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FOREWORD

he eight publication in the edition “Law Watch Analyses: A Closer

Look at the Application of the Laws” titled “Legal Needs and Path to
Justice in the Republic of Macedonia” is an exception that was deemed
necessary on the basis of our three-year continuous monitoring of reform
laws. As we were exhausting the topics planned for this edition - all of
which identified the shortfalls in the system for human rights protection
- the need for detailed analysis of problems faced by the citizens and their
perception of the legal system’s fairness became more obvious. In that
sense, the fact that our colleagues from the Open Society Justice Initiative
have dedicated years of service to this type of research and have already
developed the questionnaire that allows data collection on the manner
in which citizens’ access to justice is exercised under the existing system
was of great help. However, we would not have been able to successfully
adapt the questionnaire without the expertise, knowledge and insight in
the Macedonian legal system disposed by the researchers from REACTOR
- Research in Action. Therefore, credits are due to the researchers and
authors of this publication, Jana Korunovska Srbijansko, Neda Korunovska
and Tanja Maleska, for their hard work, commitment and perseverance
in linking and explaining the data collected in Macedonia against the
broader goals of the social policy, in a short time period.

In this publication, the authors provide a detailed analysis of frequency
rates of different justiciable events in general and per specific category
of legal issues. Individual issues and categories are analysed in detail
against the eight social and demographic characteristics of the sample
(age; gender; ethnicity; education level; place of residence in terms of
geographical region and type of settlement (rural or urban); labour market
status; and household income). The second section of the publication
addresses the road to justice for citizens who are facing legal problems;
their experiences with the judicial system and legal problems’ negative



effects on their livelihood. In addition, the authors identify and analyse
certain implications of the policy reforms, especially those related to the
legal aid services available in the Republic of Macedonia.

Actually, the future reform of the legal aid system that could emerge as
aresult of this research is the main reason that triggered the decision to
include this publication “Legal Needs and Path to Justice in the Republic
of Macedonia” in the edition “Law Watch Analyses: A Closer Look at the
Application of the Laws”. This edition is part of the FOSM’s Subprogram on
Legislation Approximation, whose main goal is to advocate for adequate
enforcement of newly adopted laws as part of the national legislation
approximation with the EU acquis.

The Editors
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This study provides, for the first time in Macedonia, exclusive insight
into citizens’ problems and their paths to justice. In doing so, it presents
what we believe is unique information about the extent to which the
current system that provides access to justice is linked to the broad social
policy objectives and illuminates the grave economic, social and health
consequences when the system fails to assist citizens in achieving justice.
We hope, therefore, that the findings will be used as guidelines for reform
of the current system for free legal aid.



FROM PROBLEMS TO JUSTICE:
KEY FINDINGS AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS

he first chapter of this study summarizes the key findings of the Legal

Needs Survey in Macedonia and discusses what are in our opinion
the most important conclusions that can be drawn from those findings.
It identifies and explores some of the implications for policy reforms,
in particular for the free legal aid services available in Macedonia, and
recognizes the need for further research.

This study revealed that it is common in Macedonia for people to live
with non-trivial problems that have a legal remedy. Half of the population
(49%) declares to have experienced at least one justiciable problem, over
a period of three years. While those who experience problems usually
experience more than one problem, the problems are not interconnected
and for most of the citizens it is likely that the problems they face will
not be triggered by other events. The most common problems are housing
and property related, faced by one in four respondents (26.4%). Other
commonly reported problems include those related to employment,
consumer problems, and money or debt related problems. Less frequently
reported problems included those related to children, education, health,
police mistreatment and problems with partners. For most problem
types, the mean number of problems experienced by respondents was
between 1.3 around 1.5, although certain types of problems seem to occur
with considerable frequency, such as employment related problems (1.8)
and problems to do with living in rented accommodation (2.2).



The most common problems among Macedonian citizens are problems
related to housing and owned property. According to our study, every fourth
Macedonian adult is expected to have some type of housing or property
related dispute. The most common types of housing/property problems
are getting incorrect or disputed bills (especially among low income
families), getting or keeping utilities and getting planning permissions
(especially in Skopje). Housing problems are most common among the
older citizens and those that live in Skopje.

The second most common group of problems are consumer problems,
faced by more than one in six respondents (174%). The most common
problems were consumer fraud or defective goods or services, including
fake guarantee, which were reported by every tenth respondent. Other
common problems were signing contracts without understanding them
or getting into a dispute over conditions in consumer contracts and not
getting agreed and paid goods and services.

The third most common problem people in Macedonia face are money
related problems, which affect 15.8% of the population. This percentage
is significantly lower than the official poverty rate among citizens in
Macedonia, so this might be revealing of the limitation in our survey, i.e.,
that it was administered via telephone and citizens without access to
phones were excluded from the survey. However, it may be that those living
in poverty are not willing to disclose their financial circumstances. From
the money related problems, the most frequent problem is repayment of
money owed to them by others or collecting a debt, followed by problem
paying a loan, bill or debt. For those who have problems paying bills, this
problem is usually a constant one.

The scarcity of working places and what is more, of decent working
places in the country is another big problem. Not only is the working force
small’, but the number of complaints among those who do have a job is
noteworthy. One in five respondents who are active on the labor market
had at least one employment related problem. In terms of reoccurrence of
the problems, it is worrisome that for those who experience employment
problems, half of them will frequently or continuously face them, unlike
any other problem category. Almost one in five of those citizens believed
they were discriminated against in their job search. This could be taken to
indicate that workers’ rights are very vulnerable in the Macedonian labor
market. It is additionally worrisome that losing a job or being threatened



tolose ajob was most evident in people from low-income families. Another
common employment problem was getting paid or getting overtime pay,
vacation pay, or redundancy pay, faced by every tenth economically active
respondent.

Government related problems are reported by 7.6% of the respondents
and include problems with various government financial transfers and
taxes, but also access to information and services. The most frequent
problem was access or entitlement to state aid in agriculture, followed by
problems related to access or entitlement to welfare financial aid.

Closely related to the housing problems are the problems related to
renting or living in rented property. While a insignificant proportion of
the population (4.6%) rents or lives in rented property, one in five of those
respondents claimed they had problems with their landlords/tenants.
Most of the problems faced by the renters are related to the condition of
the property (such us poor or unsafe conditions, getting the landlord to
do repairs or harassment by the landlord). Furthermore, money-related
problems, such us repeated non-payment of rent, bill arrays or getting a
deposit back were not that common problems of tenants. On the contrary,
most of the problems faced by the owner are money-related (repeated
nonpayment of rent, bills array or unpaid destruction of property).

About a fifth of the respondents who were at school sometime
during the reported period (14% of the sample) had faced some type of
an education related problem. Corruptive practices at school, such as
being forced to buy books from professors is the most common type of
a problem, followed by unfair treatment by professors. The problem with
the education fee, although a less common problem, is a money-related
problem that is a continuous or a frequent problem for those affected.
More severe problems, such as harassment at school or unfair exclusion
or suspension from educational institution are the least frequent types of
problems.

One third of the respondents had underage children in the last 3 years
and of these only 6% reported having faced some kind of a child-related
problem. Only 6% of respondents reported having a health related problem,
with accessing appropriate health care cited as the most frequent health
problem. While the vast majority of respondents reported incidental (i.e.,
once or rare) problems connected to harm done by health professionals or
injuries in public spaces or due to traffic accidents, half of the respondents
who had problems with violation of patients rights, access to appropriate
health care, environmental health problems or heath problems at work,
claim that these happen frequently or continuously. Discrimination is a



problem experienced by 6.1% of the respondents. They reported various
grounds for discrimination, with ethnicity and political party affiliation
being identified as the most common grounds for discrimination. A
small number of the population (3%) reported problems with police, with
the majority having experienced unfair treatment by police, such us
harassment, improper search or seizure. Furthermore, some respondents
reported that they were denied exit at the borders, and it is worrisome
that the majority of these were Roma.

The least frequently reported problems are those involving partners.
While 70% of the respondents reported living with a partner for at least
some time during the last 3 years, only 1.1% of them reported having some
kind of serious problem with their partner. Those who did, on average
reported having only one problem. The most frequent problem was divorce
or separation, followed by violent or abusive relationships with a partner.

The study revealed numerous socio-demographic differences in the
reporting rates for all problem categories. The reporting differences are
caused by one of the following factors or a combination of them: age,
gender, educational attainment, labor market status, household income,
as well as the place of residence of the respondent (both type of residence,
i.e., whether the respondent lives in urban or rural area, as well as the
territorial region of residence). Specifically, the younger? more educated,
economically active, male and urban respondents report more justiciable
problems. However, exceptions exist for certain problem categories. For
example, while in principal those with lower educational attainment
reported the fewest problems, they have the highest occurrence of
problems with accessing government aid and services, getting paid,
and were among parents who had serious concerns over the safety of
their children while at school/kindergarten. Furthermore, while female
respondents are less affected than male respondents in general, they are
more likely toreport having been denied workers’ rights, such us maternity
leave, paid holiday, sick leave and are more vulnerable to some types of
discrimination, such as discrimination on the basis of their gender, being
a parent (having children), and their marital status.

The only non-influential predictors were marital status, as well as (to
some extent) the ethnical background of the respondent. Namely, there



is generally speaking no important difference between the reporting of
justiciable problems between ethnic Macedonians and ethnic Albanians,
the two major ethnic groups. Respondents from the other ethnicities
report significantly more problems, but since their group is smaller
and consists of many ethnicities within this smaller subcategory, this
difference cannot be meaningfully interpreted. While in general there are
no differences in the reporting patterns between ethnic Macedonians and
ethnic Albanians, significant differences were identified for particular
problems. For example, ethnic differences exist in several housing
problems, where Albanians are more likely to report problems related to
communal repairs or maintenance of property, and getting or keeping
utilities like telephone, water, electricity, heating, and internet. On the
other hand, Albanians have less problems or disputes with neighbors.
Additionally, Macedonians are more likely to report having money related
problems.

The small influence of the financial background (respondents income)
on the vulnerability to justiciable problems might be due to the factor
cancelling itself out for different types of problems. While for certain
types of problems respondents from higher income families are more
likely to encounter justiciable problems, for other types of problems this
is true for respondents from the lower income households (ex. problems
with education fees). Interestingly, household income differences do not
impact reported consumer problems.

If we look at the identified factors that contribute to the reporting
of problems (younger, educated, male, urban), this suggests that it is
possible that systematic underreporting of problems might be caused by
the inability to recognize a problem of a whole segment of the population
in Macedonia, which is a question both of awareness and capability.
Underreporting might also have occurred because of the strong socialist
traditions, so problems might be more likely to be perceived as collective
rather than individual. For example’, the lack of water supply in a village
is seen as a feature of the village, rather than as an individual problem.

When faced with a justiciable problem, two thirds of the citizens in
Macedonia try to resolve it. Most of them do so by themselves and with
direct contact with the other side in the problem. Of the respondents
that took some kind of action to resolve their problem, one in three



sought some kind of legal advice as a step toward resolving the dispute.
When making those decisions, citizens rely mostly on advice and
recommendations of the people they trust the most: their family, friends,
colleagues and partners. Almost half of the respondents stated that
they contacted their most essential adviser based on suggestions from
people they personally knew. The second most important ‘push factor’ is
the respondent’s own experience or initiative. Advertisements and other
forms of help are almost entirely unutilized. The number of cases in which
mediation is applied is extremely low and the number of successfully
completed mediation cases is insignificant, reflecting the still trivial
impact mediation has on dispute resolution in Macedonia today.

Citizens are very pragmatic in their expectations from advisers. They
expect and search for advice in an attempt to generate new ways and
approaches to solving the problem. One in three respondents sought legal
advice about their legal rights, which indicated a great knowledge gap.
An additional quarter wanted information about the possible procedure
if they decided to pursue a formal solution to the problem. Our evidence
shows that the received advice is relevant and generally helpful for the
citizens. However, almost one in five respondents were not satisfied with
the received counseling and one in every ten citizens is dissatisfied and
finds the received aid useless.

While respondents deal with most of the problems, there is a great
difference between the different types of problems. The analysis also
revealed that the likelihood to act on a problem depends on its value.

A substantial number of problems (one third) are not dealt with. Most
often this is because of skepticism or a belief that nothing could be done
or the loss of confidence that someone can help. This is a serious cause
for concern and needs to be seriously considered, since it undermines
the possibility to utilize the advice system. Additionally, one in five
respondents fails to take any action because they did not have enough
money to pursue the matter further. This is worrisome, since it may
indicate that access to justice in Macedonia is limited for low-income
citizens, making them more vulnerable. This is further proved with the
analysis that identified categories of people who are more likely to be
inactive than others. Our study suggests that the people who are more
likely to do nothing are the poor, the younger and the unemployed.
Additionally, there is a difference in activity among ethnicities, with
Albanians being less likely to do something.

The study suggests that inactivity is also dependent on the type of
problem. For example, respondents are mostly passive when it comes to
cases of discrimination, in relation to police and when they have a dispute



with government institutions. This might be the result of discouragement,
which may be rooted in the complexity of the burden of proof (such as in
discrimination cases), or lack of trust (police), or discouragement of the
fairness of the procedure (going against the government). Furthermore,
respondents were reluctant to take any action to resolve education and
health-related problems.

When faced with a justiciable problem, citizens want to solve it. The
most common objectives are delivery of justice, elimination of the problem,
getting money or compensation from the other side, or protecting their
real estate. Other objectives were less common, such as trying to get a
reduction of a bill, finishing a relationship, accessing public services or
protecting goods. The least common objective was revenge, reported by a
small number of the respondents (2.6%).

Respondents who were actively facing an unresolved justiciable
problem were also asked whether they expect to achieve the desired
outcome in the problem they are experiencing and they were divided in
their responses. One half were skeptical, of which every tenth respondents
believe that it is not likely at all that they will see the desired outcome.
The other half was optimistic and thought it likely to achieve the desirable
outcome, with one in five respondents thinking that this is very likely.

Reported optimism decreases with the length of the ongoing problem,
i.e., problems that are not finished yet, and also depends on the ‘other side’
of the problem. The majority of the public expects to be mostly satisfied
when they face problems against family members and about half expect
to be satisfied with the outcome of a problem involving state institutions
and problems against non-relatives. Citizens are less optimistic when it
comes to achieving the desired outcome in problems related to a private
entity and the least optimistic when it comes to problems involving
their employers, where only one in three expect to be satisfied with the
outcome.

It was disappointing to find that only two out of five problems that
respondents faced in the past three years were solved, while the rest were
still ongoing. Furthermore, of the problems that were over, only two of five
were deemed successful. If we look at the type of problems and compare
the status of the problem, we can conclude that tenants’ problems and
problems with police are most likely to be over, while problems with
discrimination and with the government are most likely to be unfinished,
or still ongoing, indicating that the seriousness of the problem is not



the only factor that contributes to the duration of the problem, but also
other factors such as power relations between the parties involved in the
problem, as was the case with problems with government institutions.

The problem value also correlates with the status of the problem, so
the more valuable the problem, the less likely that it is finished. This
indicates that the seriousness of the problem contributes to the duration
of the problem, but also signals that citizens might experience more
negative effects in such cases.

The analysis of the dispute resolutions reveals that most citizens are
unfortunately not satisfied with the outcome. Two out of five respondents
were dissatisfied with the outcome, with an additional one fifth reporting
they were very unsatisfied. This means that three out of five respondents
are not happy with the outcomes, despite their efforts to solve the problem.
Expectedly, since the majority of the respondents were not satisfied with
the outcome, they believe that the ‘other side’ is more satisfied from the
resolution.

Linked to the satisfaction from the outcome is the perceived justness
and fairness of the outcome, for both of the parties involved in the problem.
In this sense, respondents were asked to state how fair they think the
outcome was for everybody concerned. Unfortunately, two thirds of the
respondents believe that the outcome was unfair. This perceived lack of
fairness has negative consequences on the trust in the judicial system,
but also on the empowerment of citizens to take actions for solving their
problems. Further research is needed in order to explore where those
perceptions are based, since this study only explores some of the factors
that might contribute such us the time needed for solving the problem,
the support available, or the attitudes towards the legal system.

The results indicate that people perceive drastic negative effects
resulting from the problems. The most negative effect is stress, where
two out of five respondents felt they were maximally stressed due to
the problem, with two thirds reporting great stress. Similarly, citizens
reported great financial damage caused by the problems, with over a
third claiming that their justiciable problem involved a life-changing
amount of money. The majority of the respondents reported being faced



with serious financial damage due to the problems. Respondents also
perceived that the experience of the justiciable problem was harmful to
their life in general.

Looking closely at the opposing parties in the problem faced
and their interdependence to the status of the problem, strategies
employed and perceived fairness of the process, we can conclude that
these are dependent on the other side of the problem. Firstly, we can
notice a trend of dependence of the percentage of finished problems
on the type of organization/person representing the ‘other side’. The
completion rate varied and it was more likely for a problem to be solved
if the other side was a private organization, family member, a partner,
or a non-relative, and less likely to be solved when the other party
is the state or an employer. This indicates that the citizens are in a
disadvantaged position compared to those who should guarantee their
rights (the state and the employers). This should be a great cause for
concern and an impetus for reforms in these areas. Based on the clear
interdependency between the ‘type’ of opposing party and strategies
employed by respondents to resolve the issue (or lack thereof), it is not
surprising that citizens are skeptical when it comes to pursuing cases
against their employers or state institutions.

Additionally, if we see the interdependence between the opposing
parties in the experienced problem and the respondents’ satisfaction
with the outcome of the problem, we can also notice a trend of
dependence of the perception of fairness on the type of organization/
person the ‘other side’ is. While on average most of the respondents felt
that the outcome of the problem was not fair, the level of satisfaction
differed varying from most satisfactory when the other side is family
or a partner, and least satisfactory when the other party is an employer
and the state. Linked to the previous findings, it is not surprising that
citizens are skeptical of the outcome of a problem involving state
institutions and employers, nor that this negatively affects their
choice of strategies, meaning that it is most likely that citizens will
do nothing if their problems involve the state institutions or their
employers.

These findings suggest that citizens are discouraged to take any
action when they face a problem against their employer and/or a state
institution, since they believe from the very beginning that they are
destined to fail. This perception also negatively impacts confidence
in institutions, which is another predictor for taking action to solve
a problem. It is important that further research is conducted to
explore the reasons behind such negative perceptions and to identify



ways in which to improve them, as this will be crucial for the further
improvement of citizens’ paths to justice. This suggests that further
policies aimed at increasing access to justice in Macedonia must take
into consideration not only the number of justiciable problems, but
also types of problems experienced, as well as the ease or difficulty
with which those disputes can be resolved.

The study indicates that the majority of Macedonians have a negative
attitude toward the justice system, especially toward its fairness to poorer
citizens. However, the majority of the respondents still agreed that the
courts are an important means for ordinary people to enforce their rights
(more than two in three agreed with this statement) and opinions were
somewhat divided on the general fairness of the justice system. Perhaps
one of the most important findings of the study was that attitudes were
significantly more negative among those respondents who had more
experience with justiciable problems. The evidence suggests that the
problem precedes the attitude, i.e,, that the experience of an attempt to
solve a justiciable problem causes the negative attitude. This indicated
that a direct experience with the judicial system tends to increase levels
of negativity among the population.

It is interesting to note that among the respondents who have
experienced a justiciable problem, those with very positive attitudes are
less likely to have taken an active measure to solve their problem than
those with very negative attitudes. This is somewhat surprising, because
one would expect people with negative attitudes to be more passive
toward solving a justiciable problem, since they do not believe that they
would get a fair hearing.

This study has illuminated the widespread of justiciable problems
in the Republic of Macedonia. Although in most cases where citizens
were faced with justiciable problems action was taken to resolve these
problems, less than one in ten of the respondents were involved any kind
of formal court proceeding, or turned to mediation and other alternative
dispute resolution processes. In three out of five of all cases no resolutions
to the dispute was achieved. The results of our study therefore suggest
that there is a ‘hidden’ potential demand for the civil justice system.
The following are some of the implications for policy reform that stem



from these key findings; however, further stakeholder consultations are
needed in order to identify possible alternatives that would be of public
interest, aimed at improving the civil justice system in Macedonia and in
the particular the mechanisms for access to justice.

Increasing personal capacities - The study has shown that
underreporting is linked to individual capacities and awareness to
recognize and identify the problem. In this sense, programs that
support individuals need to be supported, from legal education to
community legal aid services that would be able to provide tailored
support to citizens.

Increasing citizens’ overall understanding of the legal system, and in
particular citizens knowledge on their rights, obligations, remedies,
and procedures for resolving justiciable problems. The study
clearly identifies that there is a serious need for increased citizens’
knowledge in order to support their legal empowerment. In this sense,
mainstreaming active citizenship curricula across public education
will be crucial. Additional efforts need to be invested to cover the adult
population that does not comprehend the new judiciary system.

Improving the public image of the judiciary - However biased, the
negative public image of the judiciary should be a great cause for
concern. Relevant bodies (such as the Judicial Council) should take
serious measures to increase the trust in the judiciary, by various
methods, among which sharing positive examples with the public,
engaging more actively with the media, interacting with the education
system, etc.

Reform court procedures to address citizens’ needs, in particular
the transparency, impartiality and length of the court procedures.
In this sense, taking into consideration various examples for
improving the performance of the judiciary could be beneficial. For
example, devising a different system for case management, the
process of which should reflect on length, prioritizing, as well as
the involvement of the judges.

Promotion of mediation and other forms of alternative dispute
resolution - serious efforts are still needed in order to utilize
mediation as a new form of dispute resolution. Promotion and
awareness raising, firstly among legal practitioners, could prove
very beneficial in addressing skepticism and increasing the future
potential for referral. In this sense, a more active involvement of
the mediators and their promotion (including positive examples) in
the public is crucial.



METHODOLOGY

his research report is based on a quantitative study carried out by
in 2012, and initiated and supported

by the and its affiliated
, which also provided expert support. The study
was conducted in two stages. We first conducted a computer assisted
telephone interview (CATI), which served as a screening survey for the
general adult population (aged 18 and above) and which was designed to
estimate the prevalence of problems (justiciable events) in the previous
three years (since September 2009). This part of the study involved a
sample representative of the population of the Republic of Macedonia,
for a total of 2,858 individuals. The second stage was a detailed telephone
interview that followed the screening survey and included individuals
from the first sample who had reported at least one non-trivial justiciable
problem. A total of 806 individuals were included in the second part of the

study.

