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1. Mapping Ethnic Minorities in an Interethnic Context

1.1 Ethnic Make-up of Czech Society: General Overview

With the division of the former Czechoslovakia at the beginning of 1993, the Czech Republic (CR) became 
a relatively homogenous society. According to the 2001 census, almost 97 percent of the population 
were Czechs and Slovaks, the other constituted three percent. Other minorities were Roma (approx. two 
percent), Poles (0.5 percent), Germans (0.4 percent), Hungarians (0.2 percent), and further there were 
Bulgarians, Croats, Greeks, Jews, Russians, Ruthenians, Ukrainians, and others.

In the past, however, the Czech lands were rather multiethnic. For nearly four centuries 
after 1527 the Czech territories were part of the Habsburg monarchy, later the Austro-Hungarian 
Empire. Czech aspirations for greater autonomy in the Empire grew during the nineteenth century. The 
Czechoslovak Republic was proclaimed in October 1918. Its composition was multiethnic: 51 percent 
Czech, 23 percent German, 14 percent Slovak and 5.5 percent Hungarian, according to the 1921 census. 
Historical development brought major changes in the ratio of minorities. However, even after the Second 
World War, despite the Nazi genocide directed at Jews and at Czech and Moravian Roma, and despite 
the removal of Germans, Czechoslovakia remained an ethnically heterogeneous state with two distinct 
nations, Czechs and Slovaks. In 1992 there were seven percent ethnic minorities – that is, more than 
one million out of a population of 15 million, not including Czechs in Slovakia and Slovaks in the Czech 
Republic.

After the inception of the Czech Republic, the percentage of ethnic minorities still represents 
approximately six percent, out of which the largest minority are Slovaks who are well integrated and are 
often assimilated in terms of culture and language. In terms of language, Germans, Poles, Hungarians, 
other small minorities, and also the Roma were affected by assimilation, although many of them are 
bilingual. Only Poles who are concentrated in Northern Moravia have managed to keep their schools 
using their mother tongue – a system from kindergartens, primary schools and several secondary schools. 
Other minorities are rather geographically dispersed, so they do not constitute the necessary 10 percent 
representation to call for minority schools.

Apart from relations with Roma, there are no major issues that would deteriorate interethnic 
relations in the Czech Republic. Based on the pre-war ethnic composition of Czechoslovak society, 
Second World War experience, and after-war development, the historically ambivalent relations towards 
Germans were settled by the Czech-German Friendship Declaration in May 1997. This reflected regret 
on both sides and closed the controversial issue of the removal of Germans after the Second World 
War.  After the electoral success of Jorg Heider in Austria, certain tensions re-appeared as there had 
been rumours that Austria would re-examine President Beneš’ decree (on which the removal of Sudeten 
Germans was legally based) as a condition of Austria’s approval of the Czech Republic’s accession into 
the EU.

Next to national minorities, whose members in accordance with the definition of a national 
minority have Czech Citizenship, there are over 400,000 foreigners with long-term or permanent 
residence in the Czech Republic, mainly Ukrainians, Slovaks, Vietnamese, Russians, Poles and Chinese. 
The numbers were 73,000 in 1993, 229,000 in 1999 and 201,000 in 2000 with a gradual increase after 
2001 (CZSO 2008c).

The number of illegal immigrants had been constantly rising in the 1990s and stabilised 
after 2004, when the Czech Republic entered EU. Mainly illegal Vietnamese and immigrants from the 
Balkans negatively influenced the attitudes of the majority population in the late 1990s (the issue of 
illegal Vietnamese traders from Germany after 1997 resulted in interethnic tension mainly in Northern 
Bohemia).  According to an official report from 1998 (Report, 1999), the number of foreigners in the 
CR was much higher then the then-official estimate of 200,000 – namely there were another 200,000 
illegal workers and another 100,000 transit migrants. At the turn of the century, the total number of 
foreigners was estimated at more than half a million.
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The efforts to reduce tensions towards Ukrainian and Russian guest workers and immigrants 
led to the adoption of a rather controversial law on the Residence of Foreigners in the Czech Republic 
that came into effect on 1 January 2000, which made conditions for long-term stay stricter than ever 
before (Act 326/1999). The act was modified with amendments in 2006 in order to comply with several 
EU directives, however, further amendments followed (Novela 161/2006). In 2008, the official number 
of foreigners in the CR, according to the Czech Statistical Office, was over 407,000 (CZSO 2008c).

