tion as a two-way relationship. According 
to this document, a focus on education is 
imperative because lack of access to edu-
cation may be an effect of poverty and in-
adequate education may also be a cause 
of poverty. Although there have been policy 
attempts aimed at reducing the role of pov-
erty in education, UNICEF’s Child Poverty 
in FYR Macedonia Study (2007) highlighted 
that inequalities in access to education still 
exist from the sides of both supply and de-
mand. “Supply” side inequalities existed 

and Advocacy Program, 2009). In 2005, the 
Parliament approved a governmental coordi-
native body to oversee activities and actions 
related to the beginning of the “Decade of 
the Roma.”

The European Union Monitoring and Advo-
cacy Program (2009) was critical of Decade 
activities, stating that they were largely with-
out clear action plans. In addition, continued 
issues relevant to inconsistent data on Roma 
populations have plagued opportunities for 
successful interventions. One program for 
addressing the educational needs of Roma 
children, however, appears to have shown 
promise. The “Inclusion of Roma Children 
in Public Pre-School” project funded by the 
Roma Education Fund and supported by 
UNICEF aims to provide Roma children an 
early start on formal schooling by providing 
them with early childhood educational ser-
vices. At last reporting, 450 children were 
participating in the program.

The Macedonian Government has put in 
place an ambitious set of laws to address 
the problem of school enrollment and reten-
tion. The LPE, for example, stipulates that 
school is mandatory for all children between 
6 and 15 years of age. According to the law, 
schools must report a child who fails to enroll 
or who has been unjustifiably absent for 30 
days. Failing to stick to this law, results in a 
fine of 800 Euros for parents and guardians, 
a fine of 3,000 Euros for the primary school, 
and a fine of 2,000 Euros for the school di-
rector.

In 2009, the Ministry of Education and Sci-
ence, in cooperation with the Ministry of 
Health, exempted parents from payment of 
administrative tax for immunization certifi-
cates (one of the key documents for school 
enrolment in grade one, and a financial bur-
den for Roma families)
 
On the surface, these measures seem to be 
working. The net enrollment rate for Macedo-
nia is 92% for both girls and boys (UNESCO, 
2008). But these statistics mask continuing 
problems of inclusion for certain groups, 
particularly Roma children. The primary net 
enrollment rate for Roma boys is 65% and 
for Roma girls 57.8%. This means nearly half 
of primary age Roma girls are not in school. 
The government recognizes this problem 
and implements policies to address it, such 
as providing textbooks free of charge for all 
families and free transportation in remote ar-
eas (UNICEF, 2008).

A number of programs have aimed at re-
ducing poverty and closing the “social gap” 
experienced by Roma populations. For ex-
ample, the World Bank, has been support-
ing conditional cash transfers for secondary 
school students whose families are social 
wellfare beneficiaries (including Roma fami-

lies) throughout the CEE region. The only 
condition for receiving the cash is school 
enrolment and attendance according to all 
legislative regulations and by-laws in hope of 
promoting educational opportunities (World 
Bank 2010). USAID has helped Roma fami-
lies claim their right to education through 
citizenship assistance programs in Roma 
communities (USAID, 2009). 

In the school year 2009/2010, the Ministry of 
Education and Science lower the criteria for 
secondary school enrolment of Roma chil-
dren to motivate Roma to continue educa-
tion and enrol in more attractive secondary 
schools. The Roma Education Fund provid-
ed 650 Roma children with scholarship and 
mentoring in year one of secondary educa-
tion. This programme was introduced by an 
NGO and then taken over by the Ministry of 
Education and Science to be fundede at a 
national level.

In 2009, the MLSP introduced payments 
to Roma families (who receive social assis-
tance) to improve access to secondary edu-
cation. Such payments, along with quotas 
for minority students in higher education, are 
intended in part to produce a larger cohort 
of minority teachers and education profes-
sionals. This will help to achieve one of the 
goals of the Decade of the Roma Action Plan 
– to increase the number of Roma teachers 
in primary and secondary schools. 

The lack of clarity that often emerges be-
tween Roma students and students with 
special educational needs is a challenge. 
Late entry at school, lack of native tongue 
opportunities, and invalid assessment 
mechanisms, may lead to a large percent-
age of Roma children being inappropriately 
labeled as “student with special educational 
needs” and therefore receiving inappropriate 
educational considerations (e.g., enrolling in 
special schools). Although native tongue lan-
guage in schools is an unevenly implemented 
policy, there is no law whatsoever supporting 
the need to address native language consid-
erations in the assessment of students with 
possible special educational needs1. The 
Regulation for Estimation/Appraisement of 
Specific Needs of Persons with Disabilities in 
Physical or Psychic Development makes no 
mention of linguistic or ethnic considerations 
used in the process of student assessment.

1.3.2 Educational Policies: Students 
with Disabilities   

Issues of culture, poverty, and disability 
sometimes overlap, despite their disparate 
coverage in law. According to a UNICEF In-
nocenti report (2005), minority status and 
poverty may overlap in Macedonia. Poverty 
status also increases the likelihood that a 
family will have a person with a disability, 
since some disabilities are caused by inad-

10
1 Even though research conducted by NGOs indicate that Roma people mostly speak the language of the dominant local 
community (Macedonian, Albanian, Turkish...)



from school systems at the local level that 
were unable to provide adequate facilities or 
non-discriminatory environments. “Demand” 
side inequalities were the result of household 
decisions to not send children to school be-
cause of economic or other reasons. 

One of the most salient attempts to re-
duce barriers to education in Macedonia 
is the above-mentioned Conditional Cash 
Transfers for students enrolled in public sec-
ondary schools. In this program, all second-
ary school students whose families are so-
cial wellfare beneficiaries in Macedonia may 
receive government funds, as long as they 
fullfil the condition of enrolment and atten-
dance in school, as part of a broad social 
safety net. Such funds are provided through 
governmental loan from the World Bank.

1.4 Conclusions: Desk Review

In an article about inclusive education in Le-
sotho, Johnstone and Chapman (2009) de-
scribed the “principal-agent” relationship as 
one of the most challenging aspects of in-
clusive education. Specifically, this relation-
ship refers to the degree to which national 
policy-makers must influence local profes-
sionals to carry out policy. At present, Mace-
donia’s policies are primarily inclusive in na-
ture and encourage inclusive systems that 
are supportive of a wide variety of children. 
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The OECD’s three focal groups (diverse, dis-
abled, and disadvantaged students) appear 
to be addressed in Macedonia’s policies. 
With the notable exception of children with 
moderate to significant disabilities, there are 
policy proclamations supporting virtually 
every population’s inclusion in mainstream 
schools.

The challenge for organizations working in 
such environments, however, is the extent to 
which policies are implemented. Decentral-
ized schools create a gap in oversight and 
ability for centralized policy-makers to ensure 
policies are implemented. It is often left to 
the good will of schools or civil society orga-
nizations to influence policy. Without strong 
anti-discrimination legislation which was re-
cently adopted; however implementation is 
still challenging. In 2010, MoES developed a 
handbook on preventing a discrimination for 
the schools. 

To understand the critical area of policy im-
plementation, this study examined the cur-
rent status of inclusive education in Mace-
donian schools. National-level stakeholders 
from a variety of civil society organizations, 
teachers, head teachers, defectologists, and 
students were included in the study. The fol-
lowing sections explain the organization of 
the study, report on its findings, and create 
recommendations based on a CFS frame-
work for inclusive education.

The inclusive education assessment was 
aimed at gaining perspectives from two levels 
of stakeholders – national and local. Qualita-
tive methods were used in both studies. De-
scriptive quantitative methods (mean scores) 
are also reported for the national survey. De-
tails, including sample, instruments, proce-
dures, and analysis methods are reported for 
both studies in Sections 2.1 and 2.2.

2.1 National-level Survey

The objective of this study was to familiar-
ize researchers with the educational infra-
structure of Macedonia (including non-gov-
ernmental organizations [NGOs], teacher 
training facilities, and governmental offices) 
and with CFS documents supporting inclu-
siveness that have been prepared to date. 
Through formal interviews, key stakehold-
ers responded to questions about the policy 
and administrative capacity of Macedonia to 
support inclusive education. Over the course 
of one week, individual and group interviews 
were conducted with governmental and civil 
society representatives. Each of these stake-
holders was asked a series of questions, 
then asked to respond to a follow-up survey 
regarding interventions with high likelihood 
to succeed within the cultural and economic 
context of Macedonia.

2.1.1 Sample: National-level Survey

In an effort to gather broad-based informa-
tion about the current and possible future 
status of inclusive education in Macedonia, 
nine interviews were conducted with key 
stakeholder groups. Table 1 (below) pro-
vides information on the stakeholder group 
interviewed as well as the number of partici-
pants present at the interview. To protect the 
anonymity of stakeholders, exact titles will 
not be disclosed in this report. However, in 
all instances either the director of the orga-
nization or the most knowledgeable person 
about the organization’s inclusive education 
involvement was selected (as per the direc-
tor’s nomination). Only in one instance was 
a designee for the most knowledgeable per-
son present (due to illness).

2.1.2 National-level Study: Instruments

Two instruments were used in the national-
level study of stakeholders. First, a semi-for-
mal interview protocol was used to capture 
information. At the national level, 31 partici-
pants answered a series of semi-structured 

interview questions. Semi-structured inter-
views provided the data collectors with the 
ability to establish a clear research agenda, 
but were flexible enough so that participants 
could elaborate on points that they felt were 
important (Bogdan and Biklen, 1992). Ques-
tions related to two major themes of the 
study: (1) What were the major challenges 
related to inclusive education in Macedonia? 
and (2) What could be done to create a more 
inclusive school system? 

Each participant answered the same ques-
tions, but additional questions were included 
(if needed) for clarification. Each interview 
lasted between 20 minutes and one hour, 
was interpreted between English and Mace-
donian language, and all notes were captured 
using a computer word processing program. 
The full protocol for the stakeholder survey 
can be found in Appendix A. Sample ques-
tions included:

What are the biggest challenges facing 1. 
Macedonian children and youth?

Whom do you see as the critical people to 2. 
create positive change (e.g., parents, stu-
dents, teachers, government)?

What types of inputs (materials, equip-3. 
ment, training) are needed to promote the 
improvements you seek?

What needs to happen in order for (Roma/4. 
Albanian/poor/Macedonian/children 
with disabilities) to be fully included in 
Macedonian society?

After answering a series of questions, re-
sponses were tallied and developed into a 
follow-up survey for stakeholders. The pro-
cess of gathering perspectives from stake-
holders, then refining recommendations is 
based on Delphi survey methodology.2 The 
survey used in this study included a list of all 
possible interventions that were mentioned 
by all stakeholders interviewed. Stakehold-
ers were then asked to respond quantita-
tively to each prompt from a scale of (-2) 
to (+2). A response of (-2) indicated that a 
prompt was “very likely to negatively impact 
inclusiveness of schools in Macedonia.” A 
response of (-1) indicated that a prompt was 
“likely to negatively impact inclusiveness in 
schools.” A score of zero (0) indicated a neu-
tral, or no effect on inclusiveness in schools. 
Finally, scores of (+1) or (+2) indicated that 
a prompt was likely (or very likely) to have a 
positive impact on inclusiveness of schools 
in Macedonia. 

Table 1
National Stakeholder Research Participants       

Organization       Number of Participants

Bureau of Education       1

Directorate for promotion and development of education on the 
languages of ethnic communities , Ministry of Education and Science 1

Ministry of Education and Science     1

United States Agency for International Development (USAID)  1

UNICEF Child-Friendly Schools Team      14

Open Society Institute of Macedonia     1

Cyril and Methodius University      2

Directorate (MoES)       2

Commission on Assessment      6

Skopje City Centre for Social Work     2

2 This method was originally developed in healthcare research (Adler and Ziglio, 1996), but has since become an effec-
tive means of soliciting and refining feedback from stakeholders in a variety of fields (Thompson, Johnstone, Anderson, 
and Miller, 2005).

2 Study Methods



2.2.1 School-level Study: Sample

Sampling for the school-level portion of the 
study was developed in collaboration with 
the UNICEF Education Unit in Macedonia. 
Because communication with schools was 
sometimes difficult, a sample of school types 
was selected prior to the field visit. These 
types represented a variety of configurations 
of students, each having a possible impact 
on inclusive education. Schools were se-
lected on the basis of their student popula-
tion. Specifically, schools were selected if 
they had students with special educational 
needs (or not), had a substantial popula-
tion of Roma students (or none), were Al-
banian majority, were Macedonian ethnicity 
only schools, or were special schools. The 
rationale for the selection of schools was to 
examine purposefully the dynamics of inclu-
sive education from diverse perspectives. 
Also included in the sampling was the level 
of financial resources available to the school 
(e.g., the level of wealth of the school and its 
community). Table 2 represents the sampling 
matrix for the study. 

Specific schools were picked on the criteria 
of schools known to UNICEF that fit the char-
acteristics described in the sampling mecha-
nism, with purposeful geographic distribution 
of schools. All contacts with school leaders 
were made through the UNICEF Macedonia 
country office. All 15 schools selected an-
ticipated our arrival and contacted parents 
in advance about the interviews. School ad-
ministrators selected parents and students, 
which introduced a non-random element to 
the study. Further details on this element will 
be discussed in the “Limitations” section.

2.2.2 School-level Study: Instruments

Data collection teams used several instru-
ments to gather data from stakeholders in 
schools. Among the data collection instru-
ments used were:

Focus group protocol for students (could •	
be used for individual students)
Focus group protocol for parents (could be •	
used for individual parents)
Focus group protocol for teachers (could •	
be used for individual teachers)
Individual interview protocol for principals •	
(could be used with defectologist or psy-
chologist, if present).