When designing the study, two important sample related questions
were discussed. Firstly, it was important to decide whether the sample
will be drawn from the general population (as in Genn (1999), Pleasence
(2006), etc.) or whether the population of interest should be low-income
households (as in the ABA 1996 Study), because the latter may have
different patterns of legal problems and because public policies that
cover free legal aid and regulate publicly available legal services tend to
focus on these families as potential beneficiaries. We chose to focus on
the general adult population based on a number of arguments. Firstly,
the percentage of the population living in poverty in Macedonia is very



high (the relative poverty rate is estimated at 30.4%)* and therefore even
a general population sample frame will allow for a great number of
low-income respondents. Secondly, theoretical and empirical evidence
suggests that the legal advice sought is distributed in the population in a
U-shape®, meaning that middle-income families might be at the greatest
risk and should therefore be surveyed. Thirdly, the other countries
involved in similar surveys supported by the Open Society Foundations
network administered general population surveys and it was useful to
take the same approach in Macedonia for comparative purposes. However,
taking into account that the survey was conducted via telephone, one of
the limitations of our study is that it did not cover the homeless, as well as
the poorest segment of the population (assuming that they do not poses
landline or cell phones).

The second important question was the sample size. Being the first
research of its kind conducted in Macedonia, there was no previous
information on the proportion of the population that would potentially
be eligible for the second interview, i.e., those who had experienced a
non-trivial justiciable problem. We used previous prevalence studies to
anticipate the percentage of the population with a problem and initially
targeted a sample size between 2,500 and 2,900 respondents (net sample),
in order to secure a sample size of 1,050+ eligible interviewees for the
second part.

The questionnaire used in this study is based largely on the
questionnaire designed by Hazel Genn in her seminal work Paths to Justice
(Oxford, 1999). Several steps were undertaken in order to adapt the Legal
Needs Survey methodology to the Macedonian context, i.e., the local legal
and institutional environment. Most importantly, two focus groups were
conducted to identify problem categories and to test the language and
wording of questions, followed by a pre-testing of the questionnaire. This
ensured a valid adaptation of the questionnaire in the Macedonian and
Albanian language. Additionally, the final versions of the questionnaire



and the methodology were sent to an international expert (Martin
Gramatikov) for review and comments and were revised accordingly.

In the week of July 23-29, 2012 two focus groups were organized
and held by our research team. In the first focus group there were six
participants representing non-profit organizations that provide free
legal aid throughout the country” and come from the four largest cities
in Macedonia (regional centers). All participants had a legal background
(attorneys) and work directly as legal councilors, providing free legal aid
in a wide range of areas. The first focus group was held in the premises of
Foundation Open Society - Macedonia. The second focus group was held
in Reactor’s offices and consisted of eight ordinary citizens with no legal
background, nor close family members that have a legal background or
work in the legal profession (attorney, prosecutor, police, judge, mediator,
etc.).

Sessions that lasted 90 minutes were held with each focus group,
with a member of our team moderating the discussion. All discussions
were audio taped and notes were taken during and immediately after
the interviews. The main aim of the focus groups was to select the list of
problems to be surveyed (problem categories) and to test the clarity of the
selected problems categories.

As mentioned above, the questionnaire for this survey was designed in
English using the already existing Legal Needs Survey questionnaires. The
adaptation into Macedonian was done using the blind back-translation
method?®. Since the main (filter) questions were designed as a result of the
focus groups, the research team decided that more complex approaches
(for example, a revision committee) were not required.

The translation of the original English version of the questionnaire
was done by a researcher whose native language is Macedonian, who has
a legal background, and who had not participated in the design of the
questionnaire. The translator was instructed to focus on a conceptual
rather than a literal translation. A back-translation of this version was
conducted by a second, bilingual researcher who had not participated in



the first translation phase and who is bilingual in English and Macedonian.
This was an important step for verifying that the meaning of the
Macedonian version matched the meaning of the original English version.
If the meaning of a particular word/phrase seemed to be lost or altered,
the whole process was repeated for the relevant question. The same
procedure was performed for the Albanian version of the questionnaire
as well. Translation quality was especially important for our survey, since
it was administered in two languages. Therefore, both translations had
to reflect the original in the exact same way, to avoid the risk of getting
answers that are not be compatible and comparable.

Once the questionnaires were translated, we conducted a small field
test. We first conducted 10 face-to-face interviews to discuss the clarity of
the questions for the Macedonian version of the questionnaire, followed
by 5 face-to-face interviews using the Albanian version. Following the
interviews, discussions were held with the respondents to assess potential
misunderstandings and difficult questions, as well as to assess the
validity of the questionnaire. In addition, 20 randomly selected telephone
interviews were carried out to test the questionnaire and to estimate
the duration of its administration. After this phase, small modifications
were made based on the lessons learned from the initial test. In the pilot-
test phase, we tested the entire administration procedure, meaning that
in addition to the questionnaire, we were looking at the CATI system,
supervision methods (audio taping), coding, and interviewer instructions.
In addition to this first test, the data from the first 100 questionnaires of
the survey was analyzed to check for additional problems, but no major
problems were identified.

The main survey was carried out by Reactor—Research in Action using
computer assisted telephone interviews (CATI), since people responding
to telephone surveys ‘are more likely to be willing to talk about their
problems’ (Currie, 2005). The survey was conducted during October and
November 2012 from 10 am to 9 pm every day except Sundays, unless a
respondent scheduled an appointment for Sunday. The interview was



carried out by 17 ethnic Macedonians, 4 ethnic Albanians and one ethnic
Roma interviewer, all trained and supervised by Reactor—Research in
Action. In accordance with quality control procedures, the first dozen
interviews were supervised. Additionally, interviews were audio taped
and 15% were back-checked by project researchers. The interviewers
received daily feedback about the quality of their interviews and ways to
improve the interviews. A total of 2,858 citizens that are representative of
the Macedonian population were interviewed.

The questionnaire that was used shared much in common with those
used in the Paths to Justice surveys, adopting the same approach to
identifying problems, including the same ‘triviality threshold'” for detailed
follow-up, and featuring the same limitation to ‘private individuals™ (see
next chapter for survey details). All respondents completed a screening
interview, in which they were asked if ‘in the last 3 years, i.e., since
October/November 2009 they had experienced ‘a problem’ from a long
list of problems that had been ‘difficult to solve,” in each of the following
problem categories: consumer, employment, housing, money/debt,
welfare benefits and government aid, rented housing, including problems
with tenants and landlords, family, children, discrimination, health,
and unfair treatment by the police. In each of these categories, subsets
of problems were read to the respondents. For each sub-problem the
respondents were asked to indicate if they matched their own problems,
and if yes - when and how often. For example, within the employment
related problem category, specific problems that were included were the
work environment being unsatisfactory or dangerous, or problems getting
paid. A detailed list of all problem categories, specific sub-problems and
their incidence is provided in Annex I of this report.

The total sample of 2,858 individuals aged 18 and over were interviewed
in the first part - the screening survey, which generally asked whether
they had experienced various types of problems in the past three years.
All interviews were conducted by telephone using CATI and lasted 14
minutes on average.

The screening questionnaire collected information about the following
types of problems:

Consumer

Employment



Housing/Property

Renting out property

Living in rented property

Money

Problems with government transfers and services
Education

Problems with partners

Children related problems

Health related problems

Discrimination

Problems with police, problems experienced as a victim of crime,
defamation and privacy violation

Other, self identified problem

For each category, problems specific to the category were read to the
respondents and they had to answer whether they had encountered that
particular problem in the last three years'. If their answer was yes, they
needed to give the approximate time (month and year) when the problem
started and to state how often they encountered the problem: once, more
than once but rarely, occasionally or frequently. Respondents were also
asked whether they have encountered any other serious problem in
order to “catch” any possible justiciable events that were missed in the
survey design. In this part of the survey the respondents were also asked
whether they considered initiating a court procedure, whether they had
been threatened with a court procedure, or if they had a court procedure
started against them, for any reason, excluding criminal matters.

Responses were classified using the following rules:

Proxy responses for partners were not considered. The only
exception applied was for property problems that may legally
involve only the partner, but affect both the respondent and her/
his partner;

Problems that started before September 2009 were included
only if they were on-going after that date;

Problems experienced by respondents, but related to their
(owned) businesses (for example money owned to a company
instead of to a person) or legal representatives were excluded;



Problems that happened before the respondent turned 18 years
of age were excluded;

Criminal problems were excluded, except being a victim of
a crime that was later not investigated, or perceived unfair
treatment by the police, which were both in a special subcategory
of a problems;

Problems that happened outside Macedonia were excluded;

“Trivial” problems were excluded, ie., problems that were
considered not serious enough were not filtered through.

In the last part of the screening survey respondents were asked about
their opinions about the justice system in the country, so in addition
to testing for actual confrontations with legal problems, the survey
also assessed attitudes. The attitudes were assessed with two blocks of
questions. The first block contained direct statements about the justice
system and the second opinions about hypothetical scenarios that involve
the respondent. In the first block, the respondents were asked to state
to what extent they agree or disagree with six statements concerning
the justice system in Macedonia and in the second they were asked to
indicate how likely they think it would be to obtain a fair resolution if
they experience a problem in six different categories, i.e., “against” six
different sides. Examples for the first set are To what extent do you agree
or disagree” with the statement ‘I feel that the laws and the justice system in
Macedonian society are essentially fair’ or ‘The judicial system in Macedonia
is more fair (works better) for rich people than for poor people’. Examples
for the second set include Please indicate how likely it is that you would
get a fair resolution if you had a problem with your employer. For example,
you were dismissed illegally or Please indicate how likely it is that you
would obtain a fair resolution if you had a dispute with the local authorities
regarding a building permit? A detailed list of all attitude questions and
their frequencies is provided in the last chapter of this report.

Respondents who experienced at least one justiciable event were then
interviewed to assess their ‘paths to justice’ on a particular (selected)
issue. Therefore, before the main interview was conducted, interviewers
made a selection to identify a single problem. Interviewers were
instructed to select the second most recent problem and to request a



detailed description of the problem, along with an estimate of the value of
the problem. Even though 49% of the respondents had faced a justiciable
problem, only 29% were willing to continue with the interview and give us
more detail about how they went on (or not) to solve the problem. A total
of 806 individuals were interviewed in the second part - the main survey.
This increased the margin of error by 0.5%, so instead of +3 the margin of
error is £3.5.

Allinterviews were conducted immediately after the screening survey,
by telephone using CATI and on average lasted an additional 16 minutes.

The main questionnaire focused on the event selected after the
screening interview and covered the following issues:

The nature of the dispute - its status, the other side, connection
to other problems;

Strategies for resolving the problem - advice taken, sources of
advice, respondents satisfaction with the received advice;

Objectives — what they wanted to achieve and the extent to
which this was achieved, i.e., satisfaction;

Experiences of the legal dispute resolution process - including
expenses incurred, accessibility of legal advice, experiences of
court processes;

Passive strategies — where action was not taken, the reasons
why and plans for future activities, if any;

Outcomes - satisfaction, time frame of the dispute, severity of
the problem,;

General assessment - general attitudes towards the dispute
resolution process, impact of the problem on the respondents
life and attitudes toward the legal system.

The data analysis of the answers was carried out using SPSS and
G*Power statistical software.

A total of 2,858 citizens, reached in a two-staged sampling”, were
interviewed. The response rate was 52.5% of the estimated eligible sample
(of citizens in a possession of a land line or mobile telephone). Response
rate details are depicted in Table 1.
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Table 1: Survey’s Response Rate

Disconnected/non-working number

or no answer ¢ 1,854 =
Respondent refusal 558 10.6
Eszr;;ig;t‘i:enwby respondent during 195 35
Completed interviews (first part) 2,858 52.5
Total 5,465 100

The sample was perfectly gender balanced: 1418 respondents
were male, 1419 female (50.0%)". The respondents came from all 84
municipalities, from all regions in the country and Table 2 gives an
overview of the distribution of respondents per region. The vast majority
of the respondents live in urban areas (70.2%) and one third (29.8%) of the
respondents live in rural areas.

Regarding the ethnic background, 2,016 respondents were ethnic
Macedonians (70.9%), 603 or every fifth respondent was ethnic Albanian
(21.1%) and 225 (7.9%) of the respondents belonged to other ethnicities,
mainly Serbs, Turks, Roma, Vlachs, Macedonian Muslims (Torbesh),
Bosnians and few others. Fourteen respondents did not disclose their
ethnicity.

Table 2: Respondents per country region

Region _____| Frequency

Skopje 868 304
Vardar 185 6.5
East 226 7.9
South-West 291 10.2
South-East 222 7.8
Pelagonia 316 111
Polog 432 15.1
North-East 255 8.9
Total 2,795 97.8
Missing 63 2.2
Total 2,858 100.0

16 After 2 initial tries and additional 3 at different hours or/and different day
17 21 respondents did not reveal their sex



The respondents were between the ages of 18 and 91, and the average
age was 44 years. Most of the respondents (23.5%) belonged to the youth
group (aged 18-29), followed by those aged 40-49 and 50-59, making up 18.1%
and 19.2% of the sample, respectively. 174% of the sample were between
30 and 39 years old, 6.5% were aged 70-79 and only 2% of the sample was
over 80 years of age. Only 7 respondents did not disclose their age. The
distribution of the different age groups in the sample can be seen in Table
3.

Respondents per age category

18-29 years 671 235
30-39 years 497 174
40-49 years 517 18.1
50-59 years 548 19.2
60-69 years 374 131
70-79 years 186 6.5
80+ years 58 2.0
Total 2,851 99.8
Missing 7 2
Total 2,858 100.0

The educational attainment of the respondents, presented in Table 4,
is as follows: 46 or 1.6% of the respondents had not completed a primary
education, and almost one in five respondents (19.7%) had completed (only)
aprimary education. Half of the respondents (50.5%) had completed a high-
school education. 151 respondents, or 5.3% have a college level education,
20.7% have a university level education, and 61 respondents, or 2.2% have
postgraduate degrees. 23 respondents did not reveal their educational
background. For clarity and statistical purposes,”® in the analysis we
further categorized the respondents in three main educational categories:
those with primary education, lower than primary or no education in
the “low education” category; those with a high school education in
the “secondary education” category and the academics (university, post
graduates and college level education) in the “higher education” category.
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Table 4: Respondents per Educational Attainment

. Education
e Frequenc full Frequenc
(simplified) q y : b Y

categories

Low No formal
Education education a6 16
(Primary and 604 21.3 )
less than Primary 558 195
primary) school
Secondary
Education .
B sdhed 1,431 50.5 High school 1,431 50.5
graduates)
Higher College
Education level Bl >3
(Tertiary . .
iocludhiog 300 8.2 University 588 20.6
post
secondary Post grad 61 2.1
non-tertiary)
Total 2,835 100.0

The sample was also diverse regarding the respondents’ labor market
status and the purchasing power of the households in which they live. As
for labor market status, 39.7% of the respondents said they were employed
full time, 1.3% were employed part time, and the unemployed made up 18.2%
of the sample. An additional 15.4% were economically inactive, 6.9% were
students, and 18.5% were pensioners. 62 respondents refused to disclose
their labor market status. Similarly to the educational attainment of the
respondents, here too we simplified the categories:



A Closer Look at the Application of the Laws

Table 5: Respondents per status on the labor market

Status on Status on the

the labor Frequency labor market, | Frequency
market all categories

Employed
full time with 991 354
contract

Employed full
time without 121 43

contract
Employed 1,152 412
Employed

part time with 24 0.9
contract

Employed part
time without 12 04
contract

Unemployed,
Unemployed 505 18.1 looking for 505 18.1
work

Unemployed,
not looking 426 152
for work

Student 191 6.8

Retired/
Pensioner

Total 2,796 100.0 2,796 100.0

Inactive
(including
students and
pensioners)

1,139 40.7

536 18.8

The average monthly income of the households is low, which reflects
the poor economic state and the low purchasing power in the country.
Household income is presented in Table 6.

Table 6: Respondents per monthly household income

Average monthly income Frequenc %
per household . . °

Less than 200 US$ 399 14.9
Between 201-400 USS 767 28.6
Between 401-600 USS 631 235
Between 601-800 US$ 407 15.2
Between 801-1000 USS 158 59

Between 1001-1200 USS 112 42



More than 1201 USS 1139 40.7
DK/NA 81 2.8
Total 2796 100.0

That this is insufficient household income becomes clear when we
consider that the majority of citizens live in large households. One
respondent reported living with as many as 24 family members. One third
of the respondents (30.6%) live in families of up to 3 people, with only
2.7% of the sample living alone. A quarter of the respondents (24.8%) live
in 4-member households. An additional third (32.8%) live in families of
between 5 and 6 members, and the remaining 11.8% live in families of more
than 7 members. If we take this structure of the respondents’ households
into account, we can expect that the vast majority of the respondents
can only afford to buy the basics, i.e., they have low purchasing power.
This confirms our assumption that even when focusing on the population
at large, a high portion of the underprivileged and their problems are
covered in the study.



LANDSCAPE OF PROBLEMS:
THE LEGAL PROBLEMS PEOPLE FACE

n this part of the study we assess the frequency of justiciable problems

faced by Macedonian citizens. Based on similar surveys conducted
in Europe (England, Wales, Bulgaria), North America (USA, Canada) and
Australia, we identify the frequency and types of problems citizens face,
as well as estimate the number of people affected, i.e., the proportion of
the population that potentially faces civil justice problems. The survey
provides a detailed analysis of the different rates of problem incidence,
both in general terms and within each specific problem category.

Additionally, each problem and category is analyzed in detail for
differences on eight relevant demographic characteristics. We report
whether certain problems are more or less likely to be reported by citizens
of different demographic, i.e., socio-economic backgrounds. The relevant
socio-demographics analyzed are age, sex, ethnicity, educational level,
place of residence (both geographical regions and urban vs. rural areas),
labor market status, as well as the respondents’ household income.

A total of 49% of the surveyed respondents reported having experienced
at least one justiciable problem in the last three years. Housing/property
problems were reported most frequently (264%) and problems with
partners least frequently (1.1%). Other commonly reported problems
include those related to employment, consumer problems, and money or
debt related problems. Other less frequently reported problems included
those related to children and police mistreatment. All types of problems
and their incidence are depicted in Figure 1:



Incidence of Problems

Discrimination 6,1
Treatment from police 3,6
Health related problems 6
Problems with partner = 0,7
Problems with children 2
Problems with government services 7,6
Education 2,7
Problems with money 15,7
Rented property/Tenants problems 1
Rented property/Owners problems m (0,8

Housing/Property problems 26,4
Employment problems 87
Consumer problems 17,4
0 5 10 15 20 25

Frequency of Problems Reported in general (base: 2,858)

The incidence of problems reflects the possibility for Macedonian
citizens to be exposed to these problems. For example, the most common
problems are triggered by circumstances experienced across most of
the adult population, i.e., problems that can happen to almost anyone in
Macedonia. For example, housing problems arise from owning or living
in a property that needs to be maintained, consumer problems arise
from transactions for goods and services on the market. Money and debt
problems arise from financial transactions, but employment problems are
connected to employment status, and thus its smaller incidence mirrors
the fact that not everyone in the population works. Thus, the rarely
reported problems arise from circumstances that people experience less
frequently, such us being in contact with the police, having health issues?
or living in rented property.

Some problems might also be underreported because respondents
are reluctant to disclose details. This might be true for problems with
partners, such as domestic violence, which is largely underreported?.
Therefore, it is to be expected that some problems are underreported due
to social constrains or concerns over privacy, confidentiality and personal
safety. Despite this, we believe that the survey provides good indicators
about the problems people face in Macedonian society.

The relative proportions of the problems within the sample, their
incidence both within the group that could have been exposed to the parti-
cular problem and in the total sample, as well as the estimated number of
citizens affected by the problem type are depicted in Table 7. The table



is to be interpreted as follows: The first column, the eligible respondents
per problem category, describes the percentage of the sample that were
asked about a certain type of problem. For example, while everybody was
considered a consumer and thus asked about possible consumer problems,
only 43.9% of the sample were employed or searching for employment, so
only those 43.9% were asked about possible employment problems. The
second column, problem incidence within the eligible group, describes how
many of the concerned, i.e., how many of the eligible respondents within a
problem category had an actual problem in that category. For example, we
see that 19.9% of the employed and those searching for employment had
employment problems, meaning 19.9% of the 43.9% eligible respondents.
The third column translates this number to the total sample, i.e., reveals
the number of respondents who had the problem as a percentage of the
total sample, which in the case of employment problems is 8.7%. This
column puts the number of concerned respondents into perspective of
the whole sample. The last column estimates the number of citizens with
aparticular problem, i.e., it generalizes the results on the adult population
in the Republic of Macedonia.
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Table 7: Incidence of specific problem types and estimated absolute
number of citizens affected by each type of specific problem

Problem Problem Estimated

reflz)iltli)l(:l - Incidence | Incidence | number of
Type of Problem P within within adults with
per problem o
eligible whole problem of
category?
group sample this type?
Consumer problems 100.0% 174% 174% 280.929
E;Eﬂgg::ent 143.9% 19.9% 8.7% 140,047
;Ir‘;‘]‘jgr‘rglg Plrepeitty 100.0% 26.4% 26.4% 426237
g":‘;:fs,p;’gsggs 4.7% 173% 0.8% 13.127
'?ee:;relfsl?;?'gg?r]r/ls 4.6% 214% 10% 16.238
Ef;’i?ms el 100.0% 15.8% 15.8% 255.096
Problems with o 0 0
e — 100.0% 7.6% 7.6% 122,704
EgﬁELiEWIth 14.0% 19.3% 2.7% 112.302
fﬁﬁgﬁi‘s el 33.6% 6.0% 2.0% 99.871
E;‘r’l’rllif‘s il 70.0% 11% 0.7% 12431
Er‘i)ablltgnrgat‘*d 100.0% 6.0% 6.0% 96.872
ngit;“e“t i 100.0% 3.6% 3.6% 58123
Discrimination 100.0% 6.1% 6.1% 98.486

21 Percent of total sample.

22 Based on the most recent population estimate by the State Statistical Office,
dated 30.06.2012, which estimates that a total of 1,614,535 citizens above the
age of 18 live in Macedonia.



In an attempt to identify factors that contribute to the likelihood of
reporting one or more justifiable problems, as well as to assess whether
justiciable problems are distributed randomly across the population,
we performed a detailed analysis. We used multiple binary logistic
regressions in order to test the unique influence of a range of socio-
demographic characteristics on the likelihood of reporting one or more
justiciable problems in the last three years, as well as ANOVAs (Analysis
of Variance) and t-tests to determine the absolute differences among
different groups.