For the purpose of this study, within the framework of the EDUMIGROM project, two distinct 
ethnic groups were selected: the Roma, which enjoy the status of the national minority; and the 
Vietnamese, which remain to be considered as foreigners. 

1.2 The Situation of the Roma in the Czech Republic

1.2.1 Historical Development pre- and post-1989

Although the Roma originally came from India around 1000 BCE, and are known as an itinerant, travelling 
population, they have long been settled in the Central and Eastern European lands (at least since the 
13th century). Virtually all Czech and Moravian Roma were killed during the Second World War. Those 
now inhabiting the Czech lands were first brought there from Slovakia after 1948 to replace the labour 
force of the expelled Germans. Many others followed voluntarily seeking a better life. 

The fall of Communist rule in 1989 brought the official recognition of Roma as an ethnic 
minority group, the Romani culture and language were recognised, and several Roma even became 
members of parliament.  While the same time, the early 1990s, also brought the growth of racism and 
the emergence of extreme right political parties which included anti-Roma measures in their political 
programmes (‘solution of the Gypsy question’ – sic.). Liberation from communism allowed many people 
to believe not only that freedom of thought was unlimited but also so was freedom of speech and action. 
They did not realise the constraints of democracy – that is, the responsibility that accompanies freedom. 
The number of racially motivated attacks against Roma has increased dramatically since 1989.

According to many non-governmental, and also official sources (since 1997), Roma in the CR 
have been the object of hidden discrimination from the state and public administration, providers of 
public services and other institutions, the educational system, and housing, as well as other areas of 
public policy. The despair of Roma in the 1990s  was reflected in the political field and media. The ‘influx’ 
to Canada in the summer of 1997 and to Britain in the autumn of 1997, as well as later on, brought 
the issue to the attention of political representatives and the general public, but also increased the 
expression of negative feelings and attitudes towards Roma in the media. So called waves of a Roma 
‘exodus’ led to the reintroduction of visa requirements for Czech citizens entering Canada.

Growing tension in the relationship between the Czech majority and the Roma had become 
a more significant social problem than ever before. The high number of unemployed Roma reaching 
70 percent to 90 percent (Zpráva 1997, §7.2),1 inappropriate and ineffective education, and limited 
access to vocational training have been interconnected with interethnic violence and criminalisation of 
Romani behaviour.2

1  In 1997, the national unemployment rate was five percent; in July 1999, the unemployment in the CR rose to 8.8 
percent; in 2000, it reached almost 10 percent. In certain areas, the unemployment of Roma exceeds 95 percent (Czech, 
1997; Analýza, 2006).

2   The term ‘criminalisation’ is used in accordance with the fact that it is rather complicated to talk about high or excessive 
Romani criminality for several reasons: Roma crime rates may not be objectively assessed as above average if compared 
with other groups of the same social status (crime is thus considered social and economic phenomenon); crime rates usually 
cover also petty crime and minor offences – these are however perceived by the society as ‘the most dangerous’; stereotyped 
images of Roma as inherently criminal people make it difficult for those Roma who wish to integrate.
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1.2.2 Policies during Communism and Their Impact to Date

The main point of departure of the Communist regime was that the ‘Gypsy problem’ was regarded 
mainly as a social and economic one. Roma were perceived as victims of the capitalist class system and 
a simple solution was designed: by removing poverty and providing employment for Roma. That is, by 
addressing the economic reasons for ‘Gypsy backwardness’, and by providing education, health care and 
social security, their situation would automatically be ameliorated. This would enable them to integrate 
successfully into the Czechoslovak society and to share the zeal in ‘building the rosy communistic future’. 
Thus, policies of assimilation and ‘coerced dispersal’ – Roma families broken up and members moved 
to different towns – (Dokument Charty 77 1978: 4, cf. also Sotolová 1997; Davidová 1995; Guy, 2001; 
Pavelcíková 2004) were designed and put into practise. The main mistake of the Communist regime 
was that it refused to take into account Romani ethnic and cultural distinctiveness, their socio-cultural 
traditions and language. Roma were not recognised as a national minority. As a consequence, they were 
not entitled to any special treatment as a national minority in a legal sense, for example in education, 
this was in contrast to Czechoslovak Hungarians, Poles and Ukrainians. The Czechoslovak government 
decided to fully assimilate and merge Roma with the dominant population.3 This authoritarian policy 
was very damaging for social and cultural bonds of the Roma and inflicted upon them a society and 
culture of the dominant population which was unwelcoming or even hostile.