Each instrument (found in Appendices C, D, 
E, and F) underwent the same vetting pro-
cess. First, instruments were developed by 
research consultants based on CFS literature 
and research. Next, protocols were trans-
lated from English to Macedonian, with in-
put from the UNICEF Education team. Third, 
instruments were reviewed and examined by 
the local research team, which included CFS 
experts, teachers, and parents. The finalized in-
struments were used by 15 local researchers.

2.2.3 School-level Study: Procedures

Procedures for data collection required the 
employment and cooperation of 15 local re-
searchers. Three teams of three researchers 
(including at least one experienced research-
er and one person familiar with Macedonian 
schools) participated in a one-day training 
for research instruments. During this training, 
researchers examined and made changes to 
instruments based on experience in schools. 
Over the course of five days, teams conduct-
ed interviews in schools. 

Teams typically arrived in schools early in the 
morning. From there, the team would meet 
briefly with the principal or other designee. 
They would briefly establish a plan for data 
collection, then interview groups in various 
places. Teams dispersed once they arrived 
in schools in order to interview different 
stakeholder groups. Over the course of the 
week, research teams conducted 21 student 
interviews, 13 principal or professional team 
member interviews, 22 parent interviews, and 
19 teacher interviews. In total, 75 interviews 
were gathered in Macedonian schools.
 
Interviews were conducted either in Mace-
donian or Albanian language. Each research 
team was provided with a digital voice re-
corder to capture participant responses. At 
the end of each day, research teams de-
briefed either in the vehicle on the way back 
from a school (for schools distant from Sko-
pje) or at a local coffee shop (within Skopje). 
Within two weeks, all research teams provid-
ed consultants with notes from each inter-
view. Notes ranged in quality from brief de-
scriptions to detailed accounts of interviews, 
complete with participant direct quotes.

2.2.4 School-level Study: Analysis

Qualitative data (interview notes) were read 
and coded with one- or two-word codes 
describing phenomena. During this study, 
point-by-point coding was used (i.e., each 
point made in interview notes was individu-
ally coded). Next, codes were collapsed into 
larger “themes” that describe the phenom-
ena described by participants (see Results 
section). 
 
For this study, two consultants with back-
grounds in qualitative research conducted 
the analysis. Analysis was undertook by first 
reading all the interview notes. The process 
began with using either Microsoft Word or 
Excel software to individually code the entries 
of the interview notes and to identify themes. 
The consultants then met, discussed the 
coding, vetted themes with each other, and 
reached conclusions on the data. 15

A version of the survey protocol can be found 
in Appendix B. Example prompts from the 
survey were:

Commit resources to improving pro-1. 
grams in minority languages in facul-
ties.

Provide Roma children with the same 2. 
resources (food and transportation) to 
attend regular schools as they receive in 
special schools and day care programs.

Provide extended day tutoring and en-3. 
richment opportunities for students with 
special educational needs.

Provide in-service teacher training on in-4. 
clusive education.

2.1.3 National-level Study: Analysis

Qualitative data (interview notes) were ana-
lyzed using methods frequently used for 
qualitative inquiry (Bogdan and Biklen, 1992). 
Notes from interviews were read and coded 
with one- or two-word codes describing 
phenomena, with the explicit focus of find-
ing recommendations that could be used in 
the follow-up survey. During this approach, 
point-by-point coding was used (i.e., each 
point made by a participant was individually 
coded). Each time a participant made an ex-
plicit or implicit recommendation about how 
to improve inclusiveness in Macedonia, the 
recommendation was flagged. 
All flagged recommendations were summa-
rized and entered into a survey. The survey 
was then translated into Macedonian, and all 
prompts that had complicated language were 

back- translated (i.e., the translator wrote the 
prompt in Macedonian language, and then 
translated it back to English to ensure the 
prompt maintained its intended message). 
Surveys were sent to all stakeholders via 
email. Results from the survey were tabulat-
ed quantitatively (i.e., the average, or mean, 
score from each response was tabulated). A 
short list of interventions deemed most and 
least promising were created from this sur-
vey and will be reported in the results section 
of this report.

2.2 School-level Study

At the same time as the national-level data 
were being collected, a series of interviews, 
focus groups, and observations also were 
conducted in schools in order to better un-
derstand the extent to which inclusive prac-
tices were present there. For the school-level 
study, a variety of participants were asked 
questions about inclusive education in 
schools. Data collection points included:

interviews with teachers and principals 1. 
to better understand school-level prac-
tices relevant to inclusive education;

interviews with students to better un-2. 
derstand the challenges students face 
(specific group and individual interviews 
were conducted with ethnic minorities, 
ethnic majority students, and students 
with disabilities); and

interviews with parents (parents of stu-3. 
dents who are ethnic minorities, ethnic 
majority in schools, and students with 
special educational needs were inter-
viewed separately).

Table 2
Sampling for School Study

Descriptor Number of 
Schools

Urban primary school that includes students with disabilities (one school 
with high levels of resources, one with low levels of resources) 2

Rural primary school that includes students with disabilities and has no 
ethnic minorities 1

Rural primary school that does not include students with disabilities and 
has no ethnic minorities 2

Urban primary schools with at least 50 Roma students (one school with 
high levels of resources, one with low levels of resources) 

2

Rural primary school with at least 50 Roma students 1

Majority Albanian schools 2

Special primary school for students with intellectual impairment 1

Special primary school for students with hearing impairment 1

Special primary school for students with visual impairment 1

Urban school with high degree of ethnic mixing 1

All-Roma school 1

Total 1514



The results section of this report will be orga-
nized into two sections. First, results will be 
reported in narrative form, citing examples 
from text. Second, results will be reported in 
a CFS framework, with special attention to (1) 
enrollment and completion (which addresses 
acceptance of students); (2) achievement 
(which addresses pedagogy); (3) system-
wide inclusivity; and (4) teacher preparation 
and training for inclusive education, all in the 
context of the CFS approach to improving 
educational quality in Macedonia. 

3.1 Narrative Results: National Study

Ten stakeholder groups were interviewed 
with the aim of collecting feedback on what 
interventions might be successful in promot-
ing inclusive education in Macedonia. Nine 
respondents from six organizations (all civil 
society and education – no government of-
ficials responded) provided feedback on 38 
prompts asking them to rate what interven-
tions might be effective. On a scale from -2 
to 2, respondents were generally positive 
toward most intervention ideas (the average 
response to all interventions was 1.41). 

The Standard Deviation of data was .56, 
meaning that most raters thought most ideas 
were relatively implementable. 

Two points of interest, however, were inter-
ventions that had very high mean scores 
(almost one Standard Deviation above the 
norm) and interventions that had negative 
ratings. Table 3 provides a scale of the most 
and least desired interventions reported by a 
very small sampling of civil society and edu-
cation sectors.

Stakeholders did not feel a system that 
“tracked” children into either (1) lower quality 
schools or (2) groups within schools for low 
or high achievers would be effective. From 
the perspective of stakeholders, “tracking” 
students by level is a system that will not 
improve inclusive education efforts in Mace-
donia.
 
On the other hand, five main approaches 
were deemed to be promising within the 
context of Macedonia. Each is explained 
below along with original quotes from stake-
holders.

Approach 1. 
Inclusive education programs in faculties

A professor from a prominent university in 
Macedonia noted that Institute of Special 
Education and Rehabilitation (no longer 
called defectology) programs are integrated. 
In Macedonia we are preparing teachers to 
work with students with special educational 
needs. The teacher training faculties of-
fer selective courses that students can take 
to be trained on how to work with students 
with special educational needs. However, we 
don’t have defectologists in schools.

Stakeholders across subject areas noted that 
there is a high demand for defectologists in 
regular schools – for both students diag-
nosed with disabilities and those with gen-
eralized learning problems. One recommen-
dation was to create a faculty for inclusive 
education (pre-service) that would serve as a 
place for preparation of special needs teach-
ers (new terminology being used by some in 
Macedonia) and regular teachers. Such pro-
grams would likely have two different tracks 
(one for specialist and one for content teach-
ers). However,  overlapping courses and field 
experience opportunities may be employed 
for collaborative problem solving based on 
real scenarios in schools.

Approach 2. 
Promote learning activities that involve 
students from multiple cultures

 
A member of Macedonia’s civil society move-
ment working in an NGO recommended the 
idea of extra-curricular activities. In interviews 
with stakeholders, questions about language 
divisions in Macedonia often led to bewilder-
ment about how to create inclusive schools 
when children are separated by language of 
instruction. Extra-curricular activities were 
seen as a means to promoting ethnic har-
mony. Suggestions such as sports, arts ac-
tivities, and service learning (where students 
work together to solve societal problems) 
were suggested as approaches to bringing 
students together. Another interviewee de-
scribed how students could work together 
within schools.

Schools should sustain these inter-ethnic ac-
tivities… A model school exists in Dialogue 
Center School. Tetova area was the biggest 
conflict (around language of instruction). The 
school started to mix children where there is 
no language for division – computer classes, 
“neutral topics” are a good way for people 
to mix. 

Approach 3. 
Provide extended day tutoring and 
enrichment opportunities for children 
with special educational needs

One of the challenges cited by stakeholders 
was the inability for teachers to meaningfully 
support students with special needs in the 
regular classroom. One stakeholder said, 
“Teachers don’t know what to do – how to 
work with children...When you have 30 chil-
dren in the classroom, what can you do?”
 
Because of this, one stakeholder recom-
mended extending the school day for chil-
dren with special educational needs. The 
period of extended time could provide sup-
plemental instruction to help students keep 
up with the demands of regular school, and 
provide them with an opportunity to work in 
a small group environment that is not gener-
ally possible in the day-to-day environment 
of mainstream schools.

Approach 4. 
Provide in-service training on inclusive 
education for teachers

Three members of the UNICEF CFS team 
recommended the idea of supporting teach-
ers through in-service training. The teacher 
trainers lamented that teachers have great 
difficulty individualizing instruction. Such dif-
ficulty presents challenges for students with 
a wide variety of learning needs, not just stu-
dents with disabilities.

In our schools there is not individualized ap-
proaches, the teachers work with the same 
methods, so in that case if the child doesn’t 
see themselves in that way of teaching, there 
is a gap and the child is on the outside of the 
process; that is the main reason for children 
having difficulty. 

First of all, teachers need sensitivity, now we 
don’t have that. The teacher worked with all 
children the same way.

Approach 5. 
Create a system of appeals so that if 
parents wish to challenge the recommenda-
tions of the Commission on Categorization, 
they have a hearing with an impartial officer

The Commission on Assessment provided 
important information on the care in which 
they make recommendations for schools. 16 17

Table 3
Mean Response Scores to Inclusive Education Interventions    

Intervention            Mean Score Interpretation

Create an “inclusive education” track in the   1.89  Implementable
faculty that has core courses on inclusive 
education that are taken by both special and 
regular education candidates  

Promote extra-curricular activities that involve   1.89  Implementable
children from multiple cultures

Provide extended day tutoring and enrichment   1.89  Implementable
opportunities for students with special needs

In-service teacher training on inclusive education 1.89  Implementable

Create a system of appeals, so that if parents  1.89  Implementable 
wish to challenge the recommendations of the 
Commission on Categorization, they may have a 
hearing with an impartial officer

Shift focus from general high schools into  -.25           Not Implementable 
vocational high schools

Create levels in schools where children who  -.5           Not Implementable 
are very bright learn with those who are very 
bright, children who are average learners are 
with other children who are average learners, 
and children who learn slowly are with other 
children who learn slowly

3 Results



18 19

A multidisciplinary team makes an assess-
ment according to the various assessments.  
Besides the IQ, the psychologist makes the 
criterion. If the child is with moderate intel-
lectual disabilities, they go to special school 
or special education class. If mild, they go 
to regular school. If speaking of hearing im-
pairment, 80 decibels he can follow regular 
school. If the decibel level is more than 80, 
the child erols a special school for children 
with hearing impairment.

The process described above clearly has 
scientific merit, in that it is based on ob-
jective data about a child’s intellectual or 
sensory functioning. Some stakeholders, 
however, believed that there were instances 
where children might be successful in regular 
schools. 

Regular school is more stimulating for chil-
dren in the mainstreaming. If you separate 
them it will be less stimulating. Some parents 
don’t feel comfortable with disabled children. 
I want my child to have an opportunity and to 
learn something, and to face the reality that 
there are children who are different.

To this end, stakeholders expressed strong 
agreement with the idea of establishing 
an appeals board that could, on the re-
quest of the parent, review Commission on 
Assessment recommendations. An example 
of when a parent might appeal a decision is 
if a child has special educational needs,  but 
parents prefer a regular school for stimula-
tion or social reasons. 

Stakeholder perspectives on teacher train-
ing, school activities, and assessment policy 
provided valuable insights into how inclusive 
education activities might be framed in UNI-
CEF activities. These perspectives will be re-
visited in Section 3.3 of this report.

3.2 Narrative Results: School-level Study

The breadth and depth of data derived 
from school-level data produced three main 
themes. Themes touched on educational, 
policy, and social interactions in schools. 
The three issues that arose from school-level 
data were (1) lack of access to schools and/
or primary school completion of some stu-
dents in Macedonian schools; (2) disruptive 
or aggressive behavior (and related victim 
anxiety) in schools; and (3) teachers’ lack of 
child-friendly practices. 