Table 8 summarizes this analysis and provides a detailed description of
how people from different socio-demographic backgrounds differ in their
vulnerability tojusticiable problems. As canbe seen from the table?,almost
all of the predictors were found to be influential in reporting justiciable
problems: age, gender, educational attainment, labor market status,
household income, as well as the place of residence of the respondent
(both type of residence, i.e., whether the respondent lives in an urban or a
rural area, as well as the region of residence) were all found to play a part in
determining the frequency of experienced justiciable problems. The only
non-influential predictors were marital status, as well as (to some extent)
the ethnical background of the respondent. Namely, there is no important
difference between the reporting of justiciable problems between ethnic
Macedonians and ethnic Albanians, the two major groups. Respondents
from the other ethnicities report significantly more problems, but since
their group is smaller and consists of many ethnicities within this smaller
subcategory, this difference cannot be meaningfully interpreted.

Of the important predictors that influence the incidence of justiciable
problems, age is a prominent one. The older the respondent, the less likely
it is that s/he reports a justiciable problem, as the average percentage of



facing a problem within an age group drops almost linearly with age (see
Figure 2). For the age groups 30 to 50, more than half of the respondents
reported one or more justiciable problems, with a peak in the 30 to 39
group, where as much as 57% of the respondents report experiencing a
problem in the past three years. For the oldest group this number is 17%.
This result might reflect the changes of circumstances and exposure to
problems as people move through different stages of their life.
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Incidence of justiciable problems depending on age

However, whether decreasing reporting rates of problems among older
respondents actually reflects a decline in the prevalence of problems is
questionable. Pleasence et al. (2006) suggest that people find problems
easier to deal with as they become more familiar with them and as their
sensitivities and priorities change over time. It has also been suggested
possible that the specific types of problems screened for in the first
part of the interview do not necessarily reflect some types of problems
elderly people face, such as abuse, substitute decision making, wills and
grandparenting (Ellison et al., 2004).



Logistic regression: Demographic predictors of reporting one
or more justifiable problems

Constant -.62 21 .54
Sex (male) 22 .09 1.25*
Age (18-29 years)
30-39 years 29 14 1.33*
40-49 years 18 13 1.20
50-59 years 10 13 111
60-69 years A1 15 111
70-79 years -16 21 85
80+ -1.26 41 28*%*
Ethnicity (Macedonian)
Albanian .06 13 1.06
Other 37 16 1.44*
Education (low)
Secondary .09 12 110
Tertiary .58 14 1.79%**
Labor market (inactive incl. Students and
Pensioners)
Employed 31 12 1.36**
Unemployed .50 13 1.65%**
Residence (urban area) 30 10 1.35**
Region (Skopje)
Vardar -18 18 84
East -10 17 .90
Southwest -30 15 74*
Southeast -.05 17 .95
Pelagonija -.05 15 95
Polog -22 14 .80
Northeast -12 .16 89
Household income (less than 10 thousand
denars)
10 - 20 thousand den -24 14 .79
20 - 30 thousand den -16 15 85
30 - 40 thousand den -.06 17 94
40 - 50 thousand den -50 21 .61*
50 - 60 thousand den -23 24 .80
over 60 thousand den -17 23 84
Living with partner (yes) -07 A1 93
Note: B = standardized coefficient; S.E = standard error; OR =
odds ratio

* p <05, **p<.01, ***p<.001



Educational attainment also influences the probability of having a
problem, as people with different educational qualifications experience
justiciable problems with different frequency. Generally speaking, the
higher the educational attainment of the respondent, the more likely it
is that s/he will report a justiciable event. Whether education determines
vulnerability or it is rather the result of the ability of the respondent to
recognize a problem, remains unclear. However, the relationship is almost
perfectly linear? (see Figure 3): While only one in five (22%) respondents
with no formal education report experiencing a justiciable problem,
this is true for one in three with a primary education (41%), every other
high-school graduate (48%), almost two in three respondents with a
university diploma (61%) and almost three out of four respondents (72%)
with a post-graduate education. As shown in the regression in Table 8,
when everything else is held constant, the respondents with an academic
degree were almost twice as likely (OR = 1.8) to report a justiciable problem
compared to respondents with primary or no education. Similar results
were shown in the UK, New Zealand, the Netherlands and Canada, where
respondents with academic qualifications were more likely to report
justiciable problems than those without.
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The lower rate of reported problems among the least educated
respondents couldbe ascribed to the ability(or rather lack of it) to recognize
or describe a problem. As suggested by the Hughes Commission in the
UK, “the education and the provision of general information regarding
rights and obligations and the means available to effect them is essential
to the promotion of just solutions to justiciable problems and essential
to their recognition”. Thus, the finding that non-educated Macedonians
report less problems than their educated peers might indicate that the
less educated need to learn about their rights and the means available
to them to exercise those rights. At the very least, this finding should
initiate further inspection in the reasons behind the disparity in reporting
justiciable problems between the respondents with different educational
backgrounds.

The respondents’ status on the labor market also influences the
possibility for encountering a justiciable event. The economically inactive
are significantly® less “affected” by justiciable problems, compared to
their employed peers and those who actively seek employment (the
unemployed). As depicted in Figure 4, 40% of the inactive population
(including students and pensioners) encounter a justiciable problem,
compared to 56% of both employed and unemployed individuals. As shown
in the regression in Table 8, when everything else is equal, employed
respondents are 1.36 times more likely and the unemployed 1.65 times
more likely to report a justiciable problem compared to the economically
inactive.

This is also supported in theory, since it is assumed that employed
respondents are more active and have more interactions in society and
therefore more opportunities to enter into a justiciable event (Genn, 1999).
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Gender was also determined as an important factor in the occurrence
of justiciable problems?. Female respondents are less affected than male
respondents, with 45% of the women reporting problems compared to 53%
of the men. As shown in the regression in Table 8, when everything else
is held constant, men are 1.25 times more likely to report one or more
justiciable problems.

The respondents’ place of residence was also an important factor in
whether justiciable problems were experienced in the past three years.
Respondentsliving in cities were found to report problems more frequently
than respondents living in the villages?. Over half of the respondents in
the urban areas reported a justiciable problem (53%) and this was true for
42% of the respondents from the rural areas. As shown in the regression in
Table 8, when everything else is held constant, respondents in the cities
are 1.35 times more likely to report justiciable problems than respondents
from the villages.

Also depicted in Table 8 is the small influence of household income on
experiencing justiciable problems. Namely, compared to the low-income
households (under 10,000 denars per month per household), respondents
from all other income categories report less problems (OR < 1). This is



especially true for the 40 to 50 thousand denars per month households, but
the differences are small. The small influence of the financial background
on the vulnerability to justiciable problems might be due to the factor
cancelling itself out for different types of problems. As we will see in the
following chapter, while for certain types of problems respondents from
higher income families are more likely to encounter justiciable problems,
for other types of problems this is true for respondents from the lower
income households.

Another factor similar to income that had a small influence in
the general vulnerability to justiciable problems, but was found to be
more prominent in some of the specific subtypes of problems, is the
geographical region of residence. Generally speaking, the regression
shows that people from the Skopje region are most likely to be exposed to
problems, especially in comparison to respondents from the Southwest.

Factors that have no role in predicting the incidence of serious
justiciable problems are the ethnicity and the marital status of the
respondents. No differences were found in the overall problem reporting
rates between Macedonians and Albanians, while minority respondents
from other ethnicities, even though more likely to report a justiciable
event, were too small and diverse a group to allow for a meaningful
interpretation of this difference. On the other hand, there was no
difference whatsoever between married (i.e., cohabitating) respondents
and those that lived alone, which is contrary to the findings in the UK,
where single people (especially single parents) were most likely to report
a problem, especially in comparison to married respondents (Pleasence et
al, 2006).

In sum, the distribution of justiciable problems is not randomly
scattered across the population and depends on most socio-demographic
factors of the respondents. However, the regression model successfully
predicted only 8.7% more cases than the base model and was estimated
to account for 7% (Nagalkerke R?) of the variance in the probability
of a justiciable event. This means that even though for respondents
with different backgrounds the vulnerability to justiciable problems is
different, the socio-demographics account for only a small percentage of
those differences.

The analysis illuminates important factors that contribute to the
vulnerability to justiciable problems, but we understand that these
results also depend on and reflect the differences in comprehension and
perceptions and attitudes towards what constitutes ‘a problem’ that is
‘difficult to solve.” As pointed out in all other legal needs surveys, it is



unrealistic to believe that such surveys can bypass ‘socially stratified
differences inperceptions’ of justiciable problems (Genn, 1999).

The most common problems faced by Macedonian citizens are
problems related to housing and/or owned property. According to our
study, every fourth Macedonian adult is expected to have some type of
housing or property related dispute. People with housing problems are
very likely to have tried to solve them and only one in five will have taken
no action, mostly because they do not have enough money or time and
they do not believe that they would get a fair resolution.

The most common types of housing/property problems are getting
incorrect or disputed bills (especially among the low-income families),
getting or keeping utilities and getting planning or other types of permits
(especially in Skopije).

Housing problems are most common among the older citizens and
those that live in Skopje. All possible housing/property problems and
their incidences are depicted in Figure 5.

Other than the most common housing problem (getting incorrect or
disputed bills), other common problems with housing included keeping
or maintaining utilities and obtaining building permits (Figure 5). These
three most common problems account for more than half (53%) of all
housing problems.

Almost two thirds of the respondents who reported a housing problem
reported only one housing problem. However, one in five reported two
housing problems and a further 8.5% reported having three housing
problems. The rest (5%) reported having more than three housing problems,
with two respondents reporting as many as seven housing problems. The
average number of housing problems experienced by those respondents



who mentioned having experienced housing or property problem during
the survey reference period was 1.54.
Buying or selling property 0,4
Buying socially owned property 1,5
Legalization 39
Denationalization 2,5
Mortgage 0,3
Parking problems 43
Getting incorect or disputed bills 7.8
Getting or keeping utilities 6,8
Homelesness 0,3
Problems with neighbours 3,7
Communal repairs or maintenance 2,3
Alteration to property, planing permits 6,8
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The analysis of the socio-demographic characteristics of the
respondents who reported having problems with housing and/or
property reveals a difference among respondents according to their
age?, education® and place and type of residence® and no differences
based on their gender or labor market. In other words, men and women
are equally likely to report housing problems and there is no difference
between respondents with different status on the labor market (employed,
unemployed, or inactive).

Age was almost linearly connected to the incidence of reported
housing problems: the older the respondent, the more likely it is that
she or he will report a housing problem (except for the 80+ group, which
reports the fewest housing problems, but which also has the smallest
sample size). This is to be expected, since property and house ownership
is also linked to the age of citizens and cumulates as citizens go through
different stages in their life, i.e., grow older. However, the level of incidence
of housing problems in all age groups indicates that a significant portion
of owners are facing problems that arise from owning property, as at
least one fifth of the respondents in all age groups reported some kind of
housing problem, ranging from 21% in the 18-29 age group to 30% among
the sample aged 60-69.
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More educated citizens are also more likely to report housing/property
problems. While one in five respondents (22%) with primary education
reported housing problems, the number rose to one in four (26%) among
those with a secondary education and almost one in three (30%) among
respondents with a tertiary education. The place of residence also made
a difference in the reporting rates, with respondents living in urban areas
more likely to report housing problems. While 28% of those living in towns
reported housing problems, this was true for 22.4% among respondents
living in rural areas. Notable differences were found between respondents
from the Skopje region (reporting problems most frequently, i.e., 29%) and
the East region where the reported housing/property problems were least
frequent i.e., 20%.

In order to identify possible inter-correlations between the predictors
for housing problems, i.e., to deduct a clear model for housing problem
indicators, we conducted a multiple binary logistic regression with
reported housing problem as an outcome variable and all the socio-
demographic variables entered as a predictor. It resulted in a weak model
that explains less than 4% of the variance in housing problems. Notably,
only age and region of residence stood out as significant factors that
predict differences in the reporting rate of housing problems. Respondents
from the Eastern and Pelagonia regions are less likely to report housing
problems (especially compared to the Skopje region). When it comes to
age, the youngest (up to 29 years of age) and especially the oldest (80+)
are least likely to report housing problems. In general, the age groups
between 40 and 79 are the most concerned group and this is especially
true for respondents in their sixties.

The analysis of the different sub-types of housing problems indicates
that various factors influences differ across problem sub-types. For
example, there is an evident age difference regarding problems with
getting planning or alteration permits, as well as problems related to the
process of denationalization®. Here, respondents aged 40-79 report those
problems significantly more frequently.

Educational attainment, on the other hand, accounts for large
differences among respondents reporting permit problems, where
the more educated (both high school and university graduates) report
more problems compared to respondents with a primary education.
Additionally, academics report significantly more communal repairs



or maintenance problems compared to the least educated, as well as
problems with parking. This may indicate a problem with comprehending
such problems or having the capacities to go through the administrative
procedures for the alteration of owned property.

Ethnic differences exist in several housing problems. For example, a
small ethnic difference is identified in reporting problems connected with
communal repairs or maintenance of property, where Albanians report
more problems than Macedonians. On the other hand, Albanians have
less problems or disputes with neighbors, but report more problems with
getting or keeping utilities like telephone, water, electricity, heating, and
internet.

The place and region of residence also significantly predicts several
housing problems. For example, respondents from rural areas report fewer
problems and disputes with neighbors and fewer problems related to the
denationalization process. Furthermore, looking at the geographical
regions, we also identified differences. Small regional differences exist for
problems with getting planning or alteration permit, where respondents
from the Vardar and Pelagonia regions are less likely to report a problem
(compared to the Skopje region). People in the Northeast also tend toreport
fewer problems with neighbors (compared to Skopje) and respondents
from the eastern region of the country, as well as the Vardar region seem
to have the fewest problems with denationalization.

Household income also accounts for differences, in that people from
households that fare better than the average financially (over 30,000
denars monthly) report more parking problems. On the other hand, people
from low-income families (compared to households with income over
50,000 denars) report more problems with getting incorrect or disputed
bills, but those differences are very small.

Finally, gender does not seem to contribute to any differences in
housing problems, as women and men report all types of housing related
problems equally. Only one very small difference was found with problems
of getting incorrect or disputed bills, where men are more likely to report
problems.

The least reported housing problems are being several mortgage
payments in arrears or closure of mortgage or homelessness. Only 6
people reported having those types of problems and the sample was too
small to make any statistical analysis and draw conclusions.



Respondents were very likely to have taken action to deal with
their housing problems, with four out of five respondents with housing
problems having taken specific steps to resolve the problem. The majority
of people (51%) faced with housing problems contacted the other side
and 15% immediately sought legal advice or went to a lawyer. This last
percentage rose to one quarter in the later stages of the action taken to
solve the problem, which means that almost every fourth respondent
with a housing problem (23.5%) at some point in the process contacted
an attorney to try to solve the housing problem. As much as 274% of the
respondents went to court and 17.8% tried to solve the problem using
mediation. Among the 11.5% of the respondents who could not find their
initial action in the list of possibilities (i.e., chose “other”), the majority
stated that their initial action was to contact the municipality or the
police. All types of action taken for solving housing problems, along with
the frequency of occurrence, are depicted in Figure 6.

Actions taken to resolve housing problems

Other action 11,5
Paid other side some money 7,2
Sought advice or help from another organization 3,8
Sought legal advice 23,5
Took the problem to an ombudsman 5,8
Went to mediation 17,8
Went to court 27,4
Threatened the other side with legal action 8,7
Contact the other side 50,5
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Actions Taken to Resolve Housing/Property Problems
(base =166).

The remaining 20.2% of the respondents facing housing problems stated
that they had taken no action to try and resolve the problem. The most
common reason for failing to take any action was that the respondent
did not think anyone could help with the problem (22.5%) or because they
did not have enough money to pursue the matter further (22.5%). This is
worrisome, since it may indicate that access to justice in Macedonia is
limited for low-income citizens, making them more vulnerable. Additional
important reasons for not taking action to resolve housing problems is
the perception that the process will require a lot of time (20%) or distrust
in the effectiveness of the judicial system (17.5%). A further 17.5% of
respondents expected that the problem would be resolved by itself. All
the reasons for inaction in solving housing problems with their respective
frequencies are depicted in Figure 7.
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Reasons for Inaction within Housing Problems

I realized too late what was at
stake/that this is a problem

I expected the problem to solve by itself

I had to travel long distances

[ didn’t know where to go

This would have taken me too much time

Our judicial system is not effective

The work schedule was not
adequate/convenient

I didn’t have sufficient money
I don’t think someone could help
The problem was insignificant
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Figure 7: Reasons for Inaction to Solve Housing Problems (base =
42)

CONSUMER PROBLEMS

“I have a contract with [company name], the mobile operator,
and they overcharged me for roaming when [ went on a trip
to Greece. When I got the bill, I realized that there was a
huge difference between the promotional prices I saw on
their flyers and what [ was charged for my roaming usage.”

42-year-old female

More than one in six citizens (174%) faces problems as a consumer.
The majority of these (70% of those with a consumer problem or 12.2% of
the total sample) have faced only one problem as a consumer, while the
remaining 30% (5.2% of the total sample) faced more than one problem
in the last three years. The average number of experienced consumer
problems was 141. The most common problems were consumer fraud or
defective goods or services, including fake warranty, which were reported
by every tenth respondent (9.8%). Other common problems were signing
contracts without understanding them or getting into a dispute over
conditions in consumer contracts and not getting agreed upon and paid
goods and services. All consumer problems and their incidences are
presented in Figure 8.



Problems with faulty goods or services 9,8
Signed a contract without understanding it 4,7
Didn’t received agreed and paid service 3,8
Problems with loans with harsh conditions 2,5
Problems with safety of products
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Among those reporting consumer problems, there are significant
differences in age®, with the age group between 40 and 50 most likely
to report consumer problems (23%) and the elderly (above 60) least
likely to report them (12% 60-69; 7% 70-79; 2% 80+). There are also gender
differences,”® with men more likely to report consumer problems than
women: while one in five men reported consumer problems (20%), the
same was true for only 14% of the women. Consumer problems also
increase with increased educational attainment* and this is almost a
linear connection, with respondents with primary education least likely to
report problems (8%), followed by respondents with secondary education
(18%), and respondents with tertiary education (24%). Expectedly, the
labor market status® also impacts the percentage of reported consumer
problems. The employed report consumer problems most frequently (one
in every fourth employed respondent, 25%), especially compared to the
economically inactive, among which only 11% report consumer problems.
Additionally, 15% of the unemployed respondents also reported facing a
consumer problem. The last demographic characteristic that has an effect
is the place of residence,* with respondents living in the cities reporting
more consumer problems (194%) than those living in rural areas (12.3%).
Interestingly, household income differences do not impact reported
consumer problems,” but the abovementioned differences clearly indicate
that those with usually lower decision-making power (the unemployed
and the inactive, the women and the uneducated) have less problems, i.e.,
what matters is who has the money to spend. The regression analysis
confirmed these results.



Defective products and other types of problems with goods and
services is the most common consumer problem, as almost 10% of the
population has had a problem of this kind in the last three years. For this
most frequent consumer problem, only education and place of residence
had an effect, i.e., the more educated and those living in urban areas were
more likely to report defective products or services. Living in urban areas
did not affect any of the other consumer problems, while education only
additionally impacted the problems with the safety of the product. Gender
seems to have an effect across different types of consumer problems.
Notably, men are more likely to sign a contract without understanding
it, or were not able to get out of it or got into a serious dispute about
what the contract required; they are more likely to spend money to buy
something or have some work done and then find they did not get what
they paid for or the seller or contractor failed to provide the paid services.
The gender difference might reflect the gender gap in economic activity
in Macedonia, with men being more frequently in a position to face those
problems.

The age groups between 40 and 60 years old are particularly susceptible
to problems with a loan that they found out later had really harsh terms
for repayment or an extremely high interest rate, as well as problems
with the safety of a product, which the seller would not repair, replace,
or take back. Other age differences were not identified. Ethnicity only
affected the consumer problem related to purchasing an unsafe product,
where Albanians are more affected than other ethnicities. The employed
(especially in comparison to the unemployed) and perhaps surprisingly
the most educated (especially in comparison to the least educated) are
more likely to have signed a contract without understanding it, or were
not able to get out of it or got into a serious dispute about what the
contract required (or perhaps are more likely to recognize faulty consumer
agreements).

Respondents were divided in taking action toward resolving consumer
problems. While the majority of people (56.6%) have taken action to
deal with their consumer problems, 43.4% did nothing. Over 90% of the
respondents that took action contacted the other side at some point
while trying to solve the problem (see Figure 9), with this being the first
action for as much as 84%. Legal advice was sought for 8.4% of consumer
problems, coupled with 4.8% of cases where advice was sought from
another organization. Less than one in ten respondents went to court to
resolve the problem (8.4%) and even fewer went to mediation (1.2%).



Actions Taken to Resolve Consumer Problems

Other action
Paid other side some money
Sought advice or help from another organization
Sought legal advice
Went to mediation § 1
Went to court
Threatened the other side with legal action
Contact the other side
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Action Taken to Resolve Consumer Problems (base = 83).

As stated above, in 43.4% of the consumer problem cases respondents
stated that they had taken no action at all to try and resolve the problem.
The most common reason given for failing to take action was that the
respondent did not think anyone could help with the problem (62.9% of
those failing to take action and 27% of all consumer problems) or that it
would take too much time (37.1%). The details of the most common reasons
behind inaction in dealing with consumer problems are provided in Figure

10 below.

Reasons for Inaction

I realized too late what was at stake

I did not need legal advice (I solved the problem alone)
I expected the problem to solve by itself

I had to travel long distances

I didn’t know where to go

The other party did not have sufficient money
This would have taken me too much time

Our judicial system is not effective

Other side agreed to resolve the problem

The work schedule was not adequate/convenient
I didn’t have sufficient money

I don’t think someone could help

The problem was insignificant
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Reasons for Inaction to Resolve Consumer Problems

(base = 36).



The third most common problem people in Macedonia face are money
related problems, which affect 15.8% of the population. This percentage
is significantly lower than the official poverty rate among citizens in
Macedonia, so this might be revealing of the limitation in our survey,
i.e, that it was administered via telephone and citizens without access
to phones (both landlines and mobile) were excluded from the survey.
However, it may be that those living in poverty are not willing to disclose
their financial circumstances. Therefore, further research is needed to
explore this issue and the problems faced by this group.