Another fatal mistake was that the communist government and authorities did not take 
into consideration negative attitudes and the deep aversion of the majority population against Roma, 
completely ignoring signs and later-manifested expressions of racism, prejudice and stereotypes which 
the dominant population harboured, including national and local government officials themselves. 
Thus, despite the officially declared equality, Roma faced discrimination and the absence of equal 
opportunities in employment (low-paid unqualified jobs), education (schools ignored specific needs of 
Romani children and their parents) as well as in their everyday life and contact with authorities and 
their majority neighbours. Since the 1990´s, the Roma have repeatedly scored the highest in all opinion 
polls and social distance research as the least acceptable ethnic group.4

1.2.3 Socioeconomic Status and Participation  

Due to the fact that the Czech authorities do not collect any official information on Roma, there 
are no data on their socioeconomic status. Generally accepted estimates by NGOs, unofficial reports 
from unemployment offices and even some official reports, such as the Bratinka Report (Zpráva, 1997) 
suggest that there is a much higher unemployment rate among the Roma population. Nevertheless, no 
reliable data exists on the Roma population as such, since the bulk of the research done was focused on 
so-called socially weak Roma and they are not applicable to constitute the Roma population.

1.2.3.1 Poverty Indicators and Housing

Statistical data are collected on all persons living in the Czech Republic based on the principle of 
self-declaration of a person’s nationality (ethnicity).  Generally, the statistical data correspond to the 
numbers with the exception of Roma who tend not to declare their ethnicity, mainly due to past negative 
experiences and fear of discrimination. Therefore most statistical data on the Roma are irrelevant. Out 
of approximately 200,000 Roma, only about 11,000 persons declared their Romani nationality, some of 
whom were actually not Roma but did so out of solidarity. Moreover the collection of any statistical 

3  Resolution of the Central Committee of the Czechoslovak Communist Party, April 1958 (Davidová 1995).

4  Among respondents, 86 percent in 1994 and 87 percent in 1996 expressed that Roma are not acceptable for them as 
neighbors. A growing number of respondents would agree that more space should be given to skinheads in solving problems 
with Roma: 15 percent in 1994, 22 percent in 1996. The figures on anti-Romani sentiments as reflected in research from 
October 1998, show that to the question “Are Czech people tolerant to Roma?” only five percent responded ‘yes’. Another 25 
percent chose ‘rather yes’; 46 percent ‘rather not’; and 21 percent  ‘definitely not’ (IVVM 1998, 1999; CVVM AV 2008a, b).
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data on Roma is still regarded as unacceptable because of its perceived discriminatory character. This 
position was formulated and enforced by the first Government Commissioner for Human Rights, Petr 
Uhl who was in office in 1998-2002 and his followers stick to it. This attitude together with a lack 
of any statistical data on Roma has been repeatedly criticized by many NGOs as well as international 
organisations, such as  the OECD, the World Bank and the Roma Education Fund. 

According to the UNDP Human Development Report, 4.9 percent of the population was living 
below 50 percent of the median income between 1999-2002. No official data exist but it can be 
presumed that most of them were Roma (UNDP, 2006). The UNDP report from 2002 mentions that the 
Roma in the Czech Republic are better off than other Roma in Central and Eastern Europe, and as a 
result they also have a better social and health status. This is partially due to a rather comprehensive 
system of social benefits; it may also be related to the general economic context (UNDP 2002). Some 
of the UNDP’s general findings can be contradicted by recent research on socially excluded Roma in the 
Czech Republic published in the 2006 Report realised by Gabal Analysis and Consulting – ‘GAC Report’ 
(Analýza 2006). According to the report, the most frequent estimate on the unemployment of Roma in 
310 researched localities was 90-100 percent as compared to the average unemployment rate of 9.2 
percent in January 2006. Continuing social exclusion, often called ghettoisation, that sometimes takes 
the form of whole communities being moved to a different location with the participation of the local 
government, can be seen today. NGOs protest and write petitions, as it is a very pressing problem due 
to negative consequences in all areas including education. Among OECD countries, the Czech Republic 
remains the country with the lowest share of Roma with a secondary or higher education, as well as 
having a high percentage of Roma people with less than a primary education.