3.2.1 Continuing Enrollment and Atten-
dance Problems Affecting Roma Inclusion
 
Interviews with school directors, teachers, 

Likewise, a school director at a school with 
primarily ethnic Macedonian students in Pe-
hcevo said he had complied with the law, but 
some Roma parents remained non-compli-
ant. “In the past we had problems with atten-
dance, but all the necessary steps to solve 
this problem were taken with the Center for 
Social Work and the parents – although in 
some cases the parents are unwilling to co-
operate,” he said.

In Bardovci, a suburb outside of Skopje, a 
school director pointed out that complying 
with the law can place school directors in 
awkward positions, since they have to act as 
punishing authority figures while serving as 
community liaisons. “The parents just ignore 
the law. What do they care? People don’t 
have money. I reported two of my students. 
And one of the students I reported invited me 
to her wedding!”

Only one school director indicated he had 
tried a creative approach to the problem of 
Roma attendance. Roma girls get married 
too early and discontinue their education, 
explained this director, who works in Skopje.  
So the school decided to reward students 
with food if they attended five days in a row. 

In the city of Bitola, a school director with a 
majority Roma student population said drop-
out was a problem beginning in first grade. 
She did not comment further, but two of the 
parents at her school expressed frustration 
at the lack of compliance with the law. “The 
official in charge of the educational activities 
sends court invitations to the parents, be-
cause their children don’t attend classes, but 
they don’t show in court,” one parent said. “If 
just one parent were fined, the others would 
learn their lesson.”  Another parent added, 
“Perhaps the social welfare should be can-
celed, then the parents would surely send 
their children to school!”

Professional Team
 
The issue of enrollment and attendance was 
often connected to the roles and responsi-
bilities of expert staff. Both school directors 
and teachers brought up the need for expert 
staff as a means to address this issue. Many 
schools lack expert staff, which, according to 
the LPE, should include at least one defec-
tologist, psychologist, counselor, and peda-
gogue per school. Shifting the problem of 
enrollment and attendance to one for which 
expert staff is responsible raises a number 
of questions. One question is whether expert 

and parents indicate that laws intended 
to promote attendance measures may not 
be effective. Data from the interviews sug-
gest the policies may be having unintended 
negative consequences, such as providing 
incentives for Roma parents not to register 
their newborn children with the government 
as required by law, bureaucratizing relations 
between Roma parents and school officials, 
and rendering problematic the role of expert 
staff such as school pedagogues and psy-
chologists, onto whose shoulders problems 
are shifted. 

Bureaucratizing relations between 
parents and school officials

 
The problem of low rates of Roma enroll-
ment and attendance was brought up by 
both school directors and teachers, and by 
parents at schools with large Roma popula-
tions. About two-thirds of school directors 
identified Roma non-compliance with com-
pulsory attendance as a problem. Directors 
tended to characterize their response to this 
non-compliance by pointing out all they can 
do is obey the law. Directors seemed at once 
powerless and confused about how to im-
prove enrollment into school.
 
School directors also addressed the issue of 
effectiveness cautiously. Many school direc-
tors stated clearly that they understood the 
law and were complying with its regulations, 
but nonetheless saw the law as largely inef-
fective. Most school directors blamed Roma 
parents for the problem, although one school 
director at a largely Roma school in Skopje 
said the government needed to take a great-
er interest in the problem.
 
A school director in Kichevo said his school 
management committee tells Roma parents 
the law mandates their children go to school. 
But many parents don’t send their children 
due to poor economic conditions. “The 
greatest challenge is increasing the number 
of Roma who enroll and finish school,” he 
said.
 
At a school in Skopje with a mixed Albanian 
and Roma student population, the school 
director claimed all Roma children in the 
school’s catchment area had been enrolled. 
However, many children did not remain in 
school. “There is a problem with dropouts 
because of poor parents or parents who are 
separated and send their children to beg. Af-
ter 30 days, the school takes ‘concrete mea-
sures,’ but these measures do not function 
properly,” he explained.

staff, even if they were put in place, would be 
capable of handling this issue. Another ques-
tion is whether expert staff should be ex-
pected to handle a challenge that involves a 
complicated mix of laws, community norms, 
and school culture.

The two school pedagogues interviewed for 
this report expressed frustration and concern 
about how they were perceived, feeling that 
unrealistic demands were being made on 
their ability to track student attendance and 
complete other reports. A school pedagogue 
in a rural school with primarily ethnic Mace-
donian students said she spent a lot of time 
addressing community rivalries that affect 
student relationships and attendance. She 
complained that pedagogues are considered 
to be “policemen or scarecrows.” They are 
underestimated by the Ministry of Education 
and Science, the Ministry of Culture, and the 
Bureau of Educational Development, she 
said.

A school pedagogue in Skopje opined about 
the impossibility of keeping up with atten-
dance forms and the erratic lives of some of 
her students. She suggested that more atten-
tion be paid to students with special needs, 
whether or not they were officially labeled 
as special needs students. To do that, more 
expert staff should be hired and teachers 
should receive more training, she said. “We 
have differences regarding tradition, fam-
ily structure, and values of everyday life. We 
have cases where Roma parents come in and 
curse in front of their children. For example, 
the parents divorce, the mother leaves with 
another man, she returns, and this causes 
the child to react.”

Nonetheless, both school directors and 
teachers frequently mentioned the need for 
expert staff as a way to solve issues. A school 
director in Skopje at a primarily ethnic Mace-
donian school said, “We need broader expert 
service. We cannot rely always on NGOs.”

Teachers more often talked in terms of Roma 
enrollment and attendance as a socioeco-
nomic issue instead of as a legal issue, per-
haps reflecting the fact that unlike directors, 
they do not directly face financial penalties. 
But they also saw expert staff as a way to 
address absent students.

Self-segregating Schools
 
In some cases, exclusion appears to be oc-
curring on a school level as parents withdraw 
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their children from schools that become in-
creasingly dominated by Roma and/or chil-
dren from low socioeconomic backgrounds. 
Ironically, this trend may be a consequence 
of the national push to be more inclusive 
and enroll more Roma children. One conse-
quence of this limited success appears to be 
a “flight” of ethnic Macedonian children to 
predominately ethnic Macedonian schools. 

This trend may also have accelerated due 
to a new law which allows parents to send 
their children to any school they wish, ver-
sus enrolling them only in their neighborhood 
school. Of the 11 regular schools included in 
this report, three appeared to be undergoing 
a process of re-segregation on the basis of 
ethnicity and socioeconomic standing. It may 
be that a “tipping point” or “critical mass” 
needs to exist before this process begins.
 
In Kichevo, Macedonian students are leav-
ing schools early and transferring to other 
schools to avoid mixed (Roma and Macedo-
nian) classes, teachers and parents said.

At a school in Bitola, teachers and parents 
said they feared their school would be a 
Roma only school by next year. Currently 
there are about 300 ethnic Macedonian stu-
dents and 503 Roma. While the school direc-
tor and defectologists did not mention this 
issue as a concern, some parents expressed 
alarm. “At the beginning of this school year, a 
natural segregation occurred in the school,” 
said one parent. “The parents who are not 
Roma get their children into other schools. 
We can expect that in a short time, most of 
the children in this school will be Roma chil-
dren.” 

Another parent said that when Roma par-
ents also try to enrol their children in another 
school, they are rejected. They say, “Your 
child is a Roma child.” A teacher also la-
mented this rapid process of ethnic separa-
tion, but blamed Roma children. The Roma 
unconsciously take pride in claiming this 
school as their own, she said. “In this way 
they ghettoize.”

At another school in Skopje, a parent char-
acterized the changing nature of the school 
as regrettable, although it was not clear if this 
was due to an overall decrease in student 
numbers or a decrease in numbers among 
a particular ethnic group. The parent said, 
“They have all run away. They’re all gone.” 

One school appeared to be reversing this 
trend. A school director in Skopje said he 

“Roma parents do not have enough money 
for clothes, food and school materials.”  
(School Director, Roma school)

A school director in Skopje at a primarily 
ethnic Macedonian school said she formed 
a “business group” of 10 wealthy parents to 
help poor students. Now there are five, due 
to the worsening economic situation. The 
group unobtrusively pays debts and expens-
es. She also formed a youth organization, but 
some parents do not want to cooperate. A 
parent at this school offered a different per-
spective on how poor students are treated. 
“Is it proper for a teacher to use the teacher’s 
book to bang with it on the desk and tell the 
children, ‘I spend my whole salary on you?’” 
he asked.

A school director in Pehcevo at a primarily 
ethnic Macedonian school said it is neces-
sary to work with parents, but the school 
faces resistance. Giving help doesn’t solve  
the problem – there were cases where stu-
dents sold their textbooks within several 
days, he said. A parent expressed a differ-
ent perspective, saying the school asks for 
money  from parents too much. “It creates 
anger in us.”

A school director in Skopje said they have 
low numbers of poor children, but they give 
them basic teaching aids, or free or reduced 
snacks.

The school director of an Albanian school in 
Lipkovo (a rural area) said he sent a request  
to municipality major for assistance.

The school director of a Roma school said, 
“The government needs to start being con-
cerned about the Roma population. Many 
students here are from low socioeconomic  
backgrounds.”

Disputed existence of ethnic conflict
 
Children for the most part do not suffer social 
exclusion in school due to ethnic conflict, ac-
cording to adults. Furthermore, a large num-
ber of educators and parents insisted that 
no ethnically-based divisions exist in their 
schools. In more than half (10) of the 18 in-
terviews or focus groups held with teachers, 
teachers denied any ethnically-based con-
flict or did not comment on it. In some cases, 
such as at an ethnically-mixed Albanian and 
Roma school in Skopje, one teacher said in-
ter-ethnic conflict existed and another teach-
er denied it. 

can report an increased percentage of Roma 
students in the school. It is not clear, howev-
er, if the increase is sizable and an indication 
of large-scale ethnic inclusiveness.

Socioeconomic problems

Macedonia has adopted plans to reduce child 
poverty and social exclusion. The Ministry of 
Labour and Social Policy 2007 to 2009 Stra-
tegic Plan, for example, has many compo-
nents. It is not clear how successful this plan 
has been, or its impact upon children and 
their inclusion in school environments. Ac-
cording to recent data, an estimated 32.4% 
of children in Macedonia were living under 
the poverty line in 2005, and more than 50% 
of children were living under the relative pov-
erty line (UNICEF, 2007).

Data from this study indicate that most 
school directors, teachers, and parents see 
child poverty as a problem that affects atten-
dance. Educators appear for the most part to 
see poverty as a problem of lack of material 
supplies, as opposed to a complex problem 
that can affect student behavior, self-esteem, 
physical preparedness, and social inclusion. 
In many schools, educators did not see pov-
erty as a problem affecting many students, 
although national data suggest that a sig-
nificant number of students are living in pov-
erty. Students, likewise, did not believe their 
peers were socially excluded because of 
their socioeconomic standing. Parents were 
the most likely to see poverty as related to 
behavioral problems.

The following comments reflect views about 
students with low socioeconomic back-
grounds:

What is needed is snacks and sponsorship 
to go on field trips for social cases. A Roma  
parent at this school said children there have 
excellent relations no matter what their eco-
nomic backgrounds, but “children are also 
different now.” He explained that children  
are diseased by viruses, and are forced to 
drink water from the toilet because of lack of 
clean water. (School Director)

“What needs to be done is to improve the 
domestic environment of the students, but 
this is not the responsibility of the school.” 
(School Director, ethnically mixed school)

“Maybe aggressiveness comes from having 
no opportunities at home as others and that  
frustrates the child.” He suggested there 
should be an extra class with a psychologist. 
(Parent, Roma school)

Students, by contrast, said ethnic conflict of-
ten occurred between groups. But the con-
flict also occurred within ethnic groups, and 
all conflict was complicated by age, gender, 
and other factors.
The following are some of the comments 
made:

“Children live in mixed environment and have 
no problems; Macedonian children come to 
see Roma language classes.” (Principal of 
Roma school)

“The school’s multi-ethnic character is posi-
tive, what is needed is snacks for the Roma  
children, despite the fact Macedonian stu-
dents leave prematurely.” (Principal in Kichevo, 
an ethnically mixed city in the western part of 
the country)

“There are absolutely no ethnic tensions!” 
(Principal in Bitola, primarily Roma school)

The school pays attention to multicultural-
ism, no problems because the number of  
students from different ethnic backgrounds is 
very small, students are merged. The school  
holds plays that focus on diversity. “We do 
not know if this is the right thing to do, but  
we do it!” (Principal in Skopje, primarily Mace-
donian school)

There are no apparent problems. “There are 
some provocations, but in the end, they are 
just children.” Roma parents are more inter-
ested in cooperation than Macedonian. “We  
must not teach the students or parents to be 
lazy...They manifest ungratefulness for the 
welfare food while the rest manifest revolt.” 
(Principal in Pehcevo, primarily Macedonian – 
24 Roma out of 338 Macedonians)

A school Pedagogue in a primarily Macedo-
nian rural school reported no tension between 
ethnic groups currently (there reportedly was 
in the past), but divisions exist between the 
six nearby villages.
`
Teachers in Skopje at a school for visually 
impaired reported no discrimination because 
children share same problem, but parents 
often insist on sending children to regular 
school because they see combined disabili-
ties as an embarrassment.

The principal of an Albanian school stated 
that the Ministry of Education needs to solve 
he problem of students from high school up-
setting children and teachers, and also re-
quests for expert staff and transportation
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On the other hand, students made the fol-
lowing comments about ethnic tensions:

“Macedonians experience teasing from Alba-
nians” (reported by Macedonian students in 
a mixed ethnicity school).