Among the money related problems, the most frequent problem is
repayment of money owed to them by others or collecting a debt, which
was experienced by 8.3% of the population in the last three years. The
second most common money related problem is paying a loan, bill or
debt, which affects 4.1% of the population. All money related problems are
presented in Figure 11.

Unfortunately, half of the respondents who have problems paying
bills face those problems often or even continuously. Among those
respondents who mentioned having problems with money, the average
number of experienced money related problems was 14.

Unfair recovernment of disputed dept 1,8
Severe difficulties managing money 1,8
Division of inheritance 1,3
Unreasonable harassment by creditors 0,9
Disputed penalty charges by banks or utilities 1
Problem as guarantor for someone else 1,4
Actual or possible bankruptcy 0,6
Unfair refusal of credit 11
Problem paying a bill, loan, debt 4,1
Repayment of money owed to you 8,3
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Frequency of Money Problems Reported (base: 2,858)

If we look at the people who are more susceptible to money related
problems, we note that almost all socio-demographic characteristics play



arole and affect the likelihood of experiencing this type of problem. Firstly,
there is a significant difference based on the age of the respondents.®
Almost one fifth of those aged 30 to 59 are facing money related problems,
compared to 11% of the youth (18-29) and 7% among the elderly (70+).
Gender® also pays a role, as men are more likely to experience money
problems (18%) compared to women (13.5%). If we consider labor market
status, the unemployed are most likely to face this type of problem (20%),
followed by the employed (18.5%). The economically inactive population
has fewest money related problems, with only one in ten (11%) reporting to
have experienced them.

Ethnicity also contributed to significant differences,! with
Macedonians more likely to report having money problems (16.6% of the
Macedonians compared to 12.6% of Albanian population). Similarly, the
place of residence®? also predicts vulnerability to money related problems,
with those living in urban areas more likely to have those problems
compared to people living in rural areas (17% and 13%, respectively). The
statistical regression also confirms those findings.

If we analyze the different types of money-related problems, we can
see how they differ in their effects over different parts of the population.
For example, the most common money related problem, the problem
with collecting money owned to them, is more likely to happen to those
aged 30-59, men (10% compared to 6% among female), Macedonians and
the more educated (secondary or tertiary education). Age accounted for
significant differences. The group aged 70-79 were least likely to have
problems of this kind (only 2.7%), while the age group 30 to 39 the most
likely to have them (11%). Generally speaking, the oldest (above 60) and
youngest (up to 30) are less likely to have problems getting their money
back compared to those aged 30 to 59. We also noted small ethnic
differences, with Macedonians more likely to report this problem than
Albanians (9% compared to 5%). Furthermore, respondents with a primary
education report this problem significantly less frequently (4%) compared
to high school and university graduates (9% and 10% respectively). Except
for this most common money-related problem, gender and ethnicity do
not impact the likelihood of facing other money problems. In other words,
women and men, Macedonians and Albanians, are all equally susceptible
to the other money problems.



Age and education, on the other hand, did contribute to differences
in the responses. For example, and very similarly to the previous sub-
problem, the oldest and youngest respondents have the least problems
with paying bills, loans or debt (0.0% to 2.7%), while respondents aged 30 to
59 report are more likely to have these problems (4.4 to 5.6%). On the other
hand, except for the 40-49 age group, all other age groups are unaffected
by the problem of unfair refusal of a loan or unfair credit reference rating.
No differences were identified for problems with actual or possible
bankruptcy, disputed penalty charges by banks or utilities, unreasonable
harassment by creditors and dispute over inheritance.

In three out of four money related problems reported, respondents said
that they had taken some type of action to try and resolve the problem.
Most often this involves writing or talking to the other side (53.6%) in an
attempt to resolve the issue. Legal advice was sought for one in three
experienced money problems and the matter was taken to court slightly
less frequently (27.9%). All actions taken to resolve money related problems
are presented in Figure 12.

Actions taken to resolve money problems

Other action 2,9
Paid other side some money 7.1
Sought advice or help from another organization 3,6
Sought legal advice 31,4
Took the problem to an ombudsman § 0,7
Went to mediation 5,7
Went to court 279
Threatened the other side with legal action 8,6
Contact the other side 53,6
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A quarter of the people experiencing a money problem did nothing to
try to solve the issue. Most of them (61.8%) were passive because they were
discouraged and did not believe someone could help them sort out the
problem. One fifth (20,6%) did not have enough money to take any action,
while 14.7% reported thinking that the problem will resolve itself. One in
ten respondents believed the problem is insignificant and therefore did
nothing to solve it. The remaining 8.8% did nothing because the other side
agreed to resolve the issue, removing any need for the respondents to
take action. All reasons for inaction are depicted in Figure 13.



Reasons for Inaction

I realized too late what was at stake 8,8
I did not need legal advice (I solved the problem alone) 11,8
I expected the problem to solve by itself 14,7
I had to travel long distances 2,9
I didn’t know where to go 5.9
This would have taken me too much time 8,8
Our judicial system is not effective 59
Other side agreed to resolve the problem 8,8
I didn’t have sufficient money 20,6
I don’t think someone could help 61,8
The problem was insignificant 12,1
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Reasons for Inaction in Money Related Problems (base
=35).

About a fifth or 19.9% of the respondents who are active on the labor
market (43.9% of the total sample) had at least one employment related
problem. One in ten of those citizens have problems getting paid or
getting overtime pay, vacation pay, or redundancy pay. What is worse,
half of those citizens reported that they face this problem continuously.
All employment related problems and their incidences are presented in
Figure 14.

On average, people experience 1.8 employment related problems, but
what is worrisome is that for those who experience employment problems,
it is very likely that half of them will frequently or continuously face
them, unlike any other problem category. This could be taken to indicate
that workers’ rights are very vulnerable in the Macedonian labor market.
Further indication of this is reflected in the fact that almost one in five of
the unemployed respondents, or 18.3%, believe they were discriminated
against in their job search.



Unemployed discriminated
(from the 53% looking for work) 18,3

Unfair disciplinary procedure 1,4
Being refused rights (maternity, sick leave) 2,7
Harassment or mistreatment at work 29
Losing a job or a trat of losing a job 3,8
Work related discrimination 33
Usatisfactory or dangerous working conditions 49
Working under no contract 6,1
Problems getting paid (wage, overtime, vacation) 10,5
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Frequency of Employment Problems Reported (base:
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Within this problem category, we distinguished between two main
sub-categories of problems: the first encompasses problems faced by
the employed and related to their rights and conditions at work, whereas
the second category covers problems faced by the unemployed in their
struggle to find a job. These two types of sub-categories are analyzed
independently in the text below.

Regarding the employment problems faced by the employed, there
are a few socio-demographic indicators that correlate with the increased
incidence of the problems. Firstly, there is a difference on the grounds of
ethnicity*?, with Macedonians being more likely to report employment
problems(21.2% compared to13.1% among ethnic Albanians). The regression
analysis confirms this result and additionally shows that when all things
are held constant, respondents from the Vardar and Northeast regions
are more likely to have employment problems (especially compared to the
Skopje region). The analysis also showed that employed respondents from
the lowest income families are also more likely to have more employment
problems than those in the higher income families (over 40,000 denars
per month per household). Other than these three differences, the
demographic characteristics in general account for very little variance in
employment problems.

Regarding the problems faced by the unemployed in their search
for employment, only age* and education® account for differences.
The regression analysis confirms these results, with age contributing
to significant differences, but with a small practical effect size. The
youngest (and the oldest, where only 16 respondents were still working)
are significantly more likely to report discrimination in comparison to the



30-39 group. The 18 to 29 age group is most likely to report discrimination
while searching for employment (23%), followed by the oldest (60-69) with
19%, then 40-49 with 18%, 50-59 with 16% and 30-39 with only 12%.

As stated above, education also plays a role in the difference in the
reportingrates of problems encountered in the search foremployment. The
most discriminated (or the group that reported the majority of problems)
are those with a tertiary education (almost one third, or 30%), compared
to 18% among those with a secondary education, and 10% of those with a
primary education. One reason for these results could be the fact that the
more educated are more sensitive to recognizing discrimination.

We also found differences when we looked at specific employment
problems. For example, employed Albanians are significantly less likely to
experience problems getting paid (wage, leave, overtime) than employed
Macedonians. Additionally, the employed in the Southeast and Polog
region also have less trouble getting paid, compared to the Skopje region
(although the number of employed respondents in the other regions is on
average four times smaller than those in the Skopje region) and, the less
educated are most likely to report problems getting paid.

When it comes to working under no contract (no employment and social
insurance), the younger age groups face significantly more problems of
this type than the older generations (over 40), which is especially true for
the youngest group (18-29). Among the youth, more than one in five (22%)
report working without a contract, whereas this is true for little over one
in ten for those aged 30 to 50 and less than 5% for those aged over 50. The
employed respondents from the highest income households (over 60,000
denars per month per household) are least likely to face problems of this
type, especially when compared to those in the lowest income families
(under 10,000 per month per household). Finally, the least educated are
also most likely to work under no contract and without insurance.

On the other hand, the older respondents are more susceptible to
facing work-related discrimination, such us when it comes to being
overlooked for promotions. The age differences for this problem are
mostly felt by the older employees, especially the 60+ group, because the
older the respondents, the more likely they were to report work-related
discrimination in promotions and employment (however, this was a very
small difference).

There were no differences in reported problems with working
conditions across the demographic characteristics.



On the other hand, class differences mattered a great deal when it
came to job insecurity: losing a job or being threatened with losing a
job was most likely to happen to people from low-income families. Age
differences contributed to differences in reporting harassment, bullying
or mistreatment at work, where the older the respondents, the more
likely they were to report this problem. This is especially true for the 40
to 60 years of age group compared to the youth. Age also affected the
vulnerability of workers’ rights, although the differences were smaller.
Younger respondents were more likely to be denied their workers’ rights,
but here it was gender that made the biggest difference. Not surprisingly
(since women are both directly and indirectly discriminated on the
Macedonian labor market“t), women are more likely to report having been
denied their workers’ rights, such us maternity leave, paid holidays and
sick leave.

Consideringthat only13respondentsreported facing unfairdisciplinary
action at work, we are unable to identify significant differences. On the
other hand, when we analyze problems faced by the unemployed in their
employment search, two features stand out. Firstly, we identified an
age difference that is just below the significance threshold, where the
youngest (up to 30) report discrimination the most and the group in their
30s the least. Furthermore, the respondents with a tertiary education
report more problems in their job search.

Respondents are divided in their approaches to solving employment
related problems. While 57% took some action to try to resolve the
problem, as much as 43% did nothing. All respondents who reported having
employment problems contacted the other side at some point, with half of
them (45.7%) doing this as a first response. Every fifth respondent with an
employment related problem went to court (21.5%) and sought legal advice
(20.7%), and a further 6.7% sought advice or help from another organization,
mostly their union. Respondents threatened employers with legal action
in 8.9% of the cases. All actions taken to resolve employment problems
are presented in Figure 15.



Actions taken to resolve employment problems

Other action
Sought advice or help from another organization

Sought legal advice

Went to mediation @ 3

Went to court

Threatened the other side with legal action
Contact the other side
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The remaining (almost) half of the respondents (43%) with employment
problems were reluctant to try to solve their problems. Unfortunately, the
vast majority (73.2%) did nothing because they believed that no one could
help them with their problem and were discouraged from taking action
(see Figure 16). The second most important reason for inactivity were
personal constrains. Namely, 12.5% did not have sufficient funds to follow
up on the problem, while 12.5% lacked information and stated that they did
not know who to turn to with their problem. This shows that workers lack
information on available mechanisms for support and for the protection
of their rights, as well as that they are distrustful of the mechanisms

available to them in these cases.
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According to our study, less than 5% of the population rents property*
Of the 4.6% of respondents who have lived in rented property for at least
some time in the last three years, 21.4% reported having experienced
problems with their landlords. Most of the problems faced by renters are
related to the condition of the property (such us poor or unsafe conditions,
getting the landlord to do repairs or being harassed by the landlord).
Half of the respondents who reported having problems with poor or
unsafe conditions have them continuously. Furthermore, money-related
problems, such us continuous non-payment of rent, bill arrays or getting
a deposit back were not common problems for tenants. All tenant related
problems and their incidences are depicted in Figure 17.

In terms of reoccurrence of the experienced problems, owners on
average face 14 problems and renters 2.2. There is no demographic group
that is (statistically speaking) significantly more likely to have tenant or
owner problems, although the ethnic Albanians and the economically
inactive are more likely to report problems as renters. A bigger sample
size of renters is needed in order to claim with certainty that this is indeed
a tendency among this specific group.



Problems over arbitrary changes to the rent 1,5
Problems with neighbours 3,8
Getting the landlord to provide with written lease 4,6
Being evicted or treated with eviction 38

Harassment by the landlord 8,4
Getting the landlord to do repairs or provide services 7.6

Getting other people in the accommodation 31
. to pay their bills o
Being several rent payments in arrears 2,3

Getting a deposit back 1,5
Poor or unsafe living conditions 99
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Frequency of Tenants Problems Reported (base: 131)

Because of the small incidence of rented housing problems in general,
we only had six respondents who were tenants during the last three years
and who reported experiencing a problem. Of these, four are taking or took
some type of action to resolve their problem related to living in rented
property. Most of them (three of the four) first contacted the landlord in
an attempt to solve the problem. One asked for legal advice and paid the
landlord some money in order to solve the problem. Tenants were not
likely to employ legal mechanisms to solve their problems. No respondent
reported taking the problem to court, going to mediation, or threatening
the other side with legal action. The respondents that took no action (two
out of the six) did so because they did not believe that anyone could help
them with the problem. This illustrates that tenants may believe that
they are in a disadvantaged position compared to their landlords when
it comes to problems related to renting property. Figure 18 illustrates the
frequency of actions taken to resolve the problems, but since the base is
insignificant in size, generalizations should not be made.

Actions taken to resolve so tenants problems

Paid other side some money 16,7

Sought legal advice 33,3

Contact the other side 100

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
Action Taken to Resolve Tenants Problems (base = 4).



On the other hand, 17.3% of the respondents who have rented their
property in the last three years (4.7% of the total sample) claimed they had
problems with their tenants. Most of the problems faced by the owners are
money-related, such as repeated non-payment of rent (11.3%), bills array
(9.8%) or destruction of property. A less common problem faced by only
0.8% of landlords is not being able to evict tenants. No landlord surveyed
reported problems with real-estate agencies or tenants subletting their
property. All owner problems and their incidences are presented in Figure
19.

Not being able to evict the tenants 0,8
Bills array 9,8
Unpaid destruction of property 2,3
Repeted non payment of rent 11,3
0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Frequency of Landlords Problems Reported (base: 133)

Landlords are more likely to take action to resolve the problems with
their tenants, but since we only identified nine problems faced by landlords,
generalizations are impossible. Of the nine owners whose problems were
analyzed in detail, five took some type of action and, expectedly, their first
action was most likely to be trying to contact the tenants to resolve the
problem. It seems that landlords take their problems with tenants very
seriously, because other than contacting the other side, all other actions
taken involve seeking legal advice or taking legal action (going to court).
As much as five of the landlords facing tenant related problems sought
legal advice and one even went to court to resolve a problem with her/
his tenants. Owners of rented property did not use mediation or any other
mechanisms other than those reported in the figure below.
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Actions taken to resolve landlord problems

Sought legal advice

Went to court

Contact the other side
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Figure 20: Action Taken to Resolve landlords Problems (base = 5).

Landlords that did nothing to solve their problem gave varying
reasons for their inaction. However, the most dominant reasons, reported
by three out of the four passive landlords were time constrains. This may
be influenced by the assumption that landlords may lose rent while they
are sorting out the problem with their tenants, so it is economically
more reasonable to ‘forgive’ the problem. However, two of the landlords
additionally believe that the judicial system is not effective, or they
do not believe that someone can help them with their problem. Figure
21 illustrates the frequency of problems faced by landlords, but since
the number of respondents analyzed for this problem is insignificant,
generalizations should not be made.

Reasons for Inaction

I did not need legal advic
(I'solved the problgem alone

The other party did not have sufficient money
This would have taken me too much time
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Figure 21: Reasons for Inaction of Landlords (base = 4).



Government related problems are reported by 7.6% of the respondents
and include problems with various financial transfers and taxes, but
also access to information and services. The most frequent problem was
access or entitlement to state aid in agriculture, with 2.9% of respondents
reporting such problems, followed by problems related to access or
entitlement to welfare financial aid (1.3%). Of those who reported having
problems with government aid or services, respondents on average had 1.3
problems. A detailed list of the incidence of reported government related
problems is presented in Figure 22 below.

Access or entitelement for state aid
for rural development
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Disputes over taxes or other costs
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Respondents who reported government related problems differ based
on their gender®®, educational attainment®, labor market status® and
place of residence’. Men are more likely to report government related



problems (2.9%) compared to women (2.4%). Respondents with primary
education have the highest occurrence of problems with accessing
government aid and services (12.9%) compared to respondents with a
high school degree (7.1%). Expectedly, those with higher education have
fewer problems (4.5%). Similarly, those who are unemployed have the most
problems: every tenth unemployed person reported facing some kind of
government related problem (11%), compared to 9% of the economically
inactive and 4.8% of the employed. Lastly, the place of residence also had
an impact on the likelihood of reporting government related problems.
Those living in rural areas are significantly more likely to face problems
than those who live in urban areas (12.5% compared to 54%).

The most frequent problem related to government services is accessing
or entitlement to state aid in agriculture, such as subsidies in agriculture
and livestock, organic food production, etc. Men and women reported this
problem with equal frequency, as did ethnic Albanians and Macedonians.
However, there were notable but small age differences: the group in their
forties reported problems obtaining financial aid for agriculture most
frequently (4% of this age group), especially in comparison to the youngest
respondents (of whom only 1% reported these types of problems). The
type and place of residence also predicted reporting, where expectedly,
respondents from rural areas report this problem more frequently (5.4%)
than respondents from urban areas (1.0%). Respondents from the Vardar
and Pelagonia regions were also more likely to report this type of problem
(6% and 5% respectively), especially compared to respondents from the
Skopije (0.04%) and Polog (0.01%) regions.

Educational attainment was another factor relevant to the reporting
of this problem: respondents with only a primary and no education
were more than twice as likely to report this problem than respondents
with secondary education (5% compared to 2%), while only 0.01% of the
respondents with tertiary education reported problems with financial
support for agriculture. Finally, this type of problem is most likely to be
reported by people from low income families.

The second most frequently reported problem with government
services is access or entitlement to welfare financial aid. While there
are no gender, age or regional differences, there is a small* difference
in reporting depending on the place of residence. Respondents from the
rural areas report this problem more frequently (2.3%) than people from
urban areas (0.09%). There is also a small® difference based on ethnicity:



ethnic Albanians (2.5%) are more likely to report problems than ethnic
Macedonians (0.08%).

Getting access to social benefits is most frequently reported by the
unemployed respondents (4%). Only 1% of the inactive and 0.02% of the
employed reported this type of problem. It is worrisome, though expected,
that respondents from low income families with low education were
again the most likely to report problems obtaining government services.
As much as 6% of the respondents from households with income lower
than 10 thousand denars per month (less than 200 EUR per household),
i.e.,, those who need it the most, report problems obtaining financial aid
from the state.

The third most frequently reported problem is entitlement to pension
benefits. Here, expectedly, the older and the economically inactive
respondents were more likely to report the problem. However, for the
third time we encounter respondents with low education as more likely
to encounter problems with government services. No other differences
were found.

On the other hand, of the less frequently reported problems, age made
a difference for three. Namely, the respondents in their thirties were most
likely to report problems accessing child support, i.e., child related benefits
(one-off assistance, third child allowance, etc.), the youngest were most
likely to report problems with student benefits and/or aid and the oldest
were most likely to report problems with financial aid, care or services
for people with disabilities. Labor market status was also indicative of
the three of the less frequent problems: the unemployed were expectedly
most likely to report problems accessing unemployment benefits, but
they were also most likely to report problems with electricity subsidies.*
The employed, on the other hand, are most likely to report problems with
access to state supported loans (home, agriculture, etc.)

Educational attainment was also related to three of the less frequent
problems, namely entitlement to health benefits and care (including access
to medicine) entitlement to social protection (home care, child allowance,
part-time benefits) and access to electricity subsidies. In all three of these
problems the respondents with low education were significantly more
likely to report the problem.

The type and place of residence made a difference for five of the less
frequent problems. Respondents from rural areas report problems with



accessing child support (one-off assistance, third child allowance, etc.)
slightly® more frequently (1.2%) than people from urban areas (0.01% of
them), which as also the case with respondents from the Southeast and
Polog regions, especially compared to the Vardar and Southwest regions.
On the other hand, the Polog region had the most disputes over taxes or
other costs charged by the government.”® While none of the respondents
from the East region reported problems with entitlement to social
protection, this is the region where problems with accessing financial aid
for rural development were most likely to be reported.

Finally, it was again the respondents from the low-income families
that were most likely to report problems accessing social protection, as
well as child support. Child support was also more likely to be a problem
for Albanian (1.3%) than for Macedonian respondents (0.015%). The other
problems were too infrequent for any differences to be considered
significant.

When citizens face problems related to government transfers,
benefits and services, it is positive at least that they are most likely to do
something to try to solve the problem. As much as 72.5% stated that they
have done something, most of which included contacting the relevant
state institution. One in five sought legal advice and 8% went to court to
resolve the issue. All actions and their incidences are shown in Figure 23
below.

Actions taken to resolve the problem

Other actions 6
Paid other side some money 4
Sought legal advice 20
Took the problem to an ombudsman 4

Went to mediation 2

Went to court 8
Threatened the other side with legal action 12
Contact the other side 52
0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Action Taken to Resolve Government Related Problems

(base = 50).

On the other hand, it is worth pointing out that every fourth citizen
is reluctant to take any measures and when faced with a government
related problem, does nothing to resolve it. As many as 27.5% stated that
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they have not taken action, with the majority of them (40%) choosing this
path because they did not know who to turn to solve their problem.

Reasons for Inaction

I realized too late what was at stake
I did not need legal advice (I solved the problem alone)

I expected the problem to solve by itself
I had to travel long distances

I didn’t know where to go 40

This would have taken me too much time
Our judicial system is not effective

I didn’t have sufficient money

333
I don’t think someone could help
The problem was insignificant
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Figure 24: Reasons for Inaction in Government Related Problems
(base =19).