Until 2006, it was widely accepted that a large part of the Roma, especially those who came 
to the Czech Republic before 1989, live integrated among the majority population. The GAC Report5 
suggests that many previously integrated Roma now live in socially excluded localities. This is due to 
changes in the housing market, especially the lack of social  housing policies in the majority of Czech 
city halls and structural racism blocking Roma’s chance to get a private sublet. The socially weaker 
(often pre-1989 manual working families) end up together in lower quality houses with enormous 
unpaid debts they gradually gained. What is alarming is that 35 percent of the monitored socially 
excluded Roma localities emerged in the past decade.6  

According to the GAC Report, socially excluded Roma localities originate primarily as a 
consequence of:

uncontrolled migration of poor Roma families to localities with more affordable housing;1. 
forcing Roma families out of lucrative flats and allocating them alternative housing in 2. 
localities frequently inhabited by a high percentage of Roma inhabitants; 7 and
controlled movement (predominantly on the part of municipalities) of those who do not pay 3. 
rent and generally are people considered ‘inadaptable’ or ‘trouble-makers’ to lodging houses 
or to ‘holobyty’ (a specific term denoting ‘bare apartments’). 

5  As mentioned above (in 4.3.1) the Report monitored 310 communities with about 60-80,000 Roma (Analýza 2006).

6  The most visible recent case took place in Vsetín in October 2006 where local mayor Jiří řunek moved out dozens of Roma 
to other distant localities (first to Jeseník and later to Prostřjov). This act helped him to be elected to the Senate in October 
2006. Cunek became also a Chair of Christiam Democrats and a Vice Prime Minister in the government created in January 
2007.

7  A usual practise includes allowing buildings in attractive parts of the city to get shabby (after 40 years of an inattentive 
approach during socialism this is usually quite easy), asking on a legal basis for the inhabitants to leave, since the building is 
in a desolate condition, and not letting them in again after the reconstruction. Numerous city halls sold ‘problematic’ houses 
with tenants who had a permanent lease, and private owners got tenants out by making them sign new temporal leases, 
often without their informed consent or based on constrain. These facts are well known throughout the Czech Republic, 
nevertheless not much covered by research.
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The Report confirmed clearly that the problem of social exclusion of Roma can no longer be 
denied as it has been described and quantified. The research revealed that social exclusion is not an 
accidental phenomenon. On the contrary, it is influenced by the socio-economic development of the 
Czech Republic, and to a large extent it is derived predominantly from the problem of employment, 
market dynamics and from the state of the elementary education system that actually contributes to 
the exclusion by the lack of egalitarian and culturally sensitive practises in schools, thus transferring 
social exclusion to new generations.

1.2.3.2 Political participation of Roma 

There are no data for voting preferences of Roma in the Czech Republic. At the present time, no Roma 
political party is participating in governing processes in the Czech Republic, and most of the Roma-
centred public activities focus on eliminating the social exclusion processes. Also, protests against 
practises and statements of some Czech politicians, such as Jirí Cunek or Liana Janácková, can be 
observed in the media and on specialised Roma web pages.8

1.2.4 Statistical data and estimates on Roma

The Roma are the largest ‘visible’ minority in the Czech Republic.9 According to official data (2001 
census), however, the number of Roma is only 11,718, sharply below the 1991 census figure of 32,903.10 
Since 1991, the census has been based on self-declared nationality, making the Roma the least numerous 
minority after the Russians reported at 12,369 persons or 0.12 percent in 2001. However, experts estimate 
vary between 160,000 and 300,000 (1.6-3 percent of the population) (Liégeois 1994). Minority Rights 
Group estimates the number to be 275,000 (2.5-2.9 percent of the population) (cf. UNDP 2002). The 
official number – 11,718 – can be thus multiplied 15-20 times to give a rough idea of the real picture.