Roma students in a Roma majority school 
stated that Macedonian students “call us 
gypsies, say we do not have money, say we 
smell bad and have head lice.”

In a mixed ethnic school in Skopje, the least 
accepted students are the Albanians, fol-
lowed by the Roma and then are the other 
students from the different ethnic minorities.  
Students report that children are rejected by 
Macedonians once their ethnicity is known 
to others. Some of the Macedonian students 
with darker complexion were also insulted 
by the other Macedonian students and were 
called “Cigani!”

Students in a rural school commented on the 
following complex ethnic dynamics:

A mixed-ethnic student group said the re-
lation between the Roma and Albanians is 
good. The Macedonians-Roma relation is full 
of tensions. Students generally sit with the 
same ethnic group students in a bench be-
cause “the Macedonians want that.” Roma 
students reported wanting to associate with 
Macedonians, but the Macedonians report-
edly “run away, they are disgusted with them, 
abuse them, beat them. The fights happen 
2-3 times a week, and are started by older 
Macedonians with young Romas, who then 
call older Roma and at the end it all becomes 
a fight among everyone.” 

In the same school, the Macedonians-Al-
banians relation is said to be mixed. In the 
case of cross-ethnic fights, students will call 
their brothers “and then there is a big fight.” 
Also, they say that the Macedonians con-
sider everyone as “Gypsies” at the school, 
regardless of their ethnic background. They 
give an example of Macedonians saying to 
Albanians and Romas: “Come to kiss the 
cross” (and they are Muslims). Albanians and 
Romas fight with each other very rarely, and 
Albanians and Macedonians fight every day 
to prove who is stronger. When a Macedo-
nian teases a Roma, the Albanians defend 
the Roma. Likewise, a Roma will defend an 
Albanian if fighting with a Macedonian. This 
same group of children reported that most 
of the teachers differentiate the children from 
different ethnic background: “They give bet-
ter grades to Macedonians even if they know 

Students
 
A total of 20 focus group discussion and in-
terviews were held with students – four in-
volved students with disabilities and 16 with 
general population students. In nearly all fo-
cus groups and interviews, students brought 
up disruptive behavior by students as a major 
difficulty they faced at school and as one of 
the things they would most want to change 
about their school. 

Students often talked about avoiding or os-
tracizing these “disruptive students” and 
expressed their belief that they should be 
sent to another school. Some students 
also wished for more adult intervention and 
teacher control of “naughty” students. It is 
not clear if bullying or bullied students are 
ostracized and to what extent bullying over-
laps with disruptive behavior. 

In most cases, the identification of these 
disruptive students is not clear. Some state-
ments suggest these may be older primary 
school students, boys, children with learning 
disabilities, children with “domestic” prob-
lems at home, children who are unsocial, 
children from outside the school who enter 
the school grounds, and children who get 
socially pulled into disputes because of eth-
nic or family/village connections. Disruptive 
behaviors range from talking in class and 
not respecting the teacher to physically as-
saulting other students, throwing rocks, and 
scaring other children. Overall, there was no 
definitive explanation for these behaviors, 
but the trauma caused by such behavior ap-
pears to be real. 

When asked specifically about the adults in 
their lives, some students reported mock-
ing from teachers (especially low achieving 
students), more serious verbal assertions 
(one teacher called students “garbage” and 
“bitch”), and physical abuse from teachers 
(students reported that teachers would close 
doors on them, force them into their seats, 
and pull their hair). Students never men-
tioned cases of parental abuse.

Teachers 

Eighteen focus group discussions were held 
with teachers – four interviews involved 
teachers at special schools and 14 with 
teachers at regular schools. Disruptive be-
havior by students was mentioned in eight, or 
slightly less than half of teacher focus groups 

less... The teachers give bad grades to the 
Roma, for talking at the class.” 

Although professionals in schools denied 
ethnic tensions, it was clear that underly-
ing teasing and other aggressive behavior 
between students was present. As noted 
above, this behavior was often ignored by 
teachers. In one instance, teachers were ac-
cused of being complicit with ethnic stereo-
types and marking students accordingly. In 
the case of ethnic tensions, it was clear that 
students and professionals viewed the exis-
tence of tensions quite differently. 

3.2.2 Aggressive Behavior Impacting Safe 
School Environments

Students frequently mentioned other aggres-
sive students as a major problem at school, 
saying in some cases these children were 
ostracized. Aggression was experienced in a 
wide variety of ways, as fighting and physical 
violence, destruction of school property, and 
verbal disrespect and aggression against 
other students and teachers. By contrast, 
about half of teachers and parents saw stu-
dent behavior as an issue. They also saw it 
as a less problematic issue than students. 
Parents and expert staff were the least likely 
to mention student behavior as a problem. 

Children reported students were victimized 
and bullied as a result of ethnicity, socioeco-
nomic standing, and physical and mental 
disabilities, although these vulnerable groups 
were not always targeted and children in the 
same school, and in different schools, had 
different opinions about which students 
tended to suffer. Children also pointed out 
“counter-intuitive” conclusions – that children 
from their own ethnic groups could be the 
violent and bullying ones, that rich students 
(i.e., a student who had new clothes) could 
be ostracized, and that children with disabili-
ties could be “provocative” and aggressive, 
leading to their exclusion from school. 

Adults, for the most part, denied students 
were victimized or bullied as a result of eth-
nicity, socioeconomic standing, or because 
of disabilities.  Two exceptions were some 
parents of children with disabilities, although 
these parents also tended to blame their own 
children for the aggressive behavior that they 
demonstrated and received. Others believed 
that children who did not have good hygiene 
were more likely to be victims of bullying or 
teasing.

and interviews.  Only one of the teachers at 
special schools mentioned a wish for “better 
behaved” students.
 
Thus, teachers did not cite aggressive be-
havior as a problem as frequently as stu-
dents. Additionally, teachers used language 
that downplayed the extent or severity of the 
issue. Only one teacher brought up violence, 
and this was indirectly referred to as a “secu-
rity” issue at the school. Almost all teachers, 
except for one, said there was no ethnically-
based conflict or bullying at their schools.
 
Teachers tended to refer to student behavior 
in individual terms. None explicitly brought 
up disruptive behavior in the context of hav-
ing an impact upon other students. Teachers 
used terms such as students who “do not 
pay attention,” “lack of domestic education,” 
“need to learn more respect,” aggravate oth-
ers, need greater “discipline,” need to be 
more “well-mannered,” and older students 
who play truant. In most cases, it was not 
clear what type of student these teachers 
had in mind. In two cases, teachers referred 
to disruptive students as students with dis-
abilities. In all cases, issues of aggressive 
behavior were seen as less problematic by 
teachers than students. This minimization 
could either point to a lack of awareness on 
teachers’ part about instances of teasing and 
aggression – or could mean that teachers do 
not perceive these actions as serious.

Principals and Expert Staff
 
A total of 13 focus group discussions and 
interviews were held with principals and ex-
pert staff – 10 interviews with principals, two 
with school pedagogues, and a focus group 
discussion with school defectologists. Dis-
ruptive behavior by students was mentioned 
in seven, or half, of focus groups and inter-
views.  
 
Principals and expert staff appeared to see 
disruptive or badly behaved students as much 
less of a problem than students or teachers, 
and did not mention this as an issue related 
to student inclusion or exclusion. Disruptions 
related to students were described as due to 
adult conflict in villages, students from other 
schools who “knock on windows and upset 
children”, students from low socioeconomic 
backgrounds, students with disabilities who 
are “very active” (hyperactive), and students 
who behave provocatively. 
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Parents
 
A total of 24 focus group discussions and 
interviews were held with parents – 10 with 
parents who have children with special edu-
cational needs and 14 with parents of children 
without special educational needs. Disrup-
tive behavior by students was mentioned in 
15, or more than half of parent focus groups 
and interviews. 
 
Unlike students and teachers, parents did 
not describe disruptive behavior as affecting 
their child’s learning or inclusion in school. 
The exceptions were a Turkish mother who 
said she was ready to go to the police over 
violent behavior at her son’s school; the par-
ent of a rich girl who was teased; and the 
parent of a Roma child who had come home 
crying. Additionally, in five focus groups and 
interviews with parents of students with dis-
abilities, parents cited teasing, molestation, 
insults, aggressive behavior, and bad habits 
of other students as reasons their children 
avoided or dropped out of school or out of a 
particular school – although it was not clear 
all their children had dropped out of school. 
Also, in three cases, parents said their spe-
cial needs child had also participated in neg-
ative behavior.
 
Parents of children with no disabilities tend-
ed to describe disruptive behavior as not 
serious. “It’s normal for children to have 
moments of misbehavior,” one parent said. 
Another said, children “fight and make up all 
the time.” Parents differed and tended to be 
vague about the identity of disruptive chil-
dren, in some cases saying they were individ-
uals regardless of ethnic group, sometimes 
they were described as Roma, or sometimes 
as a “risky” group.

3.2.3 Lack of Child-Friendly, Inclusive In-
structional Practices
 
Of the 20 group and individual interviews 
conducted by researchers, concerns for 
teacher pedagogy were brought up in 11 in-
terviews. Student concerns ranged from con-
cerns about physical and emotional abuse 
by teachers (reported in seven interviews) to 
teachers evaluating students in a perceived 
unfair manner or favoring high-achieving stu-
dents over low-achieving students (five in-
stances).  In general, students reported tak-
ing their studies very seriously and were dis-
appointed when teachers “have poor teach-
ing methods and confuse the students.” The 
students also perceived that teachers at 
times favored other students, complaining of 

ers discussed the use of videos, movies, and 
other materials to help students understand 
concepts, but the vast majority of teachers 
were concerned about a lack of textbooks 
and presentation kits.

In seven of the 14 teacher interviews in 
regular schools, teachers also expressed 
concern for how to accommodate learners 
with special needs (in this case, defined by 
teachers as environmentally deprived Roma 
students and students with disabilities). Ex-
asperated with their inability to individualize 
curriculum, teachers frequently stated that a 
“special curriculum” was needed for learners 
with special needs and that learners would 
be better served in special schools. Teachers 
in special schools unanimously agreed that 
students with disabilities were best served in 
special schools.

Statements by some of the teachers in reg-
ular schools corroborated special school 
teachers’ beliefs that students with disabili-
ties did not belong in regular schools.
 
There is a significant number of Roma chil-
dren that do not progress adequately, but 
do not have certificates from the Institute 
for Mental Health and are not categorized. 
Therefore, I do not know how to treat those 
children, but still attempt to include all chil-
dren in the activities.

There are some children that should not at-
tend classes in this school.

We have no curriculum that fits the children 
with disabilities. I do not know the daily dos-
age of the child, how far I should go with the 
material, is the child supposed to learn  three 
letters today or maybe one is enough.

On the other hand, one teacher felt he was 
successful in including children with dis-
abilities by finding ways to keep the children 
busy. 

We want to include these children [i.e., she 
refers to the children with disabilities, children 
with different ethnic background and children 
with low socioeconomic background] in the 
classes with tasks that fit their level. To have a 
regular class, we need to make special tasks 
for these children so that they are included 
in the class. The tasks given to the students 
with disabilities are at a level lower than the 
ones of the other students and this is all done 

“unjust evaluation” or “a teacher who does 
not want to put a better grade to a student 
and always finds a reason to not do it.” To 
the students, issues around evaluation ap-
peared to be as stressful as issues around 
discipline and punishment. Other concerns 
students had were:
Teachers who were unpredictable with their 
approach to discipline.

“A teacher who asks a lot, but speaks quietly.”

“A student raises the hand in the class, but 
the teacher will ask the one who doesn’t raise 
the hand.”

“A teacher who, when the boys stand up from 
the chair, roughly catches them and pushes 
them on the chair or through the door.”
 
“Sometimes the teachers give higher marks 
to some children because they are afraid of 
their parents.”  

A teacher who gives “sudden tests” and the 
student gets an “F” if s/he fails to answer the 
questions.

“One teacher from the previous year who 
talked on the phone during class and let 
the children do their own work and never 
gave any explanations.” The students and 
their parents reported the case to their class 
teacher but the teacher only said that the 
teacher in question will not teach at the next 
school year.
 
“One teacher became angry and called the 
students ‘garbage’ and ‘bitch.’”

In summary, teachers’ unpredictability in 
terms of student evaluation and classroom 
management appeared to be a major source 
of anxiety for students, creating high-anxiety 
learning environments.

Teacher Perspectives
 
Teacher perspectives on their own teach-
ing vary. Teachers in general had a very hard 
time evaluating their own work – positively or 
negatively. Of the 18 interviews with teach-
ers, two common themes emerged. The first 
concern for teachers was a lack of teacher 
materials. In nine of the 18 interviews, ma-
terial shortages were mentioned as a major 
deterrent to better teaching. Most teachers 
stated that they needed “presentation kits” 
and “textbooks,” but others mentioned that 
a lack of basic supplies in the schools had 
an impact on morale – such as soap in the 
bathrooms and poor furniture. A few teach-

to keep them busy during the class. If we ne-
glect them, they will not participate in the 
classes at all.

Overall, meeting the needs of students with 
learning challenges (whether they had dis-
abilities or not) appeared to be a challenge 
for teachers. Several teachers in special 
schools noted that after Grade 4, these chal-
lenges increase exponentially as academic 
requirements increase. 