PROBLEMS RELATED TO EDUCATION

While I was studying, [was unfairly treated by the professors.
I graduated two years ago as a Dentist and I can tell you for
a fact that the students from the provinces were treated and
graded worse than the students from Skopje.

31-year-old female

About a fifth or 19.7% of the respondents who were at school sometime
during the reported period (14% of the sample) had faced some type of
an education related problem. Corruptive practices at school, such us
being forced to buy books from professors” is the most common type of
problem reported by 14% of the students, followed by unfair treatment by
professors reported by 6.8% of the respondents. A problem with tuition,
although a less common problem (3.3%), is a money-related problem
that is a continuous or frequent problem for those affected. More severe
problems, such as harassment at school or unfair exclusion or suspension
from an educational institution are the least frequent problems (only 1.0%
reported them). On average, respondents with education related problems
have 1.4 problems.

57 This is a recurring problem students’ face at university and has been identi-
fied in the past by student and youth organizations. The crux of the problem
is that students are forced to buy the book directly, only, and in cash from the
professor, who takes a note of who has bought the book and then discrimi-
nates come the end of the term against those who did not buy the book. Half
of the respondents that reported this problem stated that they face such prob-
lems frequently or continuously.



Unfair treatment by professors 6,8

Mobbing or harassment at school 1
Being forced to buy books/other corruption 14:8
Problem with the education fee 33
Unfair exclusion or suspension from a school 1
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Within the respondents with education related problems, we found
differences based on age and labor market status.”® Since almost all
the respondents who reported having education related problems were
expectedly in the youth age category, so we did not do an age comparison
for this problem.”® In terms of labor market status, the unemployed had
the most problems (28%) compared to the inactive (17%) and the employed
(15%).5° Surprisingly, the inactive (which include the students and were the
biggest sample) were not the most affected, which may indicate that they
merely fail to recognize these problems.

If we take a look into the specific education related problems, we can
conclude that there were no differences according to gender, ethnicity,
educational attainment, labor market status or household income when
it comes to experiencing unfair exclusion or suspension from a school
or educational institution. Regional differences® were also not found,
although only respondents from the Polog and Skopje regions reported
experiencing such aproblem.Ontheother hand, when it comestoproblems
with tuition, respondents from low-income families are expectedly
significantly more likely to report such problems®. While students
from high-income households (over 50 thousand denars) did not report
tuition problems, as much as 8% of students from low-income families



(below 20 thousand denars) were faced with this problem. Additionally,
there are differences between the ethnic groups, with Albanians having
significantly more tuition problems than Macedonians (8% and 1.5%
respectively). Lastly, there are differences based on labor market status,
with 1.5% of the employed experiencing this issue, compared to 6.5% of
the unemployed. The inactive (2%) are somewhere in the middle, with no
significant differences to the other two groups. There were no gender,
region or place of residence differences for this problem.

When it comes to being forced to buy books or any other form of
corruption within the educational institutions, we only noted differences
based on labor market status,> where 12% of the employed reported
corruption, compared to 14% of the inactive and 21% of the unemployed
respondents. On the other hand, there were no clear income differences.

Albanians were more likely to report mobbing and harassment
at school (3% compared to 04% of Macedonians)®* and none of the
high school graduates reported this problem compared to 2% of the
university graduates. Furthermore, this problem was only reported by the
unemployed (5%, or 4 of 76, compared to no reports from the other two
groups) and in terms of geographical region, only in the Polog region (7%).

When it comes to unfair treatment by professors, we noted several
differences. Firstly, there are income differences with students from low-
income families more likely to report unfair treatment. We also found
educational differences where university graduates are more likely to
report unfair treatment (9%) compared to high school graduates (4%).
Similarly to other specific educational problems, the unemployed stand
out, as they are significantly more likely to report this problem (13%) than
the employed and the inactive (both at 5%).

Respondents were reluctant to take any action to resolve education-
related problems. This is the category where respondents are the most
passive and decide not to do anything about the problem, but this is a
small sample, so generalizations cannot be made. Nevertheless, only 1 of
15 students took or is taking some action by contacting the other side
in an attempt to solve the problem. This respondent also sought legal
advice and threatened the other side with legal action, but did not go
to court to resolve the issue. Taking into consideration that most of the
education related problems are complex, such us corruption, harassment



and unfair treatment, it is likely that these problems are underreported
and expectedly, respondents are discouraged from taking legal actions.%

On the other hand, 14 of the 15 respondents whose experience with
educational problems was analyzed in detail®, decided not to do anything
about the problem. The reasons behind these high rates of passivity vary,
but 11 out of 14 students did not do anything because they considered the
problem insignificant. What is of more concern is the fact that 10 of 14
respondents did not think that anyone could help. Additionally, 4 out of 14
students lacked sufficient knowledge and reported that they did not know
where to go for help. Even though the sample size is small, this illustrates
potential marginalization of the youth and should be a great cause for
concern. All chosen reasons for inaction among the 14 respondents with
education problems are presented in Figure 26.

Reasons for Inaction

I realized too late what was at stakel did not need | 0
legal advice (I solved the problem on my own)
I expected the problem to solve by itself 7.1
I had to travel long distances | 0
I didn’t know where to go 28,6
The other party did not have sufficient money | 0
This would have taken me too much time 28,6
Our judicial system is not effective 14,3
Other side agreed to resolve the problem 214
The work schedule was not adequate/ convenient 7.1
I didn’t have sufficient money 7.1
I don’t think someone could help 71,4

The problem was insignificant 78,6
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Reasons for Inaction within Education related
problems (base problems = 14).



In our survey, 70% of the respondents reported living with a partner
for at least some time during the last 3 years. Of these, only 1.1% reported
having some kind of serious problem with their partner and those who did,
on average reported having only one problem. The most frequent problem
was divorce or separation, followed by violent or abusive relationships with
a partner. None of the respondents reported having difficulties getting or
paying alimony for/from the partner (not including alimony for children).
This may be understandable, because although it is legally guaranteed, in
reality in Macedonia practically no one seeks alimony from their former
partners if it is not for their children.

Divorce or separation 0,7

Violent or abusive relationship 0,5

Disputes over divison of money, pen-

sions or property after separation 0.1

0O 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08
Frequency of Partner Problems Reported (base =1,994)

If we analyze problems with partners in general, we identify differences
due to labor market status,”” with the unemployed more likely to report
having a problem with their partner (2.1%) compared to the employed
(1.2%) and the inactive (0.3%). Additionally, there are differences according
to the place of residence,’® with respondents who live in urban areas more
likely to report these problems compared to those who live in rural areas
(L4% to 0.6%).

Ifwelookat specificproblemsrelatedtopartners,nosocio-demographic
differences can be identified for most of the problems. Namely, there are
no differences when it comes to violent or abusive relationships, disputes
over division of money and property after divorce or problems related
to getting or paying alimony. This is not unexpected, since partnership
problems were rarely reported.



The only specific problem that affects respondents differently is divorce
or separation. Namely, the youngest group (with 2%) has the highest rates
of divorce or separation, while other age groups have very close (or equal)
to zero reporting rates. The second most affected age group is the group
in their thirties, which confirms that this is an age dependent problem,
with divorce more likely to be reported by younger respondents. While
there are no gender or ethnicity differences, educational attainment
did account for some differences. None of the respondents with primary
education reported divorce or separation compared to 0.04% of university
graduates and 1% of the high school graduates. Labor market status also
contributed to differences,” where we noted a trend that the unemployed
a more likely to report separations and divorces (1.2%) than the employed
(0.09%) and especially the inactive (0.01%).

Because of the small incidence of partner problems in general, only
13 respondents with were analyzed in detail. The majority (8 out of 13, or
61.5%) of the respondents who had problems with their partner took an
active approach to solving the problem and reported having taken some
action. Almost all of them (7 out of 8) contacted the partner in trying to
solve the issue, but as much half of them (4 out of 8) sought legal advice
and for all of them the case with their partners was taken to court.”

Actions taken to resolve

Other actions 7,7
Paid other side some money 7.7
Took the problem to an ombudsman 7.7
Went to mediation 7.7

Went to court 50

Threatened the other side with legal action 125
Contact the other side 87,5
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It is worrisome that of the five respondents that did nothing to solve
their problem, 4 thought that no one could help, and 3 thought that the
Macedonian judicial system is inefficient. In addition, 3 respondents
did not have enough money to take action, which may be revealing of
the fact that citizens stay in unhealthy relationships because they are
economically dependent on their partners. Three of the four expected
that the problem will solve itself and two respondents considered the
problem insignificant. However, the sample size is very small and thus
no generalizations can be made. Considering the small sample size, the
frequencies in Figure 29 are for illustrative purposes of the study only.

Reasons for Inaction

1 did not need legal advice
(I solved the problem on my own 40

I expected the problem to solve by itself 60
The other party did not have sufficient money 20
This would have taken me too much time 40
Our judicial system is not effective 60

Other side agreed to resolve the problem 20

The work schedule was not adequate/ convenient 20

[ didn’t have sufficient money 60
I don’t think someone could help 80

The problem was insignificant 40
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Reasons for Inaction within Partners Related
Problems (base = 5).

One third of the respondents (31.4%) had underage children in the last 3
years and of these, only 6% reported having faced some kind of a problem
related to their children. None of the respondents reported a problem with
a child taken by the authorities. Those that reported problems, on average
reported 1.3 problems related to children. Detailed results of the incidence
of these problems are given in the Figure 30 below.
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If we look at specific children-related problems, most of them do not
differ across the population. Namely, no differences were found between
respondents that had problems with receipt or payment of child support,
problems related to fostering, adoption or legal guardianship of children,
problems with access or residence (contact, custody, visits), or problems
with abduction or threatened abduction of children by the other parent or
a family member.

However, differences were found among parents who experienced
the problem of their children being unfairly excluded or suspended from
school or kindergarten. Here, young parents (18-29) are significantly
more likely to face this problem than older parents above the age of
30 (6% compared to 1%). This may indicate that this is a problem more
connected to kindergartens than schools. If we take into consideration
that the full capacity of the kindergartens in Macedonia covers only
20% of the preschool age group”, the prevalence of this problem might
be even higher, so further research is needed to examine this problem
more closely. Differences were also found among parents who had serious
concerns over the safety of their children while at school/kindergarten,
on school trips, or children being bullied or harassed at school. Parents
with a secondary education are least affected (only 0.6% reported having
a problem), significantly lower than parents with a primary education
(4%). Parents with a tertiary education are in between, with 2% reporting
experiencing safety concerns. Lastly, regional disparities were identified
when it comes to problems related to access to appropriate education
for children with special needs. Here, parents from the Southwest region
stand out with 5% reporting this problem, while no reports of this problem
were made in the Southeast, Pelagonija and Northeast regions.



Because of the small incidence of children-related problems in general,
only 12 respondents were analyzed in detail about their paths to solving
a child-related problem. Parents with problems related to their children
were divided in their approaches to solving the problem. Half of them
(6 out of 12) did something to try and solve the problem, while the other
half did nothing. Of the six parents that took action, three contacted the
other side, and one sought legal advice. However, no parent took these
problems to court, mediation, or to the ombudsman, or threatened the
other side with legal action (as shown in Figure 31 below), which was not
unexpected considering the small sample size.

Actions taken to resolve children related problems

Other actions 333
Paid other side some money
Sought advice or help from another organization
Sought legal advice 16,7
Took the problem to an ombudsman
Went to mediation
Went to court
Threatened the other side with legal action
Contact the other side 50
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Parents who are doing nothing to solve their children-related problems
vary in their reasons for inaction. No parent stated that they did not know
where to go or that they believed that the problem is insignificant, so
passivity cannot be accounted for lack of knowledge or importance. Two
of the six passive parents believe that the judicial system is inefficient
and two think that no one can help them, indicating that discouragement
among parents is an important factor that contributes to their reluctance
to solve children-related problems. The last two took no action because
they expect the problem to be sorted out on its own. A detailed account
about the reasons behind the parents’ inactivity in dealing with their
problems related to their children is depicted in Figure 32 below and
should serve only for illustrative purposes of this study and not the
population with child problems in general. Again, this is a very small
sample for generalizations.



Reasons for Inaction
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Only 6% of respondents reported having a health related problem,
with accessing appropriate health care cited as the most frequent health
problem, experienced by 2.3% of the population. While the vast majority of
respondents reportedincidental (once or rare) problems connected to harm
done by health professionals or injuries in public spaces or due to traffic
accidents, half of the respondents who had problems with a violation of
patients right, access to appropriate health care, environmental health
problems or heath problems at work, reported they happen frequently or
continuously. On average people report 1.25 heath related problems. All
the frequencies of health related problems are depicted in Figure 33.

Among the respondents who have health related problems, there is a
difference onlyinregardtotheir status onthelabor market.”? The employed
face more health related problems (8.9%) compared to the unemployed,
who report 54% health problems and the inactive (5%). However, if we
look at the specific health problems, the labor market status only had
an impact on the reporting rates of the injuries/accidents and health
problems at work. Understandably, the employed report more injuries
at work (3%) compared to the unemployed (0.1%) and the inactive (0.04%),
who were probably employed sometime during the period covered in the
research (thelast three years). Work related injuries are also reported more



frequently by men (1%), and this gender difference, although statistically
significant, it is due to the sample size, with no practical significance.
Other specific health problems did not differ across the population, i.e.,
there were no differences based on age, gender, region, place of residence,
household income, or labor market status of the respondents.

Environmental health problems 0,6
Violations of patients rights 13
Harm done while under care of health professionals 0,8

Problem with accessing appropriate health care

Injury/accident or health problem in traffic accident 1,1
Injury/accident or health problem in public place 0,5
Injury/accident or health problem at work 1,5
0 0,5 1 15 2

Frequency of Health Related Problems Reported (base
=2,858)

Because of the small incidence of health related problems in the
population, only 34 respondents with a health related problem could be
analyzed in detail. People facing health problems were more likely to not
do anything to resolve the problem. Almost two thirds of respondents (21
out of 34) did nothing to resolve the issue, compared to 8 who at least
contacted the other side. Of the respondents who took some type of
action towards resolving the problem (13), and besides the most common
approach of contacting the other side, none of the other actions stood out.
Courts were only seen as an instance for solving health related problems
by two respondents that took the problem to court, as shown in Figure
34. Of the ‘other actions’ shown in the figure, the most prominent one is
contacting the police.

Actions taken to resolve health problems

Other actions 30,8
Sought legal advice 15,4
Took the problem to an ombudsman 7.7
Went to court 15,4
Contact the other side 61,5
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The biggest reasons for not doing anything when it comes to health
problems is that people are skeptical and do not believe anyone can
help. As much as 13 of 21 who did nothing were passive because of their
skepticism. All other reasons are less common and are presented in Figure
35 below.

Reasons for Inaction

I realized too late what was
at stake/that this is a problem_| O

I did not need legal advice (I solved the problem alone) |
I expected the problem to solve by itself 9,5
I had to travel long distances 4.8
I didn’t know where to go 143
The other party did not have sufficient money | 0
This would have taken me too much time 143

Our judicial system is not effective 48
Other side agreed to resolve the problem 48

The work schedule was not adequate/convenient | (
I didn’t have sufficient money | (
I don’t think someone could help 61,9
The problem was insignificant 143
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Discrimination is a problem experienced by 6.1% of the respondents.
They reported various grounds for discrimination, with ethnicity and
political party affiliation being identified as the most common grounds for
discrimination. No respondent reported discrimination on the grounds of
sexual orientation. However, these figures should be taken with caution,
since discrimination is generally underreported and this is especially
true for the LGBT community due to the wide spread of homophobia



in the country” Additionally, the survey indicates that perceived
discrimination might be limited to more educated and privileged citizens,
who are more likely able to understand and recognize discriminatory
practices. Therefore, the survey results must be interpreted with caution.
The incidence of reported discrimination by grounds for discrimination is
depicted in Figure 36 below.

Marital status @ (1
Having children § (1
Political affiliation 2,3
Disability 0,2
Religion 0,7
Ethnicity 2,9
Sex 0,2
Age 0,9

0 1 2 3 4
Frequency of Discrimination Problems Reported (base
=2,858)

There were differences in reporting discrimination based on the age”™
of the respondent, her/his educational attainment” and labor market
status”. Young people (18-29 years) are most likely to face discrimination
(9.7%), followed by respondents between 30 and 39 years of age - 6.8%.
The elderly (above 60+) are significantly less likely to report being
discriminated against (2.1%). Those aged 40-59 are somewhere in between,
with around 6% reporting a discrimination related problem. Additionally,
discrimination almost linearly follows educational attainment. Those with
primary education report the least cases of discrimination (4%), followed
by those with secondary (54%), while higher education respondents
stated that they are discriminated against most often (9.1%). However, the
difference based on education might be due to greater awareness among
the more educated respondents, rather than reflect actual differences in
discriminatory patterns. Lastly, there are significant differences among
respondents based on their status on the labor market. The unemployed
are most likely to be discriminated against, with one in ten reporting



this (11.9%), compared to 6.3% among the employed, and significantly less
among the inactive (3.6%).

If we look at particular grounds for discrimination, we can see that
women seem to be more vulnerable to some types of discrimination, such
as discrimination on the basis of their gender (6 out of 7 reported cases
were made by women), being a parent (having children), and their marital
status, while men seem to be more discriminated against based on their
religion and ethnicity”. No other gender differences were found.

Political party affiliation is the most common grounds for
discrimination and it affects citizens differently, as the youngest, the
more educated’®, and the unemployed seem to be the most affected.
There are no differences based on the ethnicity of the respondents,
their place of residence, region or income. If we go into details, we will
see that the youngest - and the most likely to be unemployed - group,
between the ages of 18 to 29 report discrimination based on political
affiliation most frequently, with 4%. The age-groups between 20 and 50
years report this problem, but to a lesser extent, with an average of 2.5%.
The elderly respondents above 60 years (retired) are the only age groups
that do not report this type of discrimination. Educational differences, as
stated above, are proportional with academic attainments, so the higher
the education the bigger the vulnerability to political discrimination.
Academics report discrimination at 4%, compared to respondents with
high school and primary education (2% and 1% respectively). Furthermore,
the inactive report this type of discrimination the least (0.8%) and the
unemployed the most (5%), while the employed are in the middle with 3%.

Discrimination based on ethnicity is the second most common form of
discrimination. Albanians report ethnic discrimination more frequently
than Macedonians (5% to 1%, respectively). There are also educational
differences,” where those with an academic background report more
discrimination (4%) than high school graduates (2%) and respondents with
a primary education (3%). Additionally, the inactive (2%) and the employed
(3%) report ethnic discrimination significantly less than the unemployed
(5%).

Age discrimination is most frequently reported by the unemployed
(2%), especially compared to the economically inactive (0.05%). The
employed are in the middle with 1% and with no differences to both other



groups. Discrimination based on the gender of the respondents is the
most diverse basis for discrimination, with differences based on all socio-
demographic characteristics of the respondents. The group in their 30’s
report significantly more gender based discrimination (1%). Other than this
group and those in their 40s, all other age groups did not report gender
based discrimination. Furthermore, significant education differences were
found,® so academics with 0.04% of the reported discrimination based on
gender outnumber those with high school education (0.01%), while there
were no reported cases for the respondents with a primary education.
Additionally, gender discrimination varies between respondents based on
their household income. Respondents from higher income families tend to
report this problem significantly more frequently. This raises the question
whether this is the result of better recognition and understanding of
discrimination by the more educated and privileged citizens rather than
a reflection of the patterns of discrimination. Further research is need in
this direction.

Disability was the only ground for discrimination that did not have any
differences between various respondents.

When it comes to discrimination cases, again, because of the very
small reported incidence of discrimination problems, there were only 7
respondents whose problems with discrimination were analyzed in detail.
Allbut one of them were reluctant to take any action to resolve the problem
i.e, are doing (can do) nothing about it. The person who took action in
solving the discrimination problem,® did so by contacting the other side.
This may not be surprising, since various human rights organization
have been commenting and criticizing the system for protection from
discrimination in Macedonia, especially the burden of proof? That the
inactivity on part of the citizens is stimulated by the flawed system for
protection from discrimination in Macedonia can be sensed also through
the reasons provided for inactivity. For example, half (3 of the 6) of
respondents stated that they did not do anything because they believed
no one could help them. An additional respondent stated that she believes
our judicial system is not effective, followed by another who did not know
where to go. The results are presented in Figure 37 below.



Reasons for Inaction

I realized too late what was
at stake/that this is a problem | 0

I expected the problem to solve by itself | 0
[ didn’t know where to go 16,7
Our judicial system is not effective 16,7
Other side agreed to resolve the problem |

I didn’t have sufficient money | 0
I don’t think someone could help 50
The problem was insignificant |
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A small number of the population (3%) reported problems with police,
with the majority having experienced unfair treatment by police, such us
harassment, improper search or seizure. This is understandable, since only
a small proportion of the population is expected to have direct contact
with the police. Furthermore, a few of the respondents reported that
they were denied exit at the boarders or otherwise had their freedom of
movement unfairly restricted, which is cause for concern. A small number
of respondents (0.5%) also complain of privacy violations, police failing to
investigate a crime and being a victim of crime. Finally, 1.2% of the sample
reported being subject to defamation. On average, those that report police
related problems (including defamation and privacy violation) experience
1.2 problems of this kind.

Privacy violation 0,5
Victim of crime 0,5
Defamation 1,2
Police failing to investigate a crime 0,5
Denied exit at the boarders 0,3

Expirience unfair treatment by police 3
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Frequency of Police Problems Reported (base = 2,858)
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If we look at police-related problems based on the socio-demographic
characteristics of the respondents, we only note gender differences.
Men are more vulnerable to police related problems,®® with 5% of men
reporting they had some sort of police-related problem compared to 2% of
the women. However, if we look at specific police related problems, other
characteristics emerge as important, such as educational background or
labor market status. On the other hand, no differences were found among
respondents who reported that they were victims of crime that the police
are failing to investigate.

Among those who reported unfair treatment by police such as
harassment, improper search or seizure, etc., young people seem to be
most vulnerable and are most likely to report unfair treatment, with 4% .34
Additionally, men are significantly more likely to report unfair treatment
by police than women (5% compared to 1%). There are also significant
educational differences,® with university graduates (at 4%) reporting
unfair treatment more frequently than respondents with a primary
education. Furthermore, labor market differences were also noted,
where the employed (4%) are more likely to report problems than the
economically inactive (2%). The unemployed fall between the two other
categories, with a 3% reporting rate for police abuse. No differences were
found on the bases of place of residence, region or household income.