The Census provides limited information on the geographic concentration of Roma. Although 
the absolute numbers do not correspond with reality, it can be estimated that the relative numbers can 
provide an indication of the real concentration of Roma in the Czech Republic. The Romani population 
is dispersed; however, according to census data, the highest numbers live in the following regions: Ústí 
Region (Ústecko), Moravia-Silesia Region (Moravskoslezsko), and Middle Bohemia (Středořesko). The 
estimates for the regions would be as follows: 

Ústi Region: 16.3 percent of the total Romani population in CR, or 1,905 persons officially •	
(an estimated 20 times higher number would be about 38,000 persons);
Moravskoslezský Region: 15.3 percent, or 1,797 persons (35,940);•	
Stredoceský: 12 percent, or 1,416 persons (28,320). •	
Prague: 5.6 percent, or 653 persons (13 000). •	

The multiplication index of 20 seems to be indicative if we hypothesise that at least half of 
the Roma do not live in socially excluded localities researched in the GAC Report. This provides the 
following estimates of Roma population in excluded localities: Ústí Region 21-22 000 Roma in 63 
localities; Morovskoslezský Region 10-10 500 Roma in 28 localities; Středořeský Region 3-3 500 Roma 
in 36 localities; and 9-9 500 Roma in six excluded localities in Prague.

8  The most important of them is www.romea.cz

9  The largest subgroup are Slovak Roma (85-95 percent) followed by Vlach Roma, Hungarian Roma, Moravian Roma, 
Sinti and other groups. Vlach Roma, the only group that had been nomadic until 1958, are the most culturally closed and 
linguistically specific group. Their representatives claim to have a status of a separate ethnic minority. Within Slovak Roma 
themselves, there are big differences between those who came to the Czech lands after the Second World War and those 
who came in the 1970s and later.

10  It is estimated that the number of Roma did not decrease but Roma are less willing or more afraid to declare their Roma 
identity. These processes have not been researched sufficiently.
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Recent research on social exclusion funded by the ESF, and found in the GAC Report (Analýza 
2006), provided certain statistical information on 310 communities with about 60-80,000 Roma. The 
availability of any other ethnic-specific data is extremely limited both due to legal issues and a lack 
of research in this area. Several research studies are mentioned in the Reports of the Government 
Office Councils (Report, 2006b). The National Action Plan within the Decade of Roma Inclusion expects 
improvements in data collection with a focus on educational data.

The data on structural factors – geographic, employment, age and family status are not available 
or are out of date. For example, married Roma women with children had an average of 5 children at the 
end of the reproductive age (in the 45-49 age group), while the corresponding figure for Czech women 
was only 2.17 children (UNDP, 2002).

1.3 The Situation of the Vietnamese in the Czech Republic

1.3.1 Historical Development pre and post-1989

Vietnamese began settling in the former Czechoslovakia at the beginning of the 1950s during the 
Communist period. First there came young students, followed by guest workers and vocational trainees in 
the 1960s in order to get education, particularly in engineering and light industries such as food, textile, 
and shoe manufacturing. The Vietnamese were educated in the Czechoslovak vocational training system 
which took approximately five to seven years and then continued with practical training experience. 
Migration was encouraged by the Vietnamese authorities with the intention that the migrants would 
return with skills and training. This was organised under bilateral agreements that controlled the amount 
of incoming Vietnamese workers into Czechoslovakia that was experiencing a lack of a labour force at 
that time. At the beginning of 1980s, there were approximately 30,000 Vietnamese citizens living in the 
CR, from whom two-thirds were manual workers and the majority was men.