Principals and Parents

As non-observers of teaching and learn-
ing activities, parents and principals made 
fewer detailed comments about classroom 
pedagogical approaches. Both parents and 
principals agreed, however, that materials 
were lacking. Such materials could have an 
impact on the ability of teachers to promote 
learning for diverse learners.

3.3 Summary of Narrative Results
  
In summary, two sets of results emerged 
from this study. Although these results were 
derived from different data sets, there are 
overlapping themes in the two results sets 
described in Sections 3.1 and 3.2. The first 
common themes revolve around teaching 
and learning processes for inclusive educa-
tion. In schools, students reported a lack of 
child-friendly methods, while teachers did 
not feel they had the preparation or materi-
als to work with diverse students. National 
stakeholders believed one of the most press-
ing issues in inclusive education is the need 
for pre-service and in-service training around 
inclusive education.
 
Second, there is an attendance issue in 
schools, especially for marginalized children. 
A variety of factors, from segregated schools 
to ineffective attendance policies, have 
kept children from entering and completing 
school. According to stakeholders, an inflex-
ible system of student categorization may be 
a contributing factor to students not being 
included in regular schools. 

Finally, student aggressive behavior was 
seen as a detriment to safe schools by other 
students. According to stakeholders, supple-
mental social and educational activities may 
help students to improve achievement and 
understand personal, ethnic, and social dif-
ferences more clearly.
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Child-Friendly Schools are a multi-dimen-
sional approach to improving schools and 
their communities. Macedonia defines Child-
Friendly Schools as having six dimensions: 

(1) inclusiveness; (2) effectiveness; (3) health, 
safety, and protection in school environ-
ments; (4) gender responsiveness; (5) in-
volvement or participation of students, par-
ents, and community in the life and work of 
the school and community; and (6) respect 
for children’s rights and multiculturalism. 

Table 4
Findings from the Inclusive Education Study Classified by CFS Component

1.  Component: Policy

Does national policy 1. 
supports inclusive 
education?

Policy review, 
interviews with 
national stakeholders, 
interviews with local 
stakeholders, interview 
with day care director  

National policy supports inclusion •	
of all ethnic groups.
Policy on Regionalization intended •	
to support inclusive schools.
Currently no mechanism for •	
educational services in day 
care centers (responsibility of 
Department of Social Welfare).
National policy has challenges •	
with implementation

Is there anti-discrimination 2. 
policy in schools?

Interviews with local 
stakeholders  

Student bullying data indicates •	
that there is no clear policy on 
discrimination among students.
Student reports of teacher •	
activities indicate that 
discrimination of particular 
students may exist in schools.
Teachers express willingness to •	
learn more about teaching various 
types of students.

Are there policies for 3. 
supporting out of school 
children?

Policy review, interview 
with day care center 
director

No transition policies for moving •	
children in institutions or day care 
centers to schools.
No special attention is given to •	
a notable transition from fourth 
grade and beyond.
National compulsory education •	
policy intended to keep children in 
school through high school.

2.  Component: School capacities 

Are there adequate support 4. 
personnel in schools for 
working with students with 
special educational needs?

Interviews with 
national stakeholders, 
interviews with local 
stakeholders  

Schools often have pedagogists •	
and psychologists as part of full 
time staff.
There are very few defectologists •	
who are employed in regular 
schools. Data collectors only met 
one in the 11 regular schools 
visited.
All teachers in special schools are •	
defectologists. 

5. The school has enough 
qualified staff to provide 
schooling on the languages 
that are spoken in its region. 

Policy review and local 
stakeholder interviews

Ethnic minority and teachers are •	
under-represented in schools.
Directorate is dedicated to •	
improving faculty opportunities to 
promote teaching in native tongue 
in schools.

6. Do schools have the 
capacity to encourage 
access to schools?

Policy review and 
interviews with local 
stakeholders

The only power schools have •	
to enforce attendance laws 
is to report truant students. 
Stakeholders called this practice 
largely ineffective.
Skopje City Social Welfare •	
Department is undertaking 
improvement in physical access 
of schools by building ramps and 
providing transportation.
Sanitary conditions in all schools •	
appear to be in faulty conditions 
(for all students). 
Schools are lacking multi-sensory •	
materials needed to teach diverse 
students, but all schools have 
computers.

7 Do schools have the 
personnel to support 
after-school enrichment, 
tutoring, and extra-
curricular activities?

Interviews with local 
stakeholders

Most schools run on shift •	
systems and if schools run no 
shift system they close early. 
Additional personnel and space 
considerations may be necessary 
for these types of activities.
Parents of students with •	
disabilities were especially 
supportive of additional activities 
for their children.

8. Are there inclusion teams 
in schools, comprised 
of multi-disciplinary 
representatives designed 
to support all students?

Interviews with 
local stakeholders, 
interviews with MoES

No such teams exist on a formal •	
level.
None of the schools data •	
collection teams visited had such 
teams.
Schools have professional teams •	
which could be re-configured as 
inclusion teams.

3.  Component: School management
 

9. Is the school aware of 
children that should be in 
school but are not?

Interviews with 
Commission on 
Assessment, local 
stakeholders

Schools do not always know if •	
children are of school age but not 
attending school.
School managers reported not •	
having mechanisms for bringing 
out-of-school children to school. 
Once enrolled, school managers •	
generally have a sense of where 
out-of-school children are when 
not in school.

10. Does the school have the 
capacity to hire specialist 
personnel to support 
inclusive education?

Interviews with MoES 
and local stakeholders 

MoES is reluctant to put one •	
defectologist in every school.
Local school managers claim they •	
do not have the funding nor the 
capacity to hire defectologists (this 
is a MoES decision). 
Faculty program has produced •	
many defectologists (special 
needs teachers) who could be 
immediately employed if funding 
were available.

Within each dimension, there are five compo-
nents: 

(1) Policy, (2) School Capacities, (3) School 
Board, (4) Teachers’ Capacity, and (5) Commu-
nity Participation. 

Table 4 outlines results from the study in each of 
the five components of Child-Friendly Schools.

4 Assessment Results as Part of a Child-Friendly 
   Schools Approach
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Based on the findings of this study, this sec-
tion outlines key recommendations. These 
recommendations will be organized by ac-
cording to activity area, based on feedback 
provided from Macedonian stakeholders. 
Approximate costs are included for each rec-
ommendation.

5.1 Improve Access for Out-of-School 
Children

In our research, there was much speculation 
about out-of-school children. According to 
research participants, there are known chil-
dren in communities who are of school age, 
but do not attend school. However, there is 
a dearth of reliable data on these children. 
Participants believed the majority of chil-
dren who do not attend school to be either 
engaged in family activities (Roma children) 
or disabled. In order to improve access, a 
two-pronged approach must be taken. First, 
families need to better understand the value 
of education to promote better attendance. 
At the same time, schools need to become 
more accepting of diverse students who may 
have difficulty transitioning back into schools 
after lengthy absences (or no schooling at 
all). The first step, however, is to determine 
where children are and why they are not at-
tending school.

5.1.1 Improving Access for Out-of-School 
Children: “Child Find” Processes

Currently there is a lack of consistent pro-
cedure in Macedonia regarding identifying 
and intervening with out-of-school children. 

A concerted effort to find and return children 
to school would require a system of docu-
mentation, support, and (when necessary) 
penalties supported by both the Ministrie of 
Education and Ministry of Labour and Social 
Policy.

Child Find procedures can begin with per-
sonnel at the school level (psychologist or 
principal) collecting data in a standard form 
related to rumors of out-of-school children 
or known cases within the community. The 
educator would share such information with 
municipality-level social workers. Social 
workers would visit homes, try to understand 
issues related to attendance, and develop a 
plan for future attendance in collaboration 
with school and family. The role of the social 
worker is to broker support for families by 
working with schools and families. If collab-
oratively developed plans fail or are refused 
by parents, social workers may consider 
reporting families to proper authorities and 
sanctions against families outlined in educa-
tion law may be imposed.

5.1.2 Inputs Needed for Recommendation

Table 5 provides an overview of necessary 
inputs in order to realize this recommenda-
tion.

5.2 Equitable Funding to Encourage 
Inclusion

The Ministry of Education and Science funds 
all primary schools through block grants pro-
vided to municipalities. Funding formulas de-

11. Does the school 
manager facilitate 
professional development 
opportunities in inclusive 
education?

Interview with Child- 
Friendly Schools team 
and local stakeholders

In some cases, yes – principals •	
facilitate inclusive education 
training.
There is not a common national •	
understanding of what inclusive 
education training would comprise.
Principals organize other forms •	
of professional development that 
could be adjusted to include 
inclusive education competencies.

12. Does the school manager 
provide instructional 
leadership on issues of 
inclusion?

Interviews with local 
stakeholders

Principals welcomed diverse •	
students, but did not always have 
strategies for how to help such 
students.
Principals did not always know of •	
cases of abuse by teachers upon 
students.
Some principals worked closely •	
with NGOs to improve the level of 
inclusivity in their schools.

13. Do school managers work 
with local special schools 
and day care centers to 
examine ways to support 
children in the regular 
school?

Interviews with local 
stakeholders and day 
care center director

Special schools and day care •	
centers may initiate contact with 
local schools around moving 
students from one setting to the 
other.
Principals in local schools have •	
to date not contacted special 
schools.

4.  Component: Teachers’ capacities

14. Do the teachers exhibit 
child- friendly pedagogies 
and inclusive strategies?

Interviews with local 
stakeholders

The teachers from the schools •	
claimed that they are not 
familiar with how to individualize 
instruction for diverse learners, but 
were willing to learn.
Students believed that teachers •	
were often uneven in their 
assessment and treatment of 
children.
There appeared to be no common •	
expectations for teacher conduct 
in classrooms.
The Education Inspectorate of •	
MoES is developing teacher 
evaluation instruments which could 
be used to document inclusive 
practice.

15. Are pre-service teachers 
being exposed to 
inclusive curriculum?

Interview with 
professors at faculty

Inclusive education is offered as a •	
course in the faculty.
No program exists that •	
simultaneously trains special and 
regular teachers.

5.  Component: Participation in the community

16. Does the community 
help the school to 
approach all children who 
are not included in the 
education? 

Interview with local 
stakeholders

Community members mentioned •	
some efforts (like door knocking), 
but primarily did not participate in 
school recruitment efforts. 
Some parents talked about •	
supporting “trips” for students.

17. Does the community 
work with the school to 
create after-school and 
extra-curricular activities 
for students?

Interviews with local 
stakeholders

Parents supported the idea of •	
after-school or extended day 
programming.
Parents had not volunteered to •	
support such programming at the 
time of interviews.

Table 5
Inputs Needed to Realize Child Find Recommendation

Input   Rationale     Cost

Materials   Common referral materials for schools documents3 150 Euro per 
  
Training    Identification training for principals and   2080 Euro   
   social workers     (approx. 4 days) 

Policy Change    Promotion of local intervention prior to   0
     inflicting penalties on families 

3 Approximate cost for translation and printing of 20 pages of documents. Re-print costs would be marginal

5 Recommendations



pend on number of pupils, population density 
of municipalities, and number of special ed-
ucational needs children in the municipality. 
Although these equitable funding formulas 
provide supplemental funding for students 
with greater needs, there are no stipulations 
that require that supplemental special needs 
funding is spent on special needs children. 
This means that funds designed to create 
equitable learning conditions for students 
with special educational needs could be 
used for any legal expenditure of block grant 
funds (including, but not limited to, cleaning 
supplies, heating bills, and magazines).

5.2.1 Clarifying Use of Funds: National and 
Municipality Level Recommendations

In order to ensure that students identified 
as “special educational needs” are receiv-
ing the enhancements they need to succeed 
in school, it is imperative that supplemental 
funding for special needs students be spent 
on such students. Such a change would re-
quire a national level change in by-laws that 
requires documentation of how funds were 
spent by municipalities. In the spirit of de-
centralization, MoES might develop several 
choices from which municipalities may use 
supplemental funds, including hiring addi-
tional staff, purchasing additional learning 
materials, and supplemental transportation 
for students with special educational needs. 
All choices, however, would need to be ap-
proved at the national level and would need 
to include an accurate accounting of the 
number of students with special educational 
needs in a municipality. Accounting of stu-
dents with special educational needs may 
need further systems in place to ensure that 
students with special educational needs are 
not over- or under-represented in funding 
formulas.

5.2.2 Inputs Needed for Equitable Funding 
of Inclusive Education
 
Table 6 outlines the inputs needed to realize 
equitable funding for inclusive schooling.

to school violence, children’s taunting, and 
underlying perceptions of student character-
istics that may lead to conflict.

5.4 Redesign System for Assessing Stu-
dents at Risk
 
The assessment processes for school-aged 
students who are suspected of having spe-
cial educational needs or are environmen-
tally disadvantaged in Macedonia are highly 
centralized and dependent almost entirely 
on Commission on Assessment diagnoses. 
This system creates a dependency on one 
organization that cannot possibly assess all 
children with suspected special educational 
needs or disadvantages, and disempowers 
schools to attempt early intervention with 
students.

5.4.1 Revise Commission on Assessment 
Practice 
 
The Commission on Assessment Policy cur-
rently is guided by scientific guidelines (e.g., 
a child with “x” disability will attend “y” type 
of school). In inclusive environments, the as-
sumption is first that a child will attend main-
stream school. When compounding factors 
are present (e.g., psychological evaluation 
data, parent opinion, school capacity), alter-
natives need to be considered. These alter-
natives should always be appealable, wheth-
er by parents or by the Commission itself. 
 