When it comes to defamation, men are significantly more vulnerable
than women (2% and 0%, respectively). No other differences were found for
defamation cases. On the other hand, privacy violation seems to be linked
with labor market status. None of the unemployed and only 0.02% of the
economically inactive reported privacy violations, compared to 0.09% of
the employed.

In this section, it is worth discussing the problem with denied exit
at the boarders or otherwise unfair restriction of movement. This is a
particularly worrisome problem for Macedonia, since various reports
warned of possible unlawful and discriminatory practices by Macedonian
border police, who in the attempt to prevent asylum seekers in the EU
and protect the visa liberalization regime, resort to unlawfully preventing
citizens from exiting the country, to which the Roma (and some ethnic
Albanians)® are especially vulnerable. In our study, a total of 0.3% of



respondents claimed being unlawfully denied exit at the border, which
is not an insignificant number of citizens if we take into consideration
that a total of 2,948 Macedonian citizens (0.001% of the population) were
officially denied exit in 2011, as reported by the Ministry of Interior.’”

It is important to note here that we did not look at ethnic differences
beyond those between the Macedonians and the Albanians for any other
problem, which is due to the fact that these were the only two groups in
the sample that are large enough for a meaningful interpretation of the
results. However, in the case of being prevented from exiting the country,
it is widely known that this is a problem that mainly affects the Roma, so
we broke down the numbers in this case to include all ethnic groups. Of
the 9 reported denied exits at the borders, 2 (0.1%) were Macedonians, 3
(0.5%) were Albanians and 4 (1.7%) were from the other ethnicities. Of these
4 reported cases among the other ethnicities, 3 are Roma, which means
that as much as 7% of all Roma respondents included in the study report
experiencing this problem. This is assuming that all of them attempted to
exit the border sometime during the screening period, but it is more likely
that this percentage is higher, since we do not know how many of the 40
Roma respondents attempted to cross the border in the past three years.

We analyzed a total of 30 respondents for police problems related
details and they were divided in their approaches in trying to solve the
problems. While 16 of them did not take any action, the other half (14) at
least contacted the other side. Only one in five respondents took the case
to court.




Actions taken to resolve police related problems

Other actions 21
Paid other side some money 71
Sought legal advice from other organization 71
Sought legal advice 7.1

Took the problem to an ombudsman
Went to mediation
Went to court 57
Threatened the other side with legal action 71
Contact the other side 14,2
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Respondents who did nothing to resolve police related problems were
mainly discouraged and skeptical. As many as 78.6% stated that they
believe no one can help them, 28.6% think that the judicial system is not
effective, 7.1% didn’t know where to go and 14.3% think that the problem is
insignificant. Detailed reasons are presented in Figure 40 below.

Reasons for Inaction

I realized too late what was at stake 6,3
I did not need legal advice
(I solved the problem alone) 71
I expected the problem to solve by itself 7.1
I didn’t know where to go 7.1
This would have taken me too much time 143
Our judicial system is not effective 28,6
I didn’t have sufficient money 71
I don’t think someone could help 78,6
The problem was insignificant 145
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PATH TO JUSTICE: RESPONSES
TO JUSTICIABLE PROBLEMS

In this part of the study we look at how people deal with justiciable
problems. In particular, we examine the different rates of action and
use of advice services associated with different problem types, as well
as look at the final outcome of the problems. The frequency of obtaining
advice, as well as the landscape of advisers is also provided, in the attempt
to understand who people turn to for advice. An effort was made to
assess which information is used to identify advisors and the difficulties
respondents experienced while seeking advice. By doing this, we illustrate
how people’s choice of advisers, although often logical and apposite, can
be uncertain and unpromising.

We also tried to find out whether problems were triggered by other
problems or related to previous problems. Respondents were asked
whether the identified justiciable events were linked to other previous
problems, and if yes, to what kind of problems. However, almost all
respondents stated that the problem discussed was not connected to any
other problem. In fact, only 2.2% of the problems (or a total of 62 individual
problems) were related to another problem, so we can conclude that for
most citizens, it is likely that the problems they will face will not be
triggered by other events.

It was disappointing to find that only 38.6% of the problems were
solved, while the rest were still ongoing, even though some lasted for
more than three years. Furthermore, of the 38.6% of problems that
were over, only 43.2% were deemed successful. If we look at the type of
problems and compare the status of the problem, we can conclude that
tenants’ problems and problems with police are most likely to be resolved,
while problems with discrimination and the government are most likely
to be unfinished, or still ongoing. This indicates that the seriousness of
the problem is not the only factor that contributes to its duration, but



that other factors, such as unequal power relations between the parties
involved in the problem in the case with problems with government
institutions, can also have an impact. The status of the problems within
each problem category is depicted in Table 9 below.

The Status of the Problem within Problem Categories

Consumer 37.7% 62.3%
Employment 61.6% 384%
Housing 73.9% 26.1%
Landlord 77.8% 22.2%
Tenant 16.7% 83.3%
Money & debt 62.0% 38.0%
Government 73.8% 26.2%
Education 46.7% 53.3%
Partner related 69.2% 30.8%
Children related 54.5% 45.5%
Health 46.9% 53.1%
Police 294% 70.6%
Discrimination 80.0% 20.0%
Other 60.0% 40.0%
Total 61.4% 38.6%

Considering that the majority of the reported problems were ongoing,
it is crucial to identify and understand the ways in which people deal with
justiciable problems. When we analyze peoples’ responses to problems, we
distinguish between passive (those who do nothing) and active strategies
(those who at least try to contact the other party). We analyze how these
action strategies relate to the different types of problems and provide
further information on the inactive strategies, especially focusing on
the reasons for inactivity, as well as analyze whether inactivity is linked
to certain types of problems or certain population groups. Within the
active strategies employed, we attempt to illuminate the way people
handle the maze of the advice system, as well as try to understand the
connection between the type of problem and the strategy chosen to
handle the problem. This includes the outcome of the strategy, as well as
the incidence of problems resolved between the involved parties.

Why people employ different strategies to resolving problems can
be explained by their sensitivity to the problem, their vulnerability to
the problem, as well as their perception on how problematic a certain
justiciable event is. It is therefore to be expected that different people have
different attitudes and consequently use different strategies to resolve
the problems. Table 10 shows the different strategies used for different
types of problems.



Employed Strategies for Solving Problems within Problem
Categories

Consumer 43.4% 56.6% 83
Employment 43.0% 57.0% 135
Housing 20.2% 79.8% 208
Landlord 444% 55.6% 9
Tenant 33.3% 66.7% 6
Money & debt 25.0% 75.0% 140
Government 27.5% 72.5% 69
Education 93.3% 6.7% 15
Partner related 38.5% 61.5% 13
Children related 50.0% 50.0% 12
Health 61.8% 38.2% 34
Police 53.3% 46.7% 30
Discrimination 85.7% 14.3% 7
Other 21.7% 78.3% 23
Total 36.1% 63.9% 784

As can be seen from the table, while most of the problems (63.9%) are
dealt with by the respondents, i.e., for the majority of the problems they
employ active strategies, there is a great difference between the strategy
used among the different types of problems. For example, respondents are
mostly passive when it comes to cases of discrimination, when it comes to
problems with the police and when they have a dispute with government
institutions. Choosing to donothing in cases of discrimination or problems
with police and the government might be the result of discouragement,
for the cases of discrimination rooted in the complexity of the burden
of proof or for the cases of conflict with police and government the lack
of trust in the fairness of the procedure. On the other hand, it is to be
expected that people will be more active when their problem is connected
to their housing or property, where as much as 79.8% of the respondents
reported taking active measures to resolve the issues.

Considering the fact that a substantial number of problems are not
dealt with (36.1%), it is very important to understand the reasons behind
the inactivity when people are faced with a problem. This is especially
important in Macedonia, since this is the case for over one third of the



reported problems. If we take a look at the answers provided in the survey,
we can see that the biggest cause for inactivity (which accounts for as
much as the half of the inaction or 54.5%) is skepticism, or the lack of
confidence that someone can help. This is a serious cause for concern and
needs to be seriously considered, since it undermines the possibility to
utilize the advice system.

However, as noted in Paths to Justice, people who take no action to
resolve a problem because they think nothing can be done make this
judgment without the benefit of advice and, therefore, without the benefit
of an opportunity to identify solutions they are not personally aware
of (Genn, 1999). Pleasence (2006) even suggested that “if people believe
that something can be done to resolve a problem, action may still not be
taken because of concerns about the physical, psychological, economic
or social consequences of doing so. Such inaction perhaps constitutes
a simple personal preference, reflecting the inherent cost of taking
action, or, alternatively, reflecting structural failings in the civil justice
infrastructure.” This might be particularly relevant to Macedonia, since
the inactivity rate is much higher than in other countries, where on
average it goes between 10 and 20 percent.

Other reasons behind inactivity suggest that people tend to be inactive
when they do not perceive the problem as significant (17.6%), but still other
indicators suggest that some disadvantaged groups may be more prone
to inactivity due to barriers and costs they face (16.5% due to insufficient
money and 15.1% due to lack of information.) Additionally, over one in ten
respondents is discouraged from action due to distrust in the judicial
system (15.1%). Finally, 17.9% were concerned about the time it might take
toreach aresolution. Table 11 presents detailed data on the most common
reasons for inactivity among respondents.

Inactivity Rates per Reason for Inactivity

The problem was insignificant 176
[ don’t think someone could help 54.5
I didn’t have sufficient money 16.5
The work schedule was not adequate/ convenient 43
The other party agreed to solve the problem amicably 5.7
Our judicial system is not effective 15.1
This would have taken me too much time 17.9

The other party did not have sufficient money 11



[ didn’t know where to go 15.1

I had to travel long distances 3.6
I expected the problem to solve by itself 143
I did not need legal advice (I solved the problem alone) 93
I realized too late what was at stake/that this is a problem 6.1
DK/NA 5.8

As mentioned previously, different categories of people are more likely
to be inactive than others. Our study suggests that the people who are
more likely to do nothing are the poor, the younger and the unemployed.
Additionally, there is a difference in activity among the ethnic groups,
with Albanians less likely to do something, and, finally, a small difference
exists between different geographical regions.

Men and women are equally likely to act on a problem, as well as people
fromruralandurbanareas. Educationdid notreveal statistically significant
differences, but the non-educated showed a tendency to be less passive
(there was no difference between the other two education categories). An
effect size test between respondents with a high school education and
respondents with lower education revealed a practical effect between the
two groups (d=39). There are also differences in the choice of strategies
for resolving the problems depending on the economic situation of the
respondent, where as expected, the economically disadvantaged are likely
to do less.

Activity is also dependent on the age of the citizens faced with a
problem. The youngest are more inactive compared to the oldest.® The
possibility of an active response rises linearly and reaches a peak at
ages 70-79, with big effect sizes. The unemployed are also less active
compared to the employed and the economically inactive (perhaps
because the unemployed are discouraged in general). We also noted some
regional differences, between the Vardar region (the most active) versus
the northeast region (the most passive), but there were no differences
between respondents who live in rural areas compared to their peers in
urban areas. Table 12 below provides data on the first action undertaken
by respondents, in their efforts (if any) to solve the problems.



First Reactions to the Problem

Contact the other side 35.7
Threatened the other side with legal action 11
Went to court 9.2
Went to mediation 1.0
Took the problem to an ombudsman 0.6
Sought legal advice 9.8
Sought legal advice from another organization 1.7
Paid other side some money 13
Other action (specify) 5.3
Didn’t do anything 342
Total 100.0

When action was taken to resolve justiciable problems, just over one
third (35.7%) reported that they contacted the other side as the first thing
they did in the attempt to solve the problem. A further 16.6% contacted
the other side at some point. However, only 5.7% of the problems were
resolved because an agreement was reached with the other side or the
problem was handled by the respondent alone. One third (29.2%) of the
respondents reported that they sought formal advice at some point, and
11.2% seek advice immediately. Additionally, one in ten (9.2%) go to court
right away. The remainder handled the problem by threatening the other
side with legal action (1.1%) or paid the other side some money (1.3%).

As part of the study we also analyzed and collected data on the value of
the problems experienced by Macedonian citizens. The goal was to see how
the value of the problem affects citizens’ approaches for dealing with it, if
at all, as well as to see what the distribution of the value of the problems is
across the population. Looking at Table 13, we can see that the majority of
the problems (42.3%) respondents faced were below 500 Euro, of which half
are below 100 Euro. In absolute terms, this means most of the problems
are small problems that should not significantly affect citizens’ lives, but
taking into consideration the underdeveloped economy, the poverty rate,
and the average monthly salary of people in Macedonia (which was around
350 Euro in 2012), even small value problems can present a considerable



burden for citizens. Whether this is the case is discussed later in this
chapter. A further third of the population face problems that are between
500 - 5,000 Euros in value, and one in ten citizens face problems between
10,000 and 50,000 Euro.

Problem Values, their Status and Types of Strategies
Engaged for Resolution

Less than 100 € 138 204 43.2% 56.8% 43% 57%
Between 101-500 € 148 219 34.3% 65.7% 53% 47%
Between 501-1,000 € 83 12.3 18.1% 81.9% 58% 42%
Between 1,001-5,000 € 111 164 27.3% 72.7% 68% 32%
Between 5,001-10,000 € 34 5.0 27.3% 72.7% 82% 18%
Between 10,001-50,000 € 65 9.6 12.4% 87.6% 74% 26%
More than 50,001 € 35 5.2 8.6% 91.4% 79% 21%
Not a financial issue/ 28 41 64.3% 35.7% 33% 67%
DK/NA 33 49 36.4% 63.6% 73% 27%
Total 675 100.0

The analysis also revealed that the likelihood to act on a problem
depends on its value. The difference is significant, i.e., there is a great
difference between strategies employed for less valuable problems
compared to the more valuable problems. For example, respondents are
mostly passive when the problem is not financial or the value at stake
is very small (less that 100 Euro). This is to be expected because of the
assumption that such problems do not affect respondents in a meaningful
way. However, this can also be taken to indicate that the path to justice
is time consuming and costly in Macedonia, and citizens - acting like
‘consumers’ - consider whether they will lose more compared to what
they will gain if the problem is solved, and therefore decide not to do
anything. However, this study does not look into these questions, so
further research is needed to answer them. On the other hand, it is to be
expected that people will be more active when their problem is related to
greater values, where as much as nine out of ten respondents reported
taking active measures to resolve problems that have 50,000 Euro or
more at stake.

The problem value not only increases the likelihood that the
respondents will employ active strategies to resolve the problems, but
also correlates with the status of the problem. Unfortunately, if we look
at the value of the problem and compare it to the status of the problem,



we can conclude that the more valuable the problem, the less likely it
is that it is finished. This indicates that the seriousness of the problem
contributes to the duration of the problem, but also signals that citizens
might experience more negative effects in such cases. Those differences
are statistically significant.

The study also tried to assess how the problems affect the respondents’
lives, or how severe the problems were for them. We asked three questions
it orders to capture different types of negative consequences. People
were asked to grade on a scale from one to seven how financially severe
their problem was (where 1 was no financial impact, and 7 a life changing
amount of money); how stressful the problem was (where 1 was no stress
at all, and 7 was maximally stressed); and how harmful the problem was
for the respondents life (where 1 was no harm at all, and 7 was ‘it destroyed
my life’). Table 14 presents the mean values for those questions.

Problem Value and Reported Consequences by Respondents

Less than 100 € 125 3.57 3.99 3.04
Between 101-500 € 144 4.84 4.88 4.26
Between 501-1,000 € 82 5.10 5.11 449
Between 1,001-5,000 € 108 5.32 5.19 494
Between 5,001-10,000 € 34 5.56 5.74 528
Between 10,001-50,000 € 63 5.73 6.11 5.61
More than 50,001 € 31 5.16 5.66 5.37
Not a financial issue 28 3.54 5.93 470
DK/NA 30 443 5.35 413
Total

We can see from the table above that when the problem is not financial
in nature or is small in value (less than 100 Euro), it does not pose a
financial burden. However, all problems above 100 Euro in value have
mean values above 3.5 (i.e., the middle of the scale), which means that they
impose a financial burden, and this burden is significant for all problems
above 1,000 Euro in value. On the other hand, if we compare the reported
stress associated with the problem, the study reveals that the problems
cause much more stress than they are considered to be a financial burden,
since all problems (even those that are not financial in nature or are very
small in value) cause significant stress. Furthermore, the damage caused
by the problem is comparable to its financial burden, i.e., the bigger the
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Family/

value, the bigger the perceived harm caused. The only exception are
problems that are not financial in nature; however, even though they do
not represent a financial burden to the respondents, they nevertheless
seem to be harmful or damaging to their well-being.

THE OTHER SIDE OF THE PROBLEM
AND RELATED CONSEQUENCES

Looking closely at the opposing parties in the problem faced
and their interdependence to the status of the problem, strategies
employed and perceived fairness of the process, we can conclude that
there are significant differences that are dependent on the other side
of the problem (detailed data is provided in Table 15 below). Firstly, we
notice a trend of dependence of the percentage of finished problems
on the type of organization/person the ‘other side’ is. While on average
only 38.6% of the problems were finished, the completion rate varied:
it was more likely to be completed if the other side was a private
organization (59.1%), family member or a partner (44%), or a non-relative
(43%) and less likely to be completed when the other party is the state
(29%) or an employer (only 39%). This indicates that the citizens are in a
disadvantaged position compared to those that should guarantee their
rights (the state and the employers). This should be a great cause for
concern and an impetus for reforms in these areas. Considering this
finding, it is not surprising that citizens are skeptical when it comes
to pursuing cases against their employers or state institutions, with
a clear interdependency between the ‘type’ of opposing party and
strategies employed by respondents to resolve the issue.

Table 15: Other Side of the Problem and its Status, Strategy and
Perceived Fairness

421% 57.9% 171% 82.9%
Partner

Employer 61% 39% 231% 76.9% 34.9% 65.1%
State 71% 20% 244% 75.6% 40.2% 59.8%
institution

Private

organization/  40.9% 59.1% 40.9% 59.1% 31% 69%
company

Mogre alred 67% 43% 29.0% 71.0% 264% 73.6%

person

86
309

184

163



Additionally, if we see how the opposing parties in the experienced
problem correlate with the respondents’ satisfaction with the
outcome of the problem, we can also notice a trend of dependence
of the perception of fairness on the type of organization/person the
‘other side’ is. While on average most of the respondents felt that the
outcome of the problem was not fair (68.2%), the level of satisfaction
differed, varying from most satisfied when the other side is family or a
partner (42.1%), and least satisfied when the other party is an employer
(only 23.1%) and the state (24.4%). Similar to the previous findings, it is
not surprising that citizens are skeptical of the outcome of a problem
involving state institutions and employers and that this negatively
affects their choice of strategies, meaning that it is more likely that
citizens will not do anything if their this involves going against state
institutions or their employers.

These findings indicate that citizens are discouraged from taking
action when they face a problem against their employer or a state
institution, since they believe from the very beginning that they are
destined to fail. This perception can also negatively affect trust in the
institutions, which is also a predictor for taking action. It is important
that further research is conducted to explore the reasons behind these
negative perceptions and to identify ways in which to improve them,
as this will be crucial for the further improvement of citizens’ paths to
justice. Some indicators are provided in this publication, in the chapter
on respondents’ reactions to problems.

As part of the study, we also looked at the respondents’ objectives when
dealing with their problem. Respondents were asked what their objectives
in dealing with the problem were, in an attempt to identify what motivates
respondents to take action. In addition to this, respondents were asked
to assess to what extent the outcomes achieved were regarded as fair.
In an attempt to provide as clear a picture as possible, an analysis was
carried out to identify the factors associated with the achievement of the
objectives and the perception of the fairness of the outcomes.

Firstly, respondents that do something to resolve their problem
were asked what they wanted to achieve and they were given the option
to state more than one objective. As we can see from Table 16 below,
the most common objective was delivery of justice (714%), followed by
elimination of the problem (70.8%). Additionally, a common objective for



doing something is getting money or compensation from the other side
(57.6%) and a third (36.1%) of the respondents take action in order to protect
their real estate. Other objectives were less common, such us trying to
get a reduction of a bill, ending a relationship, accessing public services
or protecting goods. The least common objective was revenge, reported
by only 2.6% of respondents. In addition to the objectives listed in the
questionnaire, every fifth respondent gave some other reason as their
objective in attempting to solve the problem.

The analysis revealed that what citizens wanted to achieve depends
on the other side. For instance, delivery of justice is the most frequent
objective when the problem is against an employer or a non-relative
and least common when the other side is a private entity. Additionally,
there are significant differences when the objective of the action is to get
money or compensation. This is most common when the respondent is up
against an employer and least common when the other side is a family
member. Provision of public services is also dependent and most likely
to be reason for action against a state institution or a private entity.
There are no statistically significant differences dependent on the other
side when respondents took action because they wanted to protect their
goods, to eliminate the problem, or to get revenge.

As mentioned earlier, one in five respondents gave some other
objective that motivated them to take action and most of these were
related to protecting their own life or the lives of others, protecting their
rights (such us privacy), accessing their own property, negotiating and
postponing payment of debt, improving quality of delivered services (such
as improvement of the stability of electricity) or protecting public order
(restricting noise coming from cafés).

Table 16: Objectives for Action and the Other Side of the Problem

Non

Objective Average related

person
Wantedtoget o7 30 94% 47% 54%  64%
compensation
Trying to get
reduction in 17.9% 0% 0% 27% 27% 6%
abill
Termination
of 12% 33% 14% 7% 15% 8%
relationship
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Retaliation 2.6% 0% 10%

208

44

28



Delivery of

A 71.4% 75% 85% 70% 58% 82% 230
justice

Protection of 36.1% 77% 12% 4% 17% 38% 97
real estate

Protectionof g5 gy 6% 6% 3% 1% 19
goods

Provisionof g 3 0% 11% 22% 21% 8% 36
public service

Elimination of 70.8% 65% 73% 75% 69% 70% 221
the problem

Other 19% 36

DK/NA

Respondents were also asked whether they expect to achieve the
desired outcome for the problem they are experiencing and they were
divided in their responses. Half of the respondents (49.3%) were skeptical,
of which 12.8% believe that it is not likely at all that they will see the
desired outcome. The other half (49.7%) were optimistic and thought it
likely to achieve the desirable outcome, with 17.1% thinking that this is
very likely.