Later in the 1980s, both sides (the Vietnamese and the Czechoslovakia representatives) began 
to use the agreements for their own benefit. The effort to learn or improve skills among the Vietnamese 
was taken over by the vision of an easy and quick profit and the Czech side started to employ them 
in unattractive fields where local workers did not want to work. After 1986, the Vietnamese economy 
rapidly changed and opened. Following the collapse of communism in Czechoslovakia in 1989, Czech 
politicians turned back to cooperating with all countries within COMECON (Council of Mutual Economic 
Assistance) and financially compensated all of their unredeemed obligations towards Vietnam. Many 
Vietnamese, however, decided not to return home and rather emigrated to neighbouring countries, 
mostly to Germany, and came back to Czech Republic after 1993. 

In the 1990s and 2000s, further Vietnamese immigration continued, which also brought illegal 
immigrants. Since 1990, however, the Vietnamese immigrants have come to the Czech Republic for 
different purposes than for studying or gaining work experience. New immigrants as well as some of 
the pre-1989 immigrants have taken advantage of the establishing free market economy and have been 
ready to sacrifice their lives for a better material future in order to feed their families, support their 
children and financially help their parents in Vietnam. They have made a living as vendors in street 
markets or stalls or have moved towards establishing their own businesses. Many of them have also 
brought their families and children with them and have managed to integrate more into society.

According to the CZSO, the most often declared reason for coming into the Czech Republic is 
family reunion (41 percent), followed by the intention to carry out a business with a trading license (26 
percent), and to stay with the intention of settling on the basis of a permanent residential permit (22 
percent). In the same order, these reasons are common for Vietnamese men as well as women.
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1.3.2 Socioeconomic Status and Statistics

1.3.2.1 Statistical Data

According to official statistics, there were 55,991 Vietnamese in total living in the Czech Republic with 
a residence permit (permanent or long-term residence with a visa for more than 90 days) on the 31 May 
2008. Women count for 40 percent of the Vietnamese community (CZSO 2008a, c). From that, 33,602 
Vietnamese (60 percent) lived in the Czech Republic with a permanent residence permit. In comparison, 
there are approximately 1,250,000 Vietnamese living in the USA, over 300,000 in France and over 
100,000 in Germany.

The majority of Vietnamese are in an economically active age between 20 and 50. During the 
years 2001-2007, 343 Vietnamese obtained Czech citizenship and officially lost the status of a foreigner 
(CZSO 2008a, c).

According to the CZSO, there has been a gradual increase in the proportion of Vietnamese 
children up to 14 years of age within the total Vietnamese population, and in 2005 Vietnamese children 
counted for 21 percent of the total Vietnamese population. That is six percent more than for the Czech 
population. In the ages above 65 years, they only counted for one percent of the Vietnamese, in 2005. 
(For a detailed picture of the age structure of the Vietnamese population, see Figure, Appendix.)

In 2005, Vietnamese children dominated the distribution of foreign children at kindergartens 
(36 percent) and primary schools (29 percent). They were also represented at secondary schools, as 21 
percent were Vietnamese pupils. However, at universities (Bachelor and Masters Degrees) Vietnamese 
students represented only two percent of all foreign students.

The estimates of illegal Vietnamese start at 10,000, according to delegates of the Vietnamese 
community, and go up to 25,000, according to the Division for the Detection of Organised Crime (Útvar 
pro odhalování organisovaného zločinu).

From all foreigners asking for asylum in the Czech Republic between the years 1993 and 
2005, the Vietnamese were ranked as sixth with 4,263 people who applied for asylum in that period. 
This represented six percent of the total number of applicants. The Vietnamese were also 6th in the 
number of asylum applications that applicants were accepted – that is, who successfully obtained 
asylum between 1993 and 2005. During the given period, 82 Vietnamese foreigners obtained asylum 
and these represented five percent of all successful asylum applicants.  

The majority of adult Vietnamese immigrants have problems with acquiring and using the 
Czech language correctly. Those who take Czech language courses in a Vietnamese teaching centre 
cannot speak Czech fluently after its completion. Usually, they manage to learn a few words useful 
during stall retail. The Czech language is being evaluated by linguists as one of the most difficult 
languages in the world. 

Their children who were born in the Czech Republic and have attended Czech schools since 
elementary school are fluent in the Czech language and their life among Czechs is easier. This, in some 
cases, might create a language barrier between parents and their children. 