One mechanism to improve the utility of 
Commission on Assessment evaluations is 
to use International Classification on Func-
tioning (ICF) categories (which consider the 
child’s environment and relationships in the 
assessment of their functioning). However, 
even with ICF classifications, final reports 
about students should include useful rec-
ommendations and careful consideration of 
multiple viewpoints, as well as documented 
intervention attempts (see below).

5.3 Reduce Discrimination in Schools

Data from schools indicate that discrimina-
tion between and among students creates 
environments that are unsafe for students, 
reduces learning opportunities for particu-
lar students, and reduces opportunities for 
schools to grow as communities. Reduction 
of discrimination begins at the national level, 
but can be implemented at the school level.

5.3.1 Pass Anti-Discrimination Law

The passed anti-discrimination Law provides 
a legal backing to inclusive education efforts 
and policy language for schools to use when 
developing local anti-discrimination policies. 
Once national policy is passed, work with 
local schools to replicate policy at the local 
level. 

5.3.2 School-wide Behavioral Expectations

Because aggressive behavior is so preva-
lent in Macedonian schools, the most real-
istic way to address the problem is through 
school-wide efforts. Training for students, 
parents, teachers, and administrators will 
help to bring school communities together 
around areas of common concern. Among 
all the stakeholders, students considered 
this the most pressing issue. Possible so-
lutions are school-wide behavioral support 
and expectation programs. The video found 
at www.pbis.org is a good example of such 
a program. Another is strategic anti-bullying 
training for all school community members, 
including students, parents, and teachers 
(see www.pacer.org/publications/bullying.asp). 
 
Training in these areas has two objectives. 
The first objective is to provide parents, 
teachers, and students the practical skills 
they need to address school violence. The 
second objective (and perhaps most impor-
tant) is aimed at attitudinal changes related 

5.4.2 Develop Inclusion Teams at Schools 
 
Although students with disabilities represent 
a small population of students, defectologist 
estimates from Macedonia indicate that up 
to 30% of children in school may have some 
form of learning challenge. Inclusion teams 
bring together members of a school’s profes-
sional team with experienced teachers and 
parents of children at risk, who work with 
all teachers in the school on problem-solv-
ing and on finding ways to meet the needs 
of unique learners. Inclusion teams may be 
used to support classroom management, to 
help design new approaches for struggling 
learners, or to design programs for highly 
gifted students. UNICEF can develop train-
ing modules related to these teams for its 
partner schools.

5.4.3 Deploy Defectologists (Special Needs 
Teachers) to Lead Inclusion Teams
 
The defectologists (future special educa-
tional needs teachers) are situated to lead 
inclusion teams because of their training and 
understanding of the needs of struggling 
learners. Future special educational needs 
teachers will likely find children with specific 
disabilities in schools. Because the categori-
zation system is unpredictable (parents may 
not agree with or take their children for as-
sessment), however, there may be children 
with hidden disabilities in regular schools. At 
the same time, there are a variety of children 
with learning challenges in schools that are 
not related to disability (e.g., their learning 
style does not match well with the teacher’s 
pedagogy, lack of support from home). As 
a policy issue, current defectologists could 
be re-assigned to be used as support teach-
ers for all children with learning challenges 
in schools. Their role would be to both par-
ticipate in reteaching (remediation) of stu-
dents with special disabilities and to prevent 
further academic slippage of students with 
other special educational needs. 30 31

Table 6
Inputs Needed for Equitable Funding of Inclusive Education     

Input   Rationale      Cost  

New by-laws  Need requirement to ensure funds   0
                                       are appropriately spent 

Accounting  Development of system and training   8000 Euro  

Oversight  MoES oversight of spending by municipalities  1600 Euro 
                                                                                                                        (40 days annually) 4

4 40 Euro per day oversight staffing costs

Table 7
Inputs Needed to Reduce Discrimination in Schools
      
Input   Rationale     Cost   

Anti-Discrimination Law will protect marginal populations  0 
Law    

School-wide  Common expectations and responses to 2000 Euro  
Training   discriminatory and aggressive behaviour (approx. 5 days)

Materials for Schools Materials to help reinforce concepts  150 Euro per manual 
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Preparation for this new role could be part 
of a broader new inclusive education training 
program (see below).
 
On an emergency level, pedagogues or psy-
chologists might be selected to lead inclusion 
teams in schools. However, the deployment 
of special educational needs teachers to 
work with students with special educational 
needs will help teams to function more effec-
tively. At a minimum, one special educational 
needs teacher can be deployed to each mu-
nicipality (84) or to each primary school (ap-
proximately 350). Funding for such special 
educational needs teachers may come from 
better use of allocated funds for special edu-
cational needs students (see above) or from 
new allocations (see calculations in Table 7).

5.4.4 Provide Informal Assessment Tools for 
School Inclusion Teams
 
Early monitoring and detection of student 
progress is vitally important in order to in-
tervene and prevent students with learning 
challenges from slipping behind their peers. 
Currently, the only form of student assess-
ment in Macedonia is highly formalized, gen-
erally conducted in Skopje by medical per-
sonnel or psychologists. A series of screen-
ing instruments needs to be developed in 
order to track student progress. If students 
show slow progress on such screening in-
struments, inclusion teams can intervene by 
changing teaching approaches, by providing 
extra help when needed (see examples be-
low), or by working closely with parents to 
address home-based issues. Characteristics 
of effective screening instruments include:

In the language of instruction of school (or •	
students’ native tongue as appropriate);
Aligned to national curriculum;•	
Developmental in nature; and•	
Piloted or normed on local populations •	
with clearly defined points for which inter-
vention takes place. 

The development of such instruments can 
likely take place in collaboration with fac-
ulty members familiar with curriculum and 
assessment. Such instruments can also be 
developed for kindergartens to ensure early 
intervention as necessary.

5.4.5 Inputs Needed to Redesign Practices 
for Assessing Students at Risk

The resources needed for this recommenda-
tion are perhaps the most intensive in terms 
of costs. However, the aim of all interven-
tions is to be cost effective. Effective invest-
ments sometimes have greater economic 
cost, but carry more potential benefits. It was 
clear from field research that students with 
special educational needs and students with 
high risk characteristics (e.g., ethnic minori-
ties or economically disadvantaged) have no 
formal processes for support and interven-
tion in schools. These systemic interventions 
aim to address these needs. Table 8 outlines 
estimated expenditures.

5.5 Ministry Assumes Collaborative 
Responsibility for Kindergartens and Day 
Care Centers
 
In Macedonia there are currently two institu-
tions providing social services to children. 

Kindergartens are designed to provide care 
for young children (ages 4-6). Day care cen-
ters provide safe places for out-of-school 
youth (e.g., street children, children with 
psychological problems, children with dis-
abilities). In both types of institutions, there 
may be little in terms of formal education 
and curriculum. Ministerial responsibility 
likely was assigned during the former social-
ist era in Macedonia, when day care centers 
provided care for persons thought unable to 
work. Likewise, kindergartens were designed 
to care for children while parents worked. In 
both cases, services are being provided to 
school-aged children or pre-school aged 
children. To this end, the Ministry of Educa-
tion and Science should begin conversa-
tions with Ministry of Labor and Social Policy 
about how to introduce educational com-
ponents in these institutions to ensure that 
educational components and curriculum are 
implemented.

5.5.1 Local Level Linkages Between Educa-
tional and Social Institutions

School managers can begin to link to nearby 
day care centers and special schools to de-
sign “transition teams.” Transition teams will 
include members of school inclusion teams 
and members from the daycare centers and 
special schools. Transition teams seek op-
portunities for children who are in special 
schools or day care centers to transition 
into regular schools. The purpose of tran-
sition teams is to identify children who are 
being under-served in day care or special 
schools and to support their entry into regu-
lar schools. Transition team members would 
include head teachers from both schools, 
special educational needs teachers (defec-
tologists), parents, and regular teachers who 
would be accepting the child with special 
educational needs into her/his class.

5.5.2 Inputs Needed to Make Social Institu-
tions (Daycare centers) ensure that children 
get education

Training and staff time are needed to link ed-
ucational institutions to social welfare institu-
tions. Costs in Table 9, however, do not re-
flect the political will that is needed for MoES 
to become involved in the education of very 
young and marginalized children.

5.6 Extend School Day

Schools can develop a 40-50 minute block 
at the end of each day for “enrichment” ac-
tivities. These activities could consist of a 
combination of individualized tutorials for 
students who need extra help, extra-curric-
ular activities (e.g., sports, art, or comput-
ers) designed to bring students with differ-
ent ethnicities together, and service learning 
(community engagement) activities. This final 
period should be viewed as a class that ex-
tends the teaching of other classes, includ-
ing academic subjects and life skills, based 
on space availability at schools.6

The World Bank (2008) has reported that 
Macedonian teachers are among the highest 
paid in Europe in comparison to average per 
capita income. At the same time, the Mace-
donian school day (four hours long) is one 
of the shortest in Europe. Relatively high pay 
compared with short work hours represents 
an inefficiency that may have impacts on 
student learning. The additional school pe-
riod may rectify this scenario.

5.6.1 Inputs Needed to Extend School Day

Because teachers are contracted for an 
eight-hour work day (but only work four of 
these hours at school), no financial inputs 
are needed to implement this recommenda-
tion. However, teacher acceptance of this 
new timetable may be an issue. Therefore, 
political will may be the most important in-
put related to this recommendation. Table 10 
demonstrates the minimal consulting effort 
needed to provide teachers with information 
about how to best make use of an enrich-
ment period. In addition, a small Ministry of 
Education an Science task force may need 
to assess how enrichment periods are imple-
mented in schools that have a shift system.

Table 8 
Inputs Needed to Change Assessment Practices in Schools

Input   Rationale     Cost

Training for  Introduce ICF system and new methods for  1650 Euro  
Commission on  assessment reports    (approx. 3 days) 
Assessment

Formation of   Need for in-school intervention teams  2270 Euro  
Inclusion Teams         (approx. 5 days) 

Deployment of spec. ed. Need for leadership in    3000 Euro5 per
needs teachers to work with intervention schools   annum per teacher
students with spec. ed. needs      (approx. 80-300 
in schools        teachers)

Development of  Need for school-based evidence for intervention 8000 Euro per annum
Assessment          
Materials

5 Based on average annual salary of teachers in Macedonia

Table 9
Inputs Needed to Improve Education in Kindergartens and Day Cares 

Input   Rationale    Cost   

MoES training and Needed inclusion of education  1600 Euro (20 days
curriculum  in social institutions   MoES staff time for 
development       curriculum development
        150 Euro materials

Linking schools and  Promote schooling opportunities 950 Euro  
kindergartens/day  for children    (approx. 2 days)  
care centers/special        
schools  

6 An extended school day for schools that work on a shift system may work on a rotating basis. For example, if two 
classrooms are set aside during second shift, students in first shift might attend after-school programming one to 
three days per week on a rotating basis.
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regular education. An inclusive education 
program could consist of two tracks – one 
for special and one for regular educators. 
However, if 50% or more of the coursework is 
common, special and regular educators can 
begin (through class and internship experi-
ences) to find ways to work with one another 
to solve problems related to the challenges 
of inclusion.

5.7.3 Inclusive Education In-Service Teacher 
Training

Inclusive education practices are designed 
to provide all students with access to the 
regular curriculum. Teachers modify curricu-
lum and provide accommodations to stu-
dents as necessary. In-service training for 
inclusive education could be developed as 
a supplement to existing content-oriented 
teacher training modules. Rather than sepa-
rate inclusive education training, inclusive 
pedagogical practices could be built into an 
existing content training program. For ex-
ample, a three-hour mathematics training 
could be re-designed so that two hours are 
dedicated to mathematics concepts and one 
hour is dedicated to approaches for individu-
alizing mathematics curriculum, reflecting on 
the role of culture in the classroom, or ad-
dressing ethnic bias that may be present in 
content area teaching.

5.7.4 Inputs Needed for Inclusive Education 
Training 
 
Cost inputs below include direct cost of con-
sultants for training, as well as costs associ-
ated with sending professors abroad for sup-
plemental training. As faculties begin to de-
velop new programs in inclusive education, 
they will need models for how to organize 

new programs, they will need to speak with 
peers in other institutions, and they will need 
to see programs in action. All other training 
can take place within Macedonia, keeping 
costs minimal. Costs of the inclusive edu-
cation leadership program are based on the 
assumption that a cooperating university is 
willing to host the program during its school 
holidays, therefore making on-campus (or 
near-campus) housing and meeting facilities 
available. Table 11 provides basic inputs.

5.8 Parent Involvement

Parents are essential in the inclusive educa-
tion process for two reasons. First, parents of 
marginalized children can advocate for, rather 
than shelter their children from, an inclusive 
education system. Such advocacy, however, 
is coupled with an understanding of school 
community norms and expectations. At the 
same time, participation of parents of non-
marginalized children in school activities may 
help to reduce the discrimination expressed 
by some parents in interviews. Two recom-
mendations below outline opportunities for 
parents to participate in the inclusive educa-
tion process.

5.8.1 Parents as Partners in Inclusive 
Education Teams, School-wide Behavior 
Training, and Extra-Curricular Periods

Parental participation and leadership are es-
sential in the processes described in sec-
tions 5.3.2, 5.4.2, 5.6, and 5.7.1 of this re-
port. Educational literature on low-achieving 
students suggests parent support and in-
volvement are important elements of suc-
cessful educational outcomes for children. 
Therefore, strategies to support the LPE in 
a way that does not cause tension between 
school officials and parents should be con-
sidered. Specifically, parents will need to be 
viewed as important partners in school ac-
tivities such as community building (around 
student and teacher behavior) and interven-
ing with struggling students.  