We analyzed whether the reported optimism and skepticism changes
for problems that are not finished yet, as well as if this correlates with
the ‘other side’ of the problem. Table 17 below shows the satisfaction
expectations of the respondents who have ongoing problems for each
type of opposing side, as well as their expectations to achieve the desired
outcome. Looking at the data, we can conclude that the majority expect
to be mostly satisfied when they face problems against family members
and that about half of the sample expect to be satisfied with the outcome
of a problem involving state institutions and a problem against a non-
relative. Citizens are less optimistic when it comes to achieving the
desired outcome in problems related to a private entity (42.3%), and the
least optimistic when it comes to problems involving their employers,
where only 39.3% expect to be satisfied with the outcome.
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Table 17: Expected Satisfaction with Qutcomes and Perceived
Likelihood for Achieving Desired Qutcome

: : Non

Partner  ETPIOVEr  fnicon Entey  related
Expected satisfied
with the outcome
Very satisfied 8% 11.8% 18.9% 7.7% 16.7%
Satisfied 56% 275% 32.5% 34.6% 36.9%
Unsatisfied 16% 373% 18.4% 29.5% 20.2%
Very unsatisfied 8% 5.9% 7.3% 9% 3.6%
DK/NA 12% 17.6% 22.8% 19.2% 22.6%
Likelihood to achieve
what wanted?
Very likely 5% 22.6% 21% 19.3% 11.6%
Likely 50% 22.6% 32.8% 26.3% 42%
Unlikely 40% 41.9% 37.8% 35.1% 29%

No chance at all 5% 12.9% 8.4% 19.3% 174%




EXPERIENCE AND SATISFACTION
FROM THE JUDICIAL SYSTEM

In this chapter we present citizens’ experiences and satisfaction with
the judicial system in general, including their attitudes toward the
legal system. In trying to do so, we first analyze the types of organizations
usually involved in providing legal advice, as well as their importance (or
usefulness) to citizens in their paths to justice. Questions such us costs
involved, reasons for seeking advice, the point at which they usually
seek advice, as well as their overall satisfaction with the advice, are
also analyzed. Furthermore, we examine the experiences of citizens
who were involved in court proceedings. Only a minority of respondents
experiencing justiciable disputes had been involved in legal proceedings
at all (about 6.5%) and an even smaller proportion actually attended a
court hearing. Mediation is underutilized and has a trivial impact on the
problem resolution in Macedonia. Nonetheless, the experiences of these
respondents were used to gain valuable insight of the way in which the
public experiences and responds to legal proceedings. Therefore, this
chapter provides information about the patterns of seeking advice, the
nature of the relationship between citizens and their attorneys, citizens’
perceptions about court proceedings and their satisfaction with the
quality of the representation received.

Of the respondents that took some kind of action to resolve their
problem (N: 536), 182 sought some type of legal advice. They represent
34% of those that employed active strategies and 22% of all respondents
who had a justiciable problem. This means that only one in five citizens
with justiciable problems is likely to seek legal advice as a step in the



dispute resolution path. Most of the citizens, therefore, try to resolve
their problems by themselves and in direct contact with the other side of
the problem (see Table 18).

Table 18: First Reaction as Percentage of Active Strategies

Fi ’ Percentage Percent.age
irst thing done of total of Actlye
strategies
Contact the other side 35.7 54.3
Threatened the other side with legal action 11 1.7
Went to court 9.2 14.0
Went to mediation 1.0 1.5
Took the problem to an ombudsman 0.6 0.9
Sought legal advice 9.8 14.9
Sought legal advice from another organization 1.7 2.6
Paid other side some money 13 2.1
Other action (specify) 53 8.0
Didn’t do anything 34.2
Total 100.0

The majority, or 85%, stated that the most essential person/
organization from whom they received advice were attorneys. However,
it is disappointing that 11%, or more than one in ten respondents, stated
that no one was helpful. All other possible advisers were mentioned as
most essential in an insignificant number (6 respondents or less each).
In the study, we also tried to understand the motivation for contacting
those most essential advice providers. It can be concluded from Table
20 that citizens mainly base their approaches to resolving a dispute on
advice and recommendations from the people they trust the most: their
family, friends, colleagues, and partners. Almost half of the respondents
(473%) stated that they contacted their most essential adviser based
on suggestions from people they personally knew. The second most
important ‘push factor’ is the respondents’ own experience or initiative.
As much as 38.2% of the respondents request advice based on their own
accord, while advertisements and other forms of help are almost entirely
unutilized.
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Table 19: Types of Organizations/Person Consulted

Local municipality 26 49
Member of Parliament/ Municipal council 1 21
Ombudsman 37 6.9
Public prosecutor 18 34
Court 35 6.5
Attorney 186 347
Trade union 7 13
NGO 5 09
Employer 3 0.6
Social worker 5 0.9
Consumer Protection Organization 0 0
Doctor or other health worker 4 0.1
Police 14 2.6
Anti-Discrimination Commission 1 0.2
Relative/friend/colleague 34 6.3
Other person or organization 8 1.5
Mediator 4 0.7
Total 100.0

Table 20: Citizens Paths to the Most Essential Adviser

What made you contact the most essential adviser?

It was advised or suggested by a friend/ relative/

colleague ) 4
Previous experience of similar situation 54 25.8
SaV\{ or hear advertisement or campaign for the 5 24
adviser

Self initiative 26 124
Other (specify) 9 4.2
Can’t say/ DK 16 7.7
Total 209 100.0

Theory suggests that not only the request and access to advice, but
also access to prompt advice is essential to a successful consolidation of



the problems. In an attempt to illuminate the paths to justice, the study
also had a question on the timeliness of seeking advice. Respondents
were asked how long after they encountered the justiciable event (or
became aware of it) they contacted someone or asked for advice. On a
positive side, half of the respondents did not delay asking for assistance
and immediately sought advice. The other half contacted an advisor
sometime during the next 6 months. In total, just over 15% sought advice
after half a year. A detailed overview of the time before the first advice is
depicted in Table 21.

How long after the problem started, advice was sought?

Immediately 108 489
1-2 weeks 20 9.0
Up to one month 20 9.0
Up to two months 5 23
3 moths 15 6.8
6 months 6 27
More than 6 months 36 16.3
Can’t say/DK 221 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0

Several questions were asked in order to assess the accessibility of
the available legal advice mechanisms. Respondents were asked about
whether they contacted their adviser personally, how often, as well
as the distance they had to travel to get to their adviser. Furthermore,
respondents were also asked to grade whether the advice was useful
to them, as well as whether they would recommend the same adviser
to people who face same or similar issues. On a positive side, the study
reveals that, in general, citizens are satisfied with the provided legal
advice.

Firstly, most of the respondents (86.8%) were able to personally meet
with their principal adviser and only one in ten respondents (13.2%) did
not meet their advisers at all. The ones that do meet, usually contact an
adviser that is located very close to them. Two thirds (64.8%) only needed
to travel walking distance (less than 5km), of which 8.6% do not travel at
all, as the adviser came to them. An additional quarter (25.9%) needed to
travel 5-25km, and the remainder (9.2%) needed to travel more than 25km
(of which 2.2% even more than 50km).



Regarding the frequency of the communication between citizens and
their advisers, we noted different practices. The respondents were most
likely to report that they met with their adviser once or twice, followed
by those respondents who met their advisers three to five times. 5.4%
of respondents never contacted their adviser. More detailed data is
presented in Table 22 below, revealing that half of the respondents have
between one and five direct contacts with their adviser.

Frequency of contacts with adviser

Never 1 54
Once or twice 56 273
3-5 times 46 224
6-10 times 32 15.6
11-15 times 14 6.8
16-20 times 4 2.0
More than 20 times 42 20.5
Total 205 100.0

Two thirds of the respondents who sought advice had to pay for the
advice (65.6%). This potentially means that free legal advice might not be
accessible for low-income families. The other third that did not pay for
the legal advice was asked who paid for the services, in order to assess the
access to the free legal aid system, but only three respondents explicitly
stated that the advice was covered by the state. All other respondents
mentioned that it was free, or that they were not asked to pay, but from
the responses it cannot be concluded whether it was initial legal counsel
for which expenses are not requested, or whether some kind of free legal
advice was provided and the respondent does not know who covered it.
Therefore, additional research is needed to assess what types of legal
advice are offered and how they are financed.

As reported above, citizens were satisfied with the received help and
positively assessed the helpfulness of the advisers. The majority of the
respondents (54%) stated that they would definitely recommend the
adviser to other people that are in a similar position. An additional 27.7%
stated that they would probably recommend the adviser. This indicates
that the received advice is relevant and generally helpful for the citizens.
However, 18.3% would not recommend the adviser, of which 8.1% would
definitely not recommend the adviser. Therefore, almost one in five
respondents was not satisfied with the received counseling.



The overall positive assessment is expectedly reflected in the overall
satisfaction from the received advice. Once again, over two thirds stated
that they found the advice and help useful, where 45% find it useful and
27.3% very useful . The rest were not satisfied and find the advice not very
helpful (18.7%) or not helpful at all (9.1%). While in general the citizens
positively assess the quality and relevance of the received advice, there
is one in every ten citizens that is dissatisfied and finds the received aid
useless.

We were also interested to learn what type of advice citizens request,
but also what type of advice they receive (Table 23). Citizens are very
pragmatic in their expectations from the advisers. They expect and seek
advice in an attempt to generate new ways and approaches to solving the
problem. The biggest number of citizens stated this as their motivation
or reason for contacting the adviser. 28.9% wanted to learn about their
legal rights, which indicated a great knowledge gap when it comes to
individual legal rights. A further 26.7% wanted to inform themselves
about the possible procedure if they decided to pursue a formal solution
to the problem.

Table 23: Sort of Advise Requested and Received

Type of advice REQUESTED “

About legal rights 155 289
About the procedure 143 26.7
About ways to solve the problems 158 29.5
About the financial position 69 129
Someone to represent the client in court 68 12.7
Other advice or help 16 13.5
| Most common advice suggested by advisers | N __| Percentage |

Contact other side to try to resolve the problem 86 57.0
Seek advice or help from another person/ 16 136
organization

Threaten other side with legal action 32 26.0
Go to court 136 72.3
Go to mediation 17 15.0
Take the problem to ombudsman 25 20.8

On the other hand, we checked whether some most common actions
were suggested to the citizens by their advisers. Our interest primarily
was to see whether legal advisers tend to suggest the judicial system as



an appropriate mechanism for conflict resolution. Interestingly, 72.3% of
the citizens were advised to take their problem to court and only 15% were
advised to seek mediation. 57% were also advised to contact the other side
for resolution and 26% were advised to threaten the other side with legal
action. One in five respondents was advised to go to the ombudsman.
While the vast majority of respondents were advised court proceedings,
only a few actually went to court to resolve the problem. This was the
case for 6.5% of the total sample, but 34.1% of those who took some kind of
action to resolve the problem.

A special part of the questionnaire was devoted to getting data
about the experiences of citizens who take their cases to court and their
perception of the fairness of the system. Firstly, respondents were asked
about the highest stage (court) their case reached. Expectedly, most of
the cases were processed in the basic courts (59%), followed by 29% at the
appellate courts. Very few went to the highest court, with only 5.5% taking
their cases to the Supreme Court. Similarly, very few (5.5%) went to the
specialized Administrative court, and 0.5% reached the Constitutional
Court or international courts.

Three in four respondents (74.5%) initiated the court proceedings, while
one quarter (25.5%) of the respondents had a case filed against them in
court by the other side. In general, citizens do participate in the processes
and attend the hearings. However, one third (36.5%) did not personally
attend any of the court proceedings. And while the majority participate,
not everyone is being represented. One in five respondents represented
themselves and three of four employed the services of an attorney. All
other representations are trivial and are shown in Table 24 below.

Representation in Court

Myself personally 37 191
Relative 1 0.5
Attorney 146 753
Attorney provided by the Union 2 1.0
Other 5 2.6
DK/NA 3 15

Total 194 100.0



Those who did not have representation at court were asked what the
reasons were and citizens were divided in their answers. While half of
them stated that they could not afford it, the other half stated that they
did not think they needed anyone to represent them. On the positive side,
the majority of those that were not represented in court (61.8%) did not
feel that they were in a disadvantaged position because they did not have
an attorney; however, a significant third (32.4%) felt this.

All respondents that were present in court were asked questions
about their experiences with the court system. Firstly, they were asked
specifically about whether they understand the court procedures, whether
they understand why particular questions were being asked, as well as
whether they knew who the various people at the hearing were. The study
indicates that the citizens are aware of the judiciary and are confident
in various aspects important for judicial protection. Namely, 85.1%
felt comfortable with the procedure, 83.8% did not have any difficulties
understanding the questions posed during hearings and the reasons why
these were asked, and 87% knew who the various people involved at the
hearing were. This indicated that citizens are familiar and at ease with the
current judicial system.

Similarly to those who were not represented in court, those who had
an attorney were asked a few questions to assess the level of satisfaction
of the received representation and the perceived quality of the services
provided. The vast majority of the citizens are satisfied with their legal
representation. One third (30.9%) believe that their attorneys were very
good, 44% believed they were good. However, one in ten representatives
(11%) were dissatisfied and believe that their attorney was not representing
them well and an additional 5.9% were completely dissatisfied and believe
their attorney was misrepresenting them. This dissatisfaction often leads
to change in the representation and few respondents commented that
while they were not satisfied with the first attorney, their second attorney
was good. 8.1% do not have an opinion and could not say how satisfied they
were with their attorney. In general, citizens still believe that it is better
to have representation rather to be alone during the court proceedings.
73.8% stated that they disagree that it would have been better for them
if they were not represented, and 8.5% stated that this may have been
the case. Only 7.8% believe they would have been better off without legal
representation.

Finally, respondents were asked whether they were familiar with their
rights. It is good that the majority of citizens believe that they understood
their rights during the court procedures. Most of them (29.3%) stated that



the completely understand their rights and an additional 27.6% stated
they mostly understand their rights. However, one quarter (26.6%) said
they understand very little and as much as 13.4% did not understand their
rights at all. This suggests that further efforts are needed in order to
educate and empower citizens about their rights when faced with court
proceedings.

In an attempt to assess the use and satisfaction of mediation as a
new mechanism introduced in Macedonia, respondents were also asked
whether they have had any involvement in mediation. However, only 8
respondents stated that they have been involved in mediation, so no
conclusions can be made on the satisfaction of the system for mediation
in Macedonia. However, the fact remains that despite efforts to promote
mediation by the government,® Macedonian citizens fail to use it. The
number of cases in which mediation is applied is extremely low and the
number of successfully completed mediation cases is insignificant.
This was proved with this study, where less than 0.3% of all respondents
had experience with mediation as a means for solving their problems,
again reflecting the trivial impact mediation has on dispute resolution in
Macedonia.



OUTCOMES

Respondent on happiness with the outcome

his chapter focuses more directly on the outcomes that were achieved

by those trying to resolve their problem. It looks at factors that
contribute to the perceived fairness, but also allowed for the respondents
toreflect on their experiences and to assess whether they would have done
anything differently. In order to assess the outcomes, respondents that
took any action were first asked about whether they were satisfied with
the resolution of the problem. Unfortunately, most of the citizens were
not satisfied with the outcome. 40.5% were dissatisfied with the outcome,
and an additional 19.3% were very unsatisfied. This means that 59.8% of the
citizens are not happy with the outcomes, despite their efforts to solve
the problem. However, more than a quarter (28.4%) are satisfied and an
additional 6.5% very satisfied with the outcome.

Expectedly, since the majority of respondents were not satisfied with
their outcome, they tend to believe that the ‘other side’ is more satisfied
from the resolution. More than half (53.6%) believe that the other side was
satisfied (of which 13.7% very satisfied) and only 16.7% believe the other
side was unsatisfied to certain extent. For a third, it was difficult to assess
how satisfied the other side was. This data is shown in Table 25 below.

Satisfaction with the outcome

Very satisfied 20 6.5
Satisfied 87 284
Unsatisfied 124 40.5
Very unsatisfied 59 193
Can’t say/DK 16 5.2

Total 306 100.0



Very satisfied 41 13.7

Satisfied 119 39.8
Unsatisfied 37 124
Very unsatisfied 13 43
Can’t say/DK 89 29.8
Total 299 100.0

Related to the satisfaction from the outcome is the perceived justness
and fairness of the outcome, for both parties involved in the problem. Here,
respondents were asked to state how fair they think the outcome was for
everyone concerned. Unfortunately, two thirds of the respondents (68.9%)
believe that the outcome was unfair, and just under a third (31.1%) believe
it was fair. This perceived lack of fairness has negative consequences on
the trust in the judicial system, but also on the empowerment of citizens
to take actions for solving their problems. Further research is needed
in order to explore where those perceptions are based, since this study
only explores some of the factors, such us the time needed for solving the
problem, the support available, or attitudes towards the legal system.

The lengthy duration of legal procedures in Macedonia has been
widely discussed and criticized by the expert community, and was one
of the reasons for the initiation of the Strategy for Judiciary Reform in
2005, which involved various instruments such as improving legislation,
increasing capacity building and modernizing court management in
order to decrease the back log of cases and speed up procedures. The
importance of the timely resolution of problems is multidimensional:
from stimulating positive perceptions of fairness for the legal system and
the empowerment of citizens, through impacting justice, to economic
benefits for the parties and the state. Many studies that we drew from for
the analysis focused on of the duration of the court cases, so in this study
we also assess the duration of the citizens ‘paths to justice’ in general.
This is not only connected to the court cases, since for citizens the time
they spend dealing with the problem in reality includes the entire period
from the start of the problem to its resolution, regardless of whether the
problem was solved in court.

The expected time needed for resolving the problem also plays
a role in empowering or discouraging citizens to action. Therefore,
respondents that were surveyed on a problem that has been finished, were
asked whether the resolution took the expected amount of time, and if
not, whether it took more or less time than expected. If we look at the



satisfaction with the duration of the resolution of the finished problems,
it can be concluded that they lasted slightly longer than expected, with
every fifth respondent reporting a significant delay in resolving the
problem. This dramatically increases with ongoing problems, where
as much as 59.4% of the respondents expect the problem to last much
longer than they expected at the time when the problem first started
(Table 26).

Table 26: Duration of the Process for Resolving the Problem

How long did the problem lasted (finished), Finished Ongoing
or is expected to last (ongoing) Problems | Problems

Much shorter than expected 12.7 14
A bit shorter than expected 12.0 0.9
About as long as you expected 20.2 8.2
A bit longer than expected 17.8 16.7
Much longer than expected 20.9 594
Can’t say) DK/NA 16.4 13.5

Furthermore, respondents with ongoing problems were asked to
estimate how long it would take for the problem to be solved (Table 27). They
were also asked whether they expect to be satisfied with the outcome. The
study suggests that one fifth of the population is already discouraged and
believes that their problem will never be solved. Additionally, every tenth
respondents believes their problem will only be solved in a year’s time.
One in five respondents believe that that their problem will be resolved
within six months, of which 8.34% expect it will be solved immediately or
in a very short period of time.

Table 27: Expected Future Maximum Duration of the Problem

When do you expect the problem to be solved?

Immediately or in a very short period 37 8.34
Couple of months 35 7.88
About 6 months 16 3.61
One year 49 11.04
Couple of years 2-5 21 473
More than 5 years 14 3.15
It will never finish 91 20.49
Can’t say 181 40.76

Total 444 100.00



When it comes to expected satisfaction with the outcome citizens are
optimistic. Most of them (33%) expect to be satisfied, and 14.7% believe
they will be very satisfied. One in five respondents (22.9%) is skeptical
about the outcome, and 6.5% expect that they will be very unsatisfied.
Expectedly, many respondents (22%) unable or unwilling to speculate on
their expected satisfaction. Based on this, and considering satisfaction
levels for finished problems, we can conclude that, in general, citizens
remain positive about getting a satisfactory outcome, despite the lengthy
process involved.

Citizens were also asked whether they wished that they had done
something differently at the time when they first experienced the
problem. The idea was to see whether we can identify possible factors
that can support citizens’ paths to justice, as well as to allow for an
opportunity to learn from the individual experiences of citizens and their
assessment of the value of different factors in the process of resolving the
problem. While 58.2% stated that there is nothing that they would have
done differently (which assumes that they are satisfied with their own
activities), others identified various different steps they would have taken.
Most of them would have liked to have acted sooner (both in general, but
also specifically to have got legal advice). This might indicate that they
were satisfied with the advice and would have liked to have accessed it
as soon as possible. One in five respondents wished they had used the
court system and taken the case to the courts, which is a positive signal
for the judiciary. Additionally, respondents identified certain things that
would have impacted their behavior in solving the problem, some of
which related to money (such as having access to finances). Others stated
that they would have taken steps to avoid the problem (for example, they
would have quit their job, or not lent money), or to make sure they were
legally protected (such us signing written agreement, etc.).

Respondents were also specifically asked if they wished they had
known something when the problem started and citizens were divided in
their answers (Table 28). 43.3% stated that they did not lacked knowledge,
compared with almost the same (41.0) portion of the population who
wished they had known more when the problem started. The remaining
15.7% did not know whether there was specific knowledge that it would
have been useful to have. Those who would have liked to have had more
information were asked to specify the type of information and their
answers can be grouped in several categories. The majority of those
respondents were referring to some sort of specific knowledge, such us the
conditions for building or that the scope of an agreement is automatically
extended after the time expires, or that their employer did not pay social



and pension benefits. The other most common response was that they
would have liked to have known that they needed legal advice. However,
it is worrisome that there was a common negative sentiment in many of
the responses to this question, which revealed skepticism toward other
people (suggesting that it would have been good to know that the ‘other
side’ was lying) or skepticism toward the functionality of the system
(suggesting that they would have liked to have known people that could
help them solve the problem thorough connections and corruption).

Table 28: What they would have done differently when the problem
first started

Nothing 287 58.2
Got advice/got more advice elsewhere 136 424
Got advice sooner 126 41.6
Acted (in general) sooner 168 51.1
Tried harder/ been more resolved or assertive 96 332
Not get advice 14 5.7

Avoided the problem 175 53.2
Used a formal (court) process (or sooner) 56 18.9
Got information/ more information 157 50.0
Other 23 9.0

Did nothing 20 8.1

DK/NA 57 274




NEGATIVE EFFECTS: HOW JUSTICIABLE
PROBLEMS IMPACT LIVES

he surveyalsolooked at the perceived negative effects of the justiciable

problems on the respondents’ lives. The goal was to find out whether
there is a link between civil justice and social exclusion, and in particular
to determine how those problems affect people’s lives and communities.
The idea stemmed from the fact that a justiciable problem itself causes
different negative experiences and that these vary between population
groups, as well as between different types of problem categories. All
respondents who have faced a serious justiciable problem were asked in
the second part of the interview to assess how severe the problem was
for them personally. Three questions were asked to assess the severity, in
terms of stress, financial damage, and harm caused to their life in general.
Respondents were asked to rank the negative effects on a scale from one
to seven, where one means no negative affect at all, and seven means a
maximal negative effect (Table 29).