As for the spatial dispersal within the Czech Republic of the Vietnamese, the majority live in 
the border areas: 

Karlovarský kraj (21 percent); •	
Ústecký kraj (17 percent); •	
Prague (14 percent); •	
Plzenský kraj, Stredoceský kraj, Jihomoravský kraj, and Moravskoslezský kraj (below 10 •	
percent) (CSÚ 2005). 

It is interesting to note that the Vietnamese are not concentrated in the centre of the country, 
as is usual among other foreigners. 
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1.3.2.2 Economic Activity

The Vietnamese are a group of foreigners specific for its highest ratio of trade license holders, which 
accounted for 22,620 Vietnamese individuals in 2005, out of which 7,647 were women. According to 
the CZSO, the Vietnamese also represent the lowest ratio of unemployed people (256) registered at local 
job centres.

The majority of Vietnamese officially run their businesses, regardless of their previous education 
or profession. Often they happen to be in the position of an employee, shop assistant or warehouse 
worker. Vietnamese entrepreneurs sell cheap imported goods (textiles, shoes, and electronic devices) and 
they have also started to run small groceries, corner shops, green grocers and sell alcohol and tobacco. 
According to Kocourek (Ezzedine-Lukšíková, Kocourek, Leontiyeva 2006, 105-106), many Vietnamese 
live in relatively demanding conditions: long daily working-hours with not much time to spend with 
children or to enjoy leisure time. 

In the last two years, Vietnamese have focused more on services next to sales of goods, such 
as manicure studios, massage salons, dry cleaners and fast-food restaurants. 

Since the summer of 2008, a new mobile provider has existed for Vietnamese to make cheaper 
calls home.

Some of the pre-1989 immigrants have managed to become successful in higher businesses, 
such as the owner of Sportisimo (a successful sport equipment retail chain). 

1.3.2.3 Housing

Based on data collected within the research study ‘Participation in the Czech Labour Market: View of 
Vietnamese and Ukrainian Migrants’ conducted in 2006, in which 150 Vietnamese were interviewed:

nine percent of Vietnamese respondents answered that they live in CR without their •	
relatives, 
17 percent (the biggest share) live with only one relative, •	
14 percent with two relatives; and •	
30 percent have three or more relatives in the Czech Republic (Ezzedine-Lukšíková, Kocourek, •	
Leontiyeva, 2006).

Forty-six percent of Vietnamese answered that there are one to three Vietnamese families 
living not far from their place of residence. This is very helpful information, as living within a community 
encourages family and community cohesion which helps to organise their activities more effectively and 
might even encourage more Vietnamese to migrate into the Czech Republic.

It was also found that 52 percent from the 150 interviewed Vietnamese live close to the 
market stalls and 14 percent live close to the labour exchange centre.

1.3.3 Cultural Representation and Initiatives of the Vietnamese

The Union of Vietnamese in the Czech Republic represents the Vietnamese needs on a civic basis. There 
was one significant project ‘Helping our friends’ (Pomoc našim prátelum), carried out in 2005 under the 
cooperation of the Czech Republic and the Vietnamese Delegation (more information online, at řesko-
Vietnamská spolecnost).

Other activities initiated by the Vietnamese Community include the organisation of sport 
activities, especially football matches and tennis tournaments, that serve as meeting places for large 
number of Vietnamese living in different regions and countries. 

In August 2008, the international tennis tournament, ‘The Golden Racket Prague 2008’ (Zlatá 
raketa Praha 2008) was organised by the Vietnamese Federation in the Czech Republic (Svaz Vietnamcu v 
CR) and by The Vietnamese Tennis Club in Prague (Tenisový klub Vietnamcu v Praze). This event attracted 
over 200 competitors from the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland, Hungary, Germany, Ukraine, England, 
and also Vietnam. This event represented the biggest tennis tournament of the Vietnamese Community 
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in the Czech Republic and thanks to the high participation of Vietnamese living in other countries it 
happened to also be one of the biggest tennis events of the Vietnamese Community in the world. 