In addition, adding an extra class period 
per day as an enrichment time could have 
beneficial effects on multicultural education 
and student achievement. Engaging com-
munity members in such activities (such 
as volunteer tutors, service learning sites 
and recipients, and chaperones) is a way to 
meaningfully spread the intended effects of 
extra-curricular periods into the community. 
Finally, parents would be ideal participants in 
an inclusive education leadership non-formal 
education program. 

5.8.2 Develop Parent Resource Center

In order for parents to effectively advocate 
for their children, understand national laws, 
and connect with other parents, a parent re-
source center may be necessary. This center 
would provide a central hub for parents to 
access information on a variety of educa-
tional topics. In the past, such a center was 
funded by the Ministry of Labour and Social 
Policy for parents of children with disabilities, 
but an inclusive education parent resource 
center would be for parents of all children. 
The center, however, would focus specifical-
ly on helping children of diverse ethnicities, 
with disabilities, and who are economically 
deprived to access an appropriate education 
for their children. An example of a powerful 
parent resource center can be found at www.
pacer.org.

5.8.3 Inputs Needed for Parent Participation
 
Parent participation costs very little, but can 
bring tremendous rewards. Parents should 
be welcomed at schools and should be pro-
vided basic incentives for participating in 
special training sessions at schools. At the 
same time, a parent resource center could 
be staffed by a few dedicated members who 
are able to coordinate outreach to parents 
around the country. Table 12 demonstrates 
estimated costs of parent participation.

5.7 Prepare Teachers, Principals, and 
Parents for Inclusive Education

Evidence from schools and perceptions of a 
variety of stakeholders indicate that teach-
ers, school leaders, and parents do not nec-
essarily understand the concept of inclusive 
education and may need supplemental train-
ing in inclusive education. There are three 
venues which could be used for such train-
ing: non-formal adult education, pre-service 
teacher education, and in-service teacher 
education.

5.7.1 Develop a Non-formal “Inclusive Edu-
cation Leadership” Program

Inclusive education requires, above all, a 
dedication to inclusive principles. Through 
a leadership institute (e.g., during school 
summer holidays), a small cohort of teach-
ers, principals, parents, and older students 
could convene for a short period of time. 
Classes in the mini-course would consist of 
strategies for implanting inclusive education 
at a systems level – including policy, school-
based inclusion, and community inclusion. 
The “Inclusion Leadership Program” should 
have annual participants who are intended to 
be catalysts for increased inclusive activity 
around the country. Networks of “Inclusion 
Leaders” will soon develop and can be sup-
ported by annual meetings or conferences. 

5.7.2 Develop an Inclusive Education Track 
at Faculties

The most promising approach to bringing in-
clusive practices to schools is to enlist the 
support of fresh university graduates. Facul-
ties of education should develop a program 
that combines courses in both special and 

Table 10
Inputs Needed to Extend School Day  

Input   Rationale    Cost   

Training on   Need to extend school day for  1470 Euro per day 
enrichment period individualized support   (approx. 3 days)  

Table 11
Inputs Needed to Deliver Inclusive Education Training

Input   Rationale     Cost 

Inclusive education A program that will develop a cohort  3150 Euro  
leadership seminar of leaders from multiple disciplines and  (training costs) +
   perspectives to support inclusive education 50 Euro per 
         participant housing

Inclusive education Begin to develop inclusive education  4000 Euro (cost 
track at faculty  in pre-service teacher training   of travel and stipend
         for 10-day study
         tour per professor

Inclusive education “Mainstream” inclusiveness into   2500 Euro   
in-service training all in-service training    (approx. 5 days)

Table 12
Inputs Needed to Improve Parent Participation

Input   Rationale     Cost

Parent involvement Parents are experts on their children’s  0
in inclusive   learning styles and preferences
education teams

Parent involvement Parent volunteers expand the possibilities of 0
in extra-curricular extra-curricular periods and act as tutors
activities

Parent involvement Parents, as community members in schools, 0 Euro per 
in behavioral training should understand non-discrimination and parent
   common behavioral expectations

Parent Resource Provide parents with information and social 120,000 space rent 
         gathering opportunities
         per annum (200 sq m), 
         4200 Euro per staff salary 
         for four staff per annum,7 
         2500 office costs8

7 Based on Ministry of Social Welfare Civil Servant salary of 350 Euro per month.
8 Based on estimate of 500 Euro cost of computer (four computers for staff) and 500 Euro miscellaneous costs 
(office supplies, printer, paper, etc.).
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The recommendation of a policy option is 
based on the use of a variety of information 
about the likelihood that a proposed course 
of action will result in desired outcomes. 
One consideration is the cost of a potential 
course of action. Effectiveness is another 
important consideration. To determine which 
alternatives are most likely to be cost effec-
tive, it is important to carefully analyze each 
alternative. The amount of resources and the 
effectiveness, as well as school and com-
munity support for each alternative, must be 
evaluated. According to Dunn (2004)

It is seldom possible to choose between two 
alternatives on the basis of either costs or ef-
fectiveness. It is almost always necessary to 
specify the level of effectiveness and costs 
that is regarded as adequate. This largely is a 
matter of reasoned judgment that cannot be 
resolved by arbitrarily adopting a single crite-
rion or adequacy (p. 327).

 
Table 13 summarizes the cost information 
presented in Tables 5-12 and the effective-
ness data presented in Table 2. The costs 
listed may not be a comprehensive list of 
all costs, and it would be useful to consider 
whether the same decision would be made 
if the actual costs were substantially higher 
than the projected costs (by 10%, 20%, 
50%, or even 100% over the life of the pro-
gram).

Some of the recommendations can be imple-
mented quickly and may be a one-time event 

or activity. Other options may be ongoing 
programs and costs will be spread across 
many years. In some cases it may take time 
for a recommendation to be fully implement-
ed. For example, it may take awhile for the 
teachers or others to develop the skills need-
ed to fully implement an intervention.

6.1 Additional Considerations

The costs included in the tables are costs 
identified by stakeholders and may not in-
clude all costs. Additionally, there are other 
related factors that should be considered. 
Additional considerations might include 
those listed below (not all of the consider-
ations are relevant for some of the options):

Is the option feasible?•	
Will the option primarily have a short-term •	
or long-term impact?

Do the principals/psychologists, social •	
workers, teachers, and parents have time 
available to take on additional tasks? Or will 
they need to reduce time spent on low pri-
ority activities?

Will additional personnel need to be hired to •	
assist in carrying out the option?

Are there other costs associated with the •	
option that have not been identified? 

Will there be a need for follow-up training or •	
development?

Is the option likely to result in the desired •	
outcomes in the short run? Is the option 
likely to result in long-term sustainable 
change?

5.4 Redesign system for assessing students at risk

5.4.1 Revise Commission 
on Assessment Practice 2850 Euro (3 days) Not ranked

5.4.2 Develop inclusion 
teams at schools

2750 Euro per venue 
(5 days) Not ranked

5.4.3 Deploy special 
needs teachers to lead 
inclusion teams

3000 Euro per annum 
per teacher Not ranked

Will require approximately 80-300 
teachers.

At minimum, one special 
educational needs teacher can 
be deployed to each municipality 
(84) or for each primary school 
(approximately 350)

5.4.4 Provide informal 
assessment tools for 
school intervention teams 
(develop assessment 
materials)

8000 Euro per year 
(25% salary for two 
faculty members)

2150 Euro (5 days)

Not ranked

5.5 Improve education in kindergartens and day cares

5.5.1 Local level linkages 
between educational and 
social institutions

1750 Euro MoES 
training and curriculum 
development (staff time 
and materials; assumed 
20 days of MoES staff 
time)

950 Euro per school 
(2 days)

Not ranked

Costs for options 5.5.1 and 5.5.2 
cannot be disaggregated. 
 
Costs do not reflect the political 
will that is needed for MoES 
to become involved in the 
education of very young and 
marginalized children.

5.5.2 Inputs need to 
make social institutions 
educational

5.6 Extend school day 670 Euro per school (3 
days) YES

Because teachers are contracted 
for an eight-hour work day (but 
only work four of these hours 
at school), no financial inputs 
are needed to implement this 
recommendation. However, 
teacher acceptance of this new 
timetable may be an issue. 
Therefore, political will may 
be the most important input 
related to this recommendation. 
In addition, a small Ministry 
of Education task force may 
need to assess how enrichment 
periods are implemented in 
schools that have a shift system 
and consultants to provide 
training on enrichment period 
may be needed.

5.7 Prepare teachers, principals, and parents for inclusive education

5.7.1 Inclusive education 
leadership seminar

2000 Euro per institute 
(assumed 5 days)
50 Euro per participant 
housing
150 Euro per participant 
materials
1000 Euro per local 
facilitator

YES Leadership summer institute

5.7.2 Inclusive education 
track at faculty

4000 Euro per professor 
(travel and stipend) YES

5.7.3 Inclusive education 
in-service training 2000 Euro YES

5.8 Parent involvement
5.8.1 Parent involvement 
in inclusive education 
teams, school-wide 
behavior training, and 
extra-curricular periods

0 Euro per parent YES

5.8.2 Develop parent 
resource center

136,800 Euro per 
site per year (space 
rental, assumed 4 staff 
members)

Not ranked

Table 13
Cost and Effectiveness Summary

Recommendation Cost  and Unit9
Ranked 
Effective by 
Stakeholders10

Comments

5.1 Improve access for out-of-school children

5.1.1 “Child Find” 
Process

150 Euro per document

1020 Euro per day per  
Not ranked

A policy change is required 
(0 Euro).

5.2 Oversight of 
equitable funding to 
encourage inclusion

1600 Euro per school 
per year

New by-laws must be 
developed (0 Euro).

5.3 Reduce discrimination in schools by passing law and then providing school-wide training

5.3.1 Pass 
antidiscrimination law 0 Euro Not ranked

5.3.2 School-wide training 
behavioral expectations

2000 Euro per school 
per year (5 days per 
school)

150 Euro per manual
(1 manual per school)

Not ranked

9 See Tables 5-12 for additional detail. Costs were identified by stakeholders. There may be additional costs that were 
not identified.
10 A ‘YES’ indicates that the mean score was at least 1.8 on a scale of -2 to 2. See Section 3.1 and Table 3 for details. 
The rankings are based on stakeholder input. Some of the recommendations are adaptations and variations of the 
interventions listed in Table 3.

6 Fiscal Analysis of Recommendations Recommendation Cost  and Unit9
Ranked 
Effective by 
Stakeholders

Comments
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Implementation for inclusive education proj-
ects will take place over the next six years in 
Macedonia. Below is a recommended timeline 
for implementation, based on feasibility. Each 
recommendation will have its own timeline. A 
total project timeline will then be provided to 
allow for planning across activities.

7.1 Child Find Activities
 
Activity 1 is designed to find and enroll out-
of-school children in school. Currently, there 
are no data on the number of out-of-school 
children in Macedonia. Stakeholder percep-
tions indicate that there may be as many as 
20,000-30,000. These children are commonly 
believed to be children of very poor families, 
children from cultures with early marriage 
traditions, and children with disabilities.
 
The recommended activity of teachers and 
schools becoming reporters of stories they 
hear is predicated on perceived or real action 
by the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy. 
Therefore, it is recommended that a meeting 
be held in August 2010 between UNICEF, the 
Ministry of Education, and the MLSP. The 
priority of this meeting will be to establish a 
system of reporting whereby teachers and 
principals can report out-of-school children 
to the MLSP. It is currently unclear what the 
follow-up step of the Ministry of Labour and 
Social Policy will be. It is assumed, however, 
that a plan for bringing out-of-school children 
will be developed between municipality-level 
Social Welfare personnel and local school 
personnel. These collaborative plans may in-
clude providing incentives to send children 
to school, organizing for appropriate clothes 
or school materials, or other activities that 
may support the child’s inclusion in school. 
During this time, the Ministries will also de-
velop a monitoring plan for keeping track of 
school-based data and follow up. Such a 
plan will be used for monitoring and evalu-
ation efforts.
 
Once an agreed upon plan is in place, a se-
ries of one-day trainings can take place (four 

in total with clusters of schools with a con-
sultant). The consultant will develop a com-
mon form for teachers to use, communicate 
the policy or process adopted by Ministries 
and UNICEF, and demonstrate how to gather 
information at the school level. This training 
would likely take place in November 2010; 
however, consultants may also be used to 
facilitate inter-Ministry meetings if necessary. 
The full implementation of this component 
would begin in January 2011, with schools 
beginning to collect and share data with the 
Ministry of Social Welfare shortly after the 
holiday break.

7.2 Ensuring Equitable Funding for 
Students with Special Needs

Work toward ensuring the equitable distribu-
tion of funds intended for students with spe-
cial educational needs can begin quickly, but 
should be supported by the following activi-
ties:

UNICEF meets with Ministry of Education 1- 
and Science financial staff to alert them 
of issues related to students with special 
educational needs (students with special 
educational needs have special funds al-
located to them, but such funds are min-
gled with ordinary funds).
UNICEF works with Ministry of Educa-2- 
tion and Science to ensure by-laws are 
changed so that funds go directly for pro-
gramming for students with special edu-
cational needs.
Ministry of Education and Science devel-3- 
ops system of monitoring and oversight to 
ensure funds are used for their intended 
population.