Negative Impacts of Justiciable Problems

How much stress No stress at all Maximally stressed
has the problem

caused you? 8.9 5.2 9.3 100 161 84 42.0
How much has It was nothing Life changing
this problem hit for me financially amount of money
you financially? 172 70 99 82 115 87 375
How much harm No harm at all Destroyed my life

has this problem

caused to you in 16.8 95 104 104 123 85 32.2
general?



The results indicate that people perceive drastic negative effects
resulting from the problem. The most negative effect is stress, where as
much as 42% of the respondents’ felt they were maximally stressed due
to the problem, with two thirds (66.5%) feeling great stress (5+). Similarly,
people reported great financial damage caused by the problem, with over
a third (37.5%) claiming that the problem involved a life-changing amount
of money. The majority of the respondents (57.7%) reported to have been
faced with serious financial damage (5+). Respondents also perceived that
experiencing the justiciable problem was harmful to their life in general.
One third (32.2%) claimed that it destroyed their life, with as much as 57.9%
claiming that the harm was severe (5+). The responses indicate that the
negative effects people feel as a result of a justiciable problem in their life
for the majority of them presents a serious burden, both psychologically
and financially, as well as being harmful to their life in general.

Unlike other legal needs surveys, such us Genn’s Paths to Justice, the
Macedonian survey did not incorporate questions to assess whether the
resolution of the problem had any positive effects on peoples’ lives, such
us empowerment, peacefulness from resolving the problem, or ability to
exercise one’s own rights, for example. Future research should address
this gap in order to assess the interplay between negative and positive (if
any) effects of sorting out a justiciable problem.



CITIZENS’ OPINIONS ABOUT
THE JUSTICE SYSTEM

In this part we analyze citizens’ opinions about the Macedonian
justice system and how these opinions are related to experiences
with justiciable problems and the socio-demographic characteristics of
the respondents. Before we go into a detailed analysis of the attitudes,
it is important to note that many of the respondents found it extremely
difficult to understand this group of questions. For a significant portion of
respondents, the task of agreeing or disagreeing with written statements
was strange and difficult to comprehend. Especially the task where it was
asked of respondents to assess a hypothetical situation was extremely
difficult. Thus, besides the large number of respondents who expectedly
(if we assume that people who did not have contact with lawyers or courts
have fewer information) did not have an answer when asked to guess
the prices of attorney fees (38.9%) and court taxes (44.8%), a significant
portion of respondents did not understand the question or had no opinion
on the subject for all of the questions that were supposed to reveal their
attitudes.

The percentages of respondents who either had difficulty
understanding the questions or explicitly stated that they have no opinion
on the statement are presented in Table 30. This substantial number of
respondents who did not provide an answer to the attitude questions
needs to be taken into careful consideration when interpreting the results
of this next part of the analysis, especially because the respondents who
gave answers and the respondents who did not differed systematically on
their socio-demographic characteristics. In general, there was a tendency
that women, the older and the less educated respondents were more
likely to not state an opinion. The older respondents only proved more
“knowledgeable” about the price of fees and taxes and there were some
place of residence differences for some of the questions. Respondents



from low-income families were also less likely to answer (or understand)
the questions.

The Percent of Respondents who Gave no Answer to the
Attitudes Questions

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each
of the following statements:

You feel that the laws and the justice system in Macedonian

. . - 12.2%

society are essentially fair
If T ever appear as a party in a court procedure, I will receive a fair 19.9%
hearing / justice e
Judicial system in Macedonia is more fair (works better) for rich 14.6%
people than for poor people =P
Attorneys’ fees in Macedonia are reasonable for the work they do 38.9%
The court taxes in Macedonia are decent, reasonable 44 8%
Courts in Macedonia are an important way for ordinary people to 16.6%
enforce their rights =P
Please indicate how likely it is that you would
obtain a fair solution if you
... had a problem with your employer. For example you were o

o : 22.8%
dismissed illegally
... bought a defective TV from a big retailer 21.6%
... had a conflict with your neighbour. For example, your neighbour
is very noisy, throws the garbage too close to your house / 26.1%
apartment
... had a dispute with the local authority regarding a building 28.4%
permit -
... became a victim of domestic violence 284%
... borrowed money from to a friend that does not want to return 2539

them to you

The frequencies of agreement, i.e., disagreement with each statement
about the justice system are presented in figure 41. As can be seen from
the table, the statement that most of the respondents agreed with is that
the justice system is “more fair” for the rich than for the poor. Almost
three out of four (72.8%) respondents to some extent agreed that the
system works better for the rich. On the other hand, the statement that



most respondents disagreed with is that attorney fees in Macedonia are
reasonable. More than half of the respondents (58.4%) disagreed with
the statement that attorney fees are reasonable considering the work
the attorneys do’. These two statements indicate that the majority
of Macedonians have a negative attitude toward the justice system,
especially toward its fairness to poor citizens. However, the majority of
the respondents still agreed that the courts are an important means for
ordinary people to enforce their rights (more than two in three agreed
with this statement) and opinions were somewhat divided on the general
fairness of the justice system.

You feel that the laws
and the justice system
in Macedonian society 9,5 26 241 34,6 58

are essentially fair

If I ever appear as a party

in a court procedure, I will {87 27,5 19,7 37,7 6,3
receive a fair hearing/justice

Judicial system in Macedonia
is more fair (works bet-

ter) for rich people than

for poor people

29147 9,6 46,1 26,7

Attorneys’ fees in Macedonia

are reasonable for the | 14,4 44 13,7 235 43
work they do

The court taxes in Macedonia
are decent, reasonable

11,8 38,9 14,4 29,8 5

Courts in Macedonia

are an important way 19.4 11.6 491 15
for ordinary people to ’ ’ ’

enforce their rights

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Frequencies or Agreeing or Disagreeing with
Statements about the Justice System

The attitudes that assess how much the fairness of the justice system
depends on the “other side” in the problem, i.e., the type of the problems
that were measured via the hypothetical situations that the respondent
could find him or herself in, are presented in Figure 42. As can be seen



from the charts, respondents believe that they are most likely to get a
fair solution when it comes to partner and consumer problems, where the
opposite side is a partner or a big retailer.

The problems thought least likely to get a fair solution are problems
with employment and housing, where the opposing sides are the employer
and the local government, respectively. It is again indicative that even in
the cases that are considered likely to get a fair solution by most, as for
example for victims of domestic violence, there is one in five respondents
that considers it unlikely or very unlikely for the victim to get a fair
resolution. For the extreme cases of conflict with an employer or the
local government, this is true for almost every other respondent. It is also
worth noting here that when it comes to both domestic violence (thought
most likely to be solved fairly) and conflict with authorities (though most
unlikely to be solved fairly), the number of respondents who did not give
an answer or had no opinion was highest (see Table 30).

... had a problem

with your employer.
For example you were 15,8 284 25,8 247 53

dismissed illegally

... bought a defective
TV from a big retailer 6,8 208 17,7 434 11,2

... had a conflict with your neigh-

bour. For example, your neighbour 59 198 24.7 40.8 38
is very noisy, throws the garbage [~ ’ ’ ’ :
too close to your house/apartmen

... had a dispute with the local
authority regarding | 16,1 29,4 19,3 30,4 48
a building permit

.. became a victim
of domestic violence

51 163 14,9 49 14,8

... borrowed money from

. toa friend that 4 7 295 188 343 67
oes not want to return
them to you

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Please Indicate How Likely it is That You Would Obtain
a Fair Solution if You...

We performed a factor analysis to investigate whether the response
pattern for some questions are similar, ie, whether agreeing or
disagreeing similarly to groups of statements can be deduced to those



questions asking the same general question or revealing one general
attitude. We got a three-factor solution, which means that the responses
to the statements underlie three general attitudes towards the justice
system. The results (the rotated component matrix) are presented in Table
31. The factor analysis is to be interpreted as follows: Statements that are
similar, i.e., underlie a general attitude, “load” heavily on the same factor
(the factors are presented in columns). To load heavily on the factor, the
statement needs to have a high coefficient on it (greater than .5), and low
on the others (lower than .3). In our case, statements 1, 2 and 3 load heavily
on the second factor and looking at the statements, it can be concluded
that this is a general attitude (factor) towards the fairness of the system.
This means that, on average, if a respondents believes that the justice
system is essentially fair, he or she would also believe that it is just as fair
for the rich as it is for poor. If on the other hand she or he believes that the
system is more fair for the rich, then he or she would not expect to get a
fair trial in the hypothetical situation of a court procedure. Statements
4 and 5 load clearly on the third factor and this is a factor that reveals
general attitudes about the expenses related to court procedures. Those
who think that attorney’s fees are unreasonable are also likely to think
the same for court taxes.

Factor Analysis of the Attitudes Questions

To what extend do you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements:

You feel that the laws and the justice
system in Macedonian society are 260 .599 217
essentially fair

If I ever appear as a party in a court
procedure, I will receive a fair hearing / 252 .683 191
justice

Judicial system in Macedonia is more fair

(works better) for rich people than for poor 188 -.736 018
people

Attorneys’ fees in Macedonia are

reasonable for the work they do 066 072 835
The court taxes in Macedonia are decent, 084 159 824

reasonable



Courts in Macedonia are an important way

for ordinary people to enforce their rights Z =2 =

Please indicate how likely it is that you would obtain a fair solution if you

... had a problem with your employer. For

example you were dismissed illegally 383 499 153

... bought a defective TV from a big retailer 713 082 036
... had a conflict with your neighbour. For

example, your neighbour is very noisy, 686 226 038
throws the garbage too close to your

house / apartment

.. had a dispute:* w.ith the lqcal authority 443 538 062
regarding a building permit

... became a victim of domestic violence .681 117 113

... borrowed money from to a friend that 662 102 131

does not want to return them to you

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser
Normalization.

Statements 8, 9, 11 and 12 load heavily on factor 1 and this factor
represents the likelihood of obtaining a fair solution when faced with a
justiciable problem. Factor 1 and 3 sound similar, but the factor analysis
reveals that answering patterns to these statements is somewhat
different®.

What is interesting, though, is that statements 6, 7 and 10 do not
load clearly on any of the factors. So while respondents believe that it is
similarly likely (or unlikely) to get a fair procedure for consumer, housing
(neighbor), partner and money problems (depending on how they view
the fairness of the justice system), this is not the case for problems with
governments and employers. This is especially interesting because those
were the types of problems that respondents found most difficult to
solve in real life, i.e,, that saw cases most difficult to resolve and where
respondents were generally more reluctant to act. This is also true for
the statement “Courts in Macedonia are an important way for ordinary
people to enforce their rights,” which cannot be clearly classified in any of
the factors.



However different, the factors still measure similar concepts and
it was possible to create a single scale that measures whether the
respondent has a positive, neutral or negative attitude toward the
justice system. The scores on the scale were calculated as a mean value
of the answers on all the questions except for question number 3, which
had to be recoded because it was stated inversely. The scale has a good
reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .80) and the respondents’ scores covered
the whole range in a perfect normal distribution. It was thus possible to
divide the respondents in four (similarly sized) groups, where the first had
very negative attitudes (on average disagreed with the statements,* i.e.,
thought that fair solutions were unlikely), those with somewhat negative
attitudes (on average below the middle (neither nor), but close to it),
those with somewhat positive attitudes (average above middle, but close
to it) and those with very positive attitudes (on average agreed with the
statements,” i.e., thought that fair solutions were likely). Respondents
who had a perfect middle score, along with the ones that did not answer a
single attitude question were excluded from further analysis. The sample
was thus reduced to 2,535 respondents included for further analysis.

In all the groups there were more men (because women were less
likely to answer the attitude questions and were thus excluded in large
numbers from the analysis), but while in the two middle categories the
differences are not significant (51% and 52%), men are more likely to have
very negative attitudes (55% were men in the very negative group), while
women very positive attitudes (46% men in the very positive group, even
though 51% were men in the overall sample).

The respondents in the very negative attitudes group are on average
4 years older than the other groups, and ethnic Albanians are more likely
to have negative attitudes than Macedonians. Respondents with low
educational attainment are also more likely to have negative attitudes,
much like the unemployed (especially compared to the employed)
respondents.

Respondents from low-income families were also more likely to have
very negative attitudes.



Perhaps one of the most important findings of the study was that
attitudes were significantly more negative among those respondents who
had more experience with justiciable problems. While in the group with
very positive attitudes only 38% experienced a justiciable problem, this was
true for 46% of the respondents in the somewhat positive attitudes, 58% in
the somewhat negative attitudes and 61% in the very negative attitudes
group. In sum, people that have experienced a justiciable problem are
more likely to have negative attitudes toward the justice system.

Negative attitudes are not only related to the experience of a justiciable
problem (or lack thereof), but they are also related to the number of
justiciable problems. While in the very positive attitude group respondents
have experienced 0.6 justiciable problems on average, i.e., significantly
less than 1, in the very negative attitudes group they have experienced
1.6 justiciable problems, i.e., significantly more than 1. This tendency
for negative attitudes among the respondents who have experienced a
justiciable problem is true for all specific problems except for problems
with partners, education and owning rented property. Encountering
any other type of problem increases the likelihood of negative attitudes
toward the justice system.

It is interesting that among the respondents who have experienced a
justiciable problem, those with very positive attitudes (55%) are less likely
to have taken an active measure to solve their problem than those with
very negative attitudes (72%). This is somewhat surprising, because one
would expect people with negative attitudes to be more passive toward
solving a justiciable problem, since they do not believe they would get
a fair hearing. This perhaps indicates that the problem precedes the
attitude, i.e., that the experience of an attempt to solve a justiciable
problem causes the negative attitude.

Further evidence that negative experience might cause negative
attitudes is the fact that among respondents who are trying to solve a
justiciable problem there is no difference in finished and ongoing problems
among the groups with different attitudes, so there is no bias in the
groups (people with positive attitudes do not have a higher percentage of
finished problems), but among those who have finished problems, people
that judged the outcome unsuccessful are more likely to have a negative
attitude. While in the very negative attitude group 73% judged the outcome



unsuccessful, only 44% judged it unsuccessful in the very positive attitude
group. However, among those with finished justiciable problems (and as
mentioned above, with justiciable problems in general) there are much
more (twice as much) people with negative than with positive attitudes.

Even though people with positive and negative attitudes are equally
likely to have unfinished justiciable problems, people with negative
attitudesjudge the chances of getting what they wanted when they started
solving the problem much lower than people with positive attitudes. This
means that either the ongoing processes experienced by people with
negative attitudes are more complicated and discouraging or people with
negative attitudes have more pessimistic views (which is logical), but
evidence shows that their views might be based on experience, since at
the beginning of a problem the respondents with negative attitudes were
even more likely to pursue justice than those with positive attitudes.

Even though the respondents in general are of the opinion that cases
against authorities and employers are more difficult to solve, attitudes
among people that have actually faced the authorities and employers are
no different. The attitudes toward the justice system are equally negative
when people face relatives, private organizations or people unrelated to
them as their “opponents”.
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LEGAL NEEDS AND PATH TO JUSTICE IN THE REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA

ANNEX1

CONSUMER PROBLEMS NO YES

Problem with goods or services (Consumer fraud/ defective

products/ fake guarantee) A2 2

Signed a contract without understanding it, not being able
to get out of the contract after having second thoughts, or  95.3 4.7
getting into a serious dispute about what a contract required?

Spend money to buy something or have some work done and
then find you didn’t get what you paid for and the seller or 954 38
contractor failed to make things right?

Problems with a loan that you found out later had really harsh
terms for repayment or an extremely high interest rate likea 975 25
car title loan, a payday loan, or consolidation loan?

Problem with a safety of a product, and the seller would not

repare, replace or take back the product el 40

Unfair enforcement of debt

EMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS

Problems getting paid, overtime pay, vacation pay,

redundancy pay e 1015
Working under no contract (obtaining employment 93.9 61

insurance)

Working conditions (unsatisfactory or dangerous) 95.1 49
Work related discrimination (such as hiring or promotion) 96.7 33

Losing a job or a treat of losing a job 96.2 3.8
Harassment at work bullying or mistreatment at work 971 2.9

Being refused rights (Maternity pay, paid holiday, sick leave) 973 27
Unfair disciplinary procedure 98.6 14
Unemployed discriminated® 81.7 18.3
HOUSING/PROPERTY PROBLEMS

Alteration to property, or planning permission 93.2 6.8

96 From the 33% of the unemployed that were looking for a job



A Closer Look at the Application of the Laws

Communal repairs or maintenance

Problems or dispute with neighbours (noise, common
expenses, boundaries, access, privacy or other abuse of

property)

Homelessness (A time when you were homeless, or moved in
with friends because you didn’t have a place to live)

Getting or keeping utilities like telephone, water, electricity,
heating, internet

Getting incorect or disputed bills?
Parking problems

Being a several mortgage payments in arrears or closure of
mortgage

Denationalization

Legalization

Buying socially owned property
Repossession of the home

Buying or selling a house/apartment

RENTED PROPERTY/OWNERS PROBLEMS

Repeated non payment of rent

Unpaid destruction of property (repairs, return of deposit or
early abandonment)

Bills array

Not being able to evict the tenant(s)
Tenant sub-renting the property
Problems with real-estate agencies

RENTED PROPERTY/TENANTS PROBLEMS

Poor or unsafe living conditions
Getting a deposit back
Being several rent payments in arrears

Getting other people in the accommodation
to pay their share of the bills

Getting the landlord to do repairs or provide other services

Harassment by the landlord

97.7

96.3

93.2

92.2
95.7

99.7

97.5
96.1
98.5
99.6
99.6

88.7

90.2
99.2
100
100

90.1
98.5
977

96.9

924
91.6

7.8
43

03

25
3.9
1.5
04
0.4

11.3

9.8
0.8
0.0
0.0

9.9
1.5
23



Being evicted or treated with eviction
Getting the landlord to provide a written lease
Neighbours, disputes about noise, boundaries

Problems over arbitrary changes to your rent

96.2
954
96.2
98.5

3.8
4.6
3.8
1.5

PROBLEMS WITH MONEY

Repayment of money owed to you (collecting a debt)

Problem paying a loan, bill or debt

Dispute about credit reference rating/ Unfair refusal of credit
Problem with actual or possible bankruptcy

Problem as guarantor for someone else

Disputed (repeated) penalty charges by banks or utilities
Unreasonable harassment by creditors

Division of inheritance

Severe difficulties managing money

Unfair recovernment of disputed depth (such us with
executor)

PROBLEM WITH GOVERNMENT TRANSFERS
AND SERVICES

Access or entitlement to welfare benefits

Access or entitlement to pension benefits, including amount
of pension

Access or entitlement to unemployment benefits, including
the amount of the transfers

Access or entitlement to child related benefits (one off
assistance, 3" child allowance)

Access or entitlement to state aid in agriculture

Access or entitlement to social protection (home care, child
allowance, part-time benefits)

Entitlement to health benefits, including access to treatment
and medicine

Access to state supported credits (home, agriculture, ect.)

Amount of student benefits and/or aid (credit, scholarship,
books, dormitory)

917
95.9
98.9
994
98.6
99.0
99.1
98.7
98.2

98.2

98.7

98.8

99.5

99.5

96.8

99.5

99.1

99.8

99.5

8.3
41
1.1
0.6
14
1.0
0.9
1.3
1.8

1.8

1.3

1.2

0.5

0.5

23

0.5

0.9

0.2

0.6
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Access to state agriculture land
Electricity assistance

Problem accessing government disability: aid, care or
services or non financial ass.

Fines (not traffic related) that you have challenged or tried to
challenge

Disputes over taxes or other costs charged by the
government

Problem with Freedom of Information request
Entitlement to other state aid (renewable energy sources)
Access or entitlement to state aid for rural development

Access or entitlement to state aid for fisheries and
aquaculture

PROBLEMS WITH EDUCATION

Unfair exclusion or suspension from a school or educational
institution.

A problem with education fee

Being forced to buy books or any other form of corruption
Mobbing or harassment at school

Unfair treatment by professors

PROBLEMS WITH PARTNERS

Disputes over division of money, pensions or property after
divorce or separation

Difficulties getting or paying maintenance for self/former
partner (excluding children)

Violent or abusive relationship with a partner
Divorce or Separation

CHILDREN RELATED PROBLEMS

Problem about receipt or payment of child support

Problem about fostering, adoption or legal guardianship of
children

Child taken into care/placed on child protection register

Access or residence (contact and custody) arrangements for
children and visits

99.9
99.8

99.5

99.8

99.8

99.6
100
99.8

100

96.7
85.2
99.0
93.2

99.9

100

99.5
99.3

99.2

100

99.8

0.1
0.2

0.4
0.0
0.2

1.0

33
14.8
1.0
6.8

0.1

0.0

0.5
0.7
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Children being unfairly excluded or suspended from school or
kindergarten

Serious concerns over the safety of a child while at school/
kindergarten or on school trips or child/ person bullied/
harassed at school

Abduction or threatened abduction of children by other
parent or family member;

Children receiving an appropriate education (e.g. special
needs

98.0

98.4

99.8

1.6

1.8

PROBLEMS WITH HEALTH

Injury/accident or health problem at work

Injury/accident or health problem in a public space/bulding
Injury/accident or health problem in a traffic accident
Problems with accessing appropriate health care

Harm done to you while under care of health professionals
(doctors, dentists or physiotherapy)

Violations of patients rights

Environmental health problems

98.5
99.5
98.9
97.7

98.7
994

1.5
0.5
1.1
2.3

1.3
0.6

PROBLEMS WITH POLICE AND OTHER PROBLEMS

Experienced unfair treatment by police (harassment,
improper search or seizure, etc.)

Denied exit at the boarders or otherwise unfair restriction of
movement

Police failing to investigate a crime
Defamation

Victim of crime

Privacy violation

DISCRIMINATION

97.0

99.5
98.8
99.5
99.5

0.5
12
0.5
0.5

Age

Sex

Sexual orientation
Ethnicity

Religion

99.1
99.8
100
971
99.3

0.9
0.2
0.0
2.9
0.7



Disability
Political affiliation
Having children

Marital status

99.8
97.7
99.9
99.9

0.2
23
0.1
0.1