Although not mentioned in the cost analy-
sis, a local or expatriate consultant could 
develop a draft set of approved activities for 
special educational needs funding. This ac-
tivity would only take a few days and could 
be submitted electronically to UNICEF.

7.3 Reduce Discrimination in Schools
 
In the above sections, two activities were 
recommended in order to reduce discrimina-
tion in schools. The law is adopted and anti-
discrimination for schools is introduced.

7.4 Redesign System of Assessment for 
Students at Risk
 
Redesigning an assessment system for stu-
dents with special educational needs will 
require strong technical support from local 
faculties and external consultants versed in 
curriculum-based measurement. In order to 
develop a system of informal measures that 
can be used to screen learning challenges, a 
system of piloting, field testing, and norming 
must take place. This will take several years 
and will likely take a significant portion of fac-
ulty members’ time. It is recommended that 
this activity begin with preliminary consultant 
meetings in April 2011. It will likely take up to 
two to three years to have initial instruments 
in place. 

7.5 Improve Education in Day Cares and 
Kindergartens

A two-stage process is recommended for im-
proving the educational level of kindergartens 
and day cares. First, however, the Ministry of 
Education and Science must negotiate and 
take partial (if not full) responsibility for day 
cares and kindergartens. Once responsibility 
is assumed, both kindergartens and day care 
centers will need to have educational curricu-
la. UNICEF’s Early Childhood Standards can 
be implemented in kindergartens, but a co-
herent curriculum needs to be developed for 
day cares based on the national curriculum. 
Because the negotiation process for Minis-
try involvement in day cares and kindergar-
tens may be slow, curriculum development 
should not begin in near future. 

7.6 Extended School Day
 
The process of extending the school day will 
likely meet with resistance from teachers. To 
this end, the first six months of the program 
can be spent simply discussing the possibil-
ity with stakeholders. 

7.7 Inclusive Education Training
 
Inclusive education training is recommended 
to take place at three levels. First, faculties 
can begin to examine how courses might fit 
together for an inclusive education track in 
the faculties. Because existing coursework 
and professors are already in place, it should 
take no more than two years to plan and 
implement the program, which would begin 
during the 2012 academic year.
 
Once the inclusive education track is de-
lineated and coursework defined, the pro-
gram can be adjusted to include an Inclusive 
Education Leadership Institute, which could 
be implemented in the summer of 2012. Fi-
nally, inclusive education in-service training 
can begin immediately by inserting inclusive 
education pedagogies and philosophies into 
existing in-service training programs.

7.8 Parent Involvement

In the area of parent involvement, two ac-
tivities are suggested. First, parents can be-
gin to participate in anti-discrimination and 
community-building training. Furthermore, a 
parent center should be established to help 
increase parent involvment in inclusive edu-
cation.

7 Timeline for Implementation
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8 Conclusions
 
Inclusive education policy and practice hold 
great promise for increasing social equity, 
improving educational equity, and promot-
ing child-friendliness in schools. This report, 
based on fieldwork in Macedonia, provides 
recommendations at the national, municipal-
ity, and school level. The eight-point plan will 
provide a variety of approaches designed 
to support student access and success in 
schools. Some of the recommendations may 
be difficult to achieve because of the need 
for political will of stakeholders (e.g., ex-
tending the Macedonian school day). Others 
will require funding to ensure that appropri-
ate supports for students are in place (e.g., 
deployment of special educational needs 
teachers in regular schools). Within the six-
year framework of the UNICEF inclusive 
education project, however, all may be nec-

essary. Supporting all students inclusively in 
Macedonia means improving access for out-
of-school children, improving instruction, and 
improving support mechanisms for students 
for whom even improved instruction may not 
be enough. Macedonia stands poised for 
success on inclusive education measures. Its 
policies support inclusive practice, but have 
yet to be realized in practice. Organization-
al support from the UNICEF office, through 
implementing the eight recommendations 
above, may help improve education for all 
Macedonian students – including those cur-
rently on the margins of formal schooling. By 
doing so, Macedonian schools can become 
more inclusive, promoting opportunities for 
all Macedonian students to benefit from its 
national education system. 
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10. Institute a “child find” program where 
education officers are required to visit 
families whose children do not go to 
school to encourage them to send 
children

11. Provide incentives for families to send 
their out-of-school children (e.g., lunch, 
uniform money, free transportation)

12. Penalize families who do not send their 
children to school with fines or other 
sanctions

School-based Interventions

13. Shift focus from general high schools 
into vocational high schools

14. Organize schools so that students 
can learn some subjects in their home 
language and others in Macedonian

15. Create a system of guidance and 
counseling for primary students who 
will enter high school

16. Create programs in schools that 
highlight contributions from all cultures

17. Create levels in schools where children 
who are very bright learn with those 
who are very bright, children who are 
average learners are with other children 
who are average learners, and children 
who learn slowly are with other children 
who learn slowly

18. Expect professional teams in schools to 
conduct annual screenings in schools 
to determine if there are children who 
need additional help. Design a support 
program for these students. 

19. Create a system where the professional 
team in schools documents attempts to 
help individual students before referring 
to the Commission on Assessment 
(Commission on Categorization)

Interventions Numerical 
Response Comments

Example: Eliminate free meals in school for 
poor children (-2)

Interventions for Faculties

Commit resources to improving 1. 
programs in minority languages in 
faculties

Develop programs to encourage ethnic 2. 
minorities to become teachers

Create an “inclusive education” track 3. 
in the faculty that has core courses 
on inclusive education that are taken 
by both special and regular education 
candidates 

Include courses on informal academic 4. 
screening in special education faculty 
programs

Interventions for Social Sector

5. Provide Roma children with the same 
resources (food and transportation) 
to attend regular schools as they 
receive in special schools and day care 
programs

6. Promote extra-curricular activities that 
involve children from multiple cultures

7. Develop more vocational programs in 
general high schools 

8. Improve physical access to schools 
by building ramps and elevators for 
students in wheelchairs

9. Create professional teams in day care 
centers and nearby primary schools 
who seek to help students in day care 
centers transition to regular schools

Appendix A: 
Informal Protocol for Organizations, Policy-Makers

Tell me about your organization.1. 

What are the biggest challenges facing Macedonian children and youth?2. 

What are the biggest challenges facing Macedonian schools?3. 

What educational or societal impact do you hope to see as a result of your work?4. 

How should this change be financed?5. 

Who do you see as the critical people to create positive change (e.g., parents, students, 6. 
teachers, government)?

What types of inputs (materials, equipment, training) are needed to promote the improve-7. 
ments you seek?

What needs to happen in order for (Roma/Albanian/poor/Macedonian/students with disabili-8. 
ties) to be successful in schools?

What needs to happen in order for (Roma/Albanian/poor/Macedonian/children with disabili-9. 
ties) to be fully included in Macedonian society?

Appendix B: 

Delphi Survey, Macedonian Stakeholders

Please Circle or Electronically Highlight your Organizational Affiliation
 Government  NGO  School  Faculty

Directions: For each prompt below, respond numerically according to the choices below. 

Add comments if you wish to clarify your response. 
2 = Very likely to improve inclusiveness of schools in Macedonia
1 = May improve inclusiveness of schools in Macedonia
0 = Will have no effect on inclusiveness of schools in Macedonia
(-1) = May have a negative impact on inclusiveness of schools in Macedonia
(-2) = Very likely to negatively impact inclusiveness of schools in Macedonia

Interventions Numerical 
Response Comments
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Appendix C: 
Teachers’ Protocol 

1. Tell me about some of the strengths that you bring to the classroom as a teacher.

2. What are some of the challenges that you face with regard to very poor students, students 
with disabilities, and students from minority ethnic groups?

3. What are the conditions under which you accept or do not accept children in your school (e.g., 
students with disabilities, Roma)?

4. If you could change anything about how you teach, what would it be?

5. If you could change anything about the makeup of your class, how would you do it?

6. What do you see as the particular challenges for your school in working with students with 
disabilities?

7. What do you see as the particular challenges for your school in working with students from 
low socioeconomic backgrounds?

8. What do you see as the particular challenges for your school in working with students from 
different ethnic backgrounds?

9. Is there anything else you would like to add?

Appendix D:
Macedonia / Parents

OVERVIEW OF SENSE-MAKING METHODOLOGY AND INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Sense-making methodology, with an emphasis on dynamic processes, is different that the ‘trans-
mission model’ of disseminating information/research, which assumes that senders and receiv-
ers share the same perspective and share the same ideas about what is of value or importance. 
Instead, sense-making conceptualizes humans as facing a gap-filled reality, and as continually 
trying to fix the real and create meaning. Everyone is an expert about their own situation. It pro-
vides a link between micro and macro levels of human communicative behavior (social organiza-
tion and individual actions).

20. Provide extended day tutoring and 
enrichment opportunities for students 
with special educational needs

Policy and Infrastructure Interventions

21. Implement a policy that all students must 
learn both Macedonian and Albanian 
language subjects in schools

22. Implement a policy that all students must 
learn in Macedonian language in schools

23. Establish a system whereby teacher 
promotion and sanctions are partially 
dependent on child-friendly teaching 
strategies

24. Implement a “state center for assessment” 
that will oversee all external examinations

25. Training for “state center for assessment” 
personnel to learn about the needs of stu-
dents with disabilities and language mi-
norities on tests.

26. Establish standards for curriculum in day 
care centers to ensure educational pro-
cesses are taking place 

27. Eliminate the practice of waiting until child 
is 7 to begin school

28. Develop a “service formula” for deciding 
how to place special education teachers 
in special schools (e.g., one special edu-
cation teacher for every five students with 
special educational needs)

29. Implement a reduction formula for stu-
dents with special needs in regular class-
es (e.g., reduce the size of the class by 
five students for every one student with 
special educational needs)

30. Place one special education teacher in 
every school to work directly (and only) 
with students with disabilities

31. Place one special education teacher in 
every kindergarten

32. Place a special educational needs teacher 
(formerly known as defectologist) in every 
school. Their role would be to work with 
the pedagogue and teachers to help stu-
dents with disabilities, other children who 
are having trouble, and design programs 
for gifted students

Teacher Training Interventions

33. Conduct assistive technology training for 
teachers

34. Create a companion manual (and training) 
to go along with new national curriculum 
that addresses how to individualize for 
students with special educational needs

35. Teacher training on independent think-
ing skills

36. In-service teacher training on inclusive 
education

Categorization and Assessment

37. Create a system of appeals, so that if 
parents wish to challenge the recom-
mendations of the Commission on 
Categorization, they may have a hearing 
with an impartial officer

38. Institute a database of all children with 
documented disabilities in the country. 
Examine data to ensure that ethnic mi-
norities are not over-represented in the 
population of children with disabilities

Interventions Numerical 
Response Comments
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Sense-making methodology has practical implications. Instead of information being “transmit-
ted,” information is exchanged and communication systems are designed for dialogue, which 
involves reciprocity and ownership. Everyone designs their own information to some extent (e.g., 
theoretical merger of agency and structure). Sense-making looks for patterns in how sense-
making occurs, not just at the content of responses. The focus is on process (verbs).

Applications: Identify information needs not met, which kinds of situations improve/hinder prac-
tice, what users want, what predicts information use, gaps across stakeholder perceptions (e.g., 
school – university).

Protocol: Micro-moment time-line interview

Teachers

1.  To Tap Situations: Think of a recent time when you faced or perceived White-Black edu-
cational disparity at your school. What happened? How did it connect to your past teaching 
experience?

2.  To Tap Gaps: What questions/confusions did you face? What did you struggle with? What 
did you try to figure out? What was missing?

3.  To Tap Bridges: What conclusions did you come to? How did you feel about it? How did it 
help you in your work? What was still incomplete?

4.  To Tap Outcomes: For each conclusion, how did it help? How did it allow you to change 
your teaching or thinking about your work? How did it connect with your life and teaching ex-
perience?

Possible analysis: 
Types of bridging strategies – stakeholder views of solutions•	
Types of gaps – how do people use information, what kinds of information do they need, what •	
do they use the information for, what predicts their information use
Types of outcomes – evaluated in terms of student progress, helping plan, helping get support, •	
helping gain control, helping make career progress
Cross-disciplinary perspectives: situation-gap-bridge•	
The nature of uncertainty by academic discipline•	
The nature of the disagreement by academic discipline•	

Parents

1.  Think of a time when you became aware of difficulties your child or other children face at 
your child’s school. This could be an event, a situation, or a story you heard. Describe the 
circumstances. Where were you? What did you see or hear?

2.  What questions came to your mind at the time? What did you try to figure out about the 
circumstances?

3.  What conclusions did you come to? What would you still like to know?

4.  How has knowing about the difficulties of your child or other children at school affected 
your relationship to the school? Has it changed your thinking about the school? 

Appendix E: 
Principals’ Protocol 

What is the ethnic/linguistic makeup of your school (by percentage)?1. 

What are the conditions under which you accept or do not accept children in your school 2. 
(e.g., students with disabilities, Roma)?

What is the average teacher:student ratio in your school?3. 

What are the functions of the professional team in your school?4. 

Would you classify your students as above average / average / or below average?5. 

What data sources (e.g., internal exams, external exams, attendance records) do you con-6. 
sider most important in evaluating your school?

Appendix F: 
Student Protocol 

1. Tell me about your strengths as a student.

2. What are some of the difficulties you face in school?

3. What are some of the difficulties that other students face in your school?

4. If you could change anything about how your school better helps students, what would it be?

5. Talk about the different types of students in your school and your relationship with them.

6. Describe the characteristics of a student who is likely to be successful in your school?

7. Is there anything else you would like to add?



Notes