1.4 Definitions and Methodology 

‘Ethnicity’ is not a term that would be used either in Czech Law or policy making. For administrative 
and legal purposes, the term ‘nationality’ is used. The persons that are not ethnic Czechs and who 
permanently live on the territory of the Czech Republic are referred to either as foreign residents with 
permanent stay permits, or as members of national minorities. The status and rights of the latter category 
are well described in the so called Minority Act that entered into force in 2002, and corresponds to 
a rather vague definition of national minority in the Council of Europe Framework Convention on the 
Protection of National Minorities (Council, 1995). Most of the Vietnamese living in the Czech Republic 
assign themselves as national Vietnamese, while on the contrary, the majority of Roma do not appear 
to be of Roma nationality when asked for research. The category of Roma is often replaced by socially 
weak/disadvantaged/excluded, but this excludes an estimated two-thirds of the total Roma population 
from focus (according to the GAC Report, approximately 60-80,000 people live in socially excluded 
Roma localities). Despite declarations of a lack of intention to “count the Roma population”, tendencies 
toward such practises are observable nowadays, mainly due to the declared impossibility to effectively 
focus social assistance help.

In a liberal democratic society, citizenship rights should be accessible to all members of society. 
Formally this is secured by a legislative framework which provides for the formal equality for all society’s 
members. However, in practise the law is often not enforced equally for all members of society. The 
dominating majority group denies equal access to various sorts of rights, powers and resources for 
ethnic minorities who were not present or influential in the formation of the state. Thus, despite the 
fact that Czech the education law maintains free access to education, in practise it is strongly socially 
determined (Mateju, Straková 2006).

The quality of social relations depends not only on the law and its enforcement but also on 
informal, unwritten rules and relationships which have to be considered when analysing the ethnic 
climate. The causes of discrimination and unequal enforcement of the law for different ethnic groups lie 
in deep-rooted and tenacious prejudices and stereotypes with which the majority regards its minorities, 
in racist ideologies, and in social structures.11

An ethnic group typically shapes an identity for itself by contrasting itself with others.12 That 
means a group defines itself not only as ‘who we are’ but also as ‘who we are not’ and ‘who are the 
others’ (foreigners, minorities, Jews, Gypsies). This social construct often leads to destructive social 
processes, such as scape-goating. Since Roma are constantly assessed as disliked in public opinion pools, 
this is a highly relevant perspective for our research. Differences and diversity are inherent features of 
contemporary society. Discrimination based on differences, racism and stereotypes in day-to-day life 
are the principal source of ethnic conflict. Most attempts to eliminate or assimilate ethnic minorities 
have proved detrimental in the long-term for the peaceful settlement of ethnic conflicts.

The difference between the various degrees of inclusion of minorities, formal integration 
and practical assimilation are often very vague. We may, for example, profess our opposition to the 
assimilation of the Roma without recognising that compensatory programmes for Romani people aim 
at acclimating the children to the dominant school system without questioning its cultural biases.  It 
may seem that “only a gradual process of accommodating the differences while positively changing 
the social consciousness of people can remedy the deeply embedded inequalities” (Laubeová 2000). 

11  It is evident that most members of minorities themselves belong to the majorities that discriminate against various other 
minorities along a different strand (gender, disability, etc.).

12  Concepts of otherness are well covered in Okely 1983 and Shuinear 1997. In social psychology this concept is explained 
as in-group/ out-group dynamics.
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However, as I will illustrate below, the relationship between prejudice and social structure is far from 
being one way.

The key question often governing assimilation policies is whether a small and vulnerable 
minority has any right to be different.  The Roma managed to preserve a distinct identity despite 
century-long efforts to destroy them.13 They managed to survive and keep their autonomy by adapting 
to dominant cultures while preserving social distance and separateness. In many cases, they are still 
denied their ethnic identity and treated merely as a social and economic problem. This is in sharp 
contrast to the declared position of European institutions regarding their inclusion in the European 
family. One EU resolution, in the opening paragraph, recognises that “Romani culture and language have 
formed a part of the Community’s cultural and linguistic heritage for over 500 years.”14 However, in the 
Czech Republic, many common people think that the Roma language is a rather ungrammatical Czech 
dialect than a distinctive language; Roma distinctiveness is understood in a rather racist manner as their 
biologically inherited shortcoming.

Political strategies expressed in central and local policies on economic development, 
employment, social security, health, housing, public order, culture, education, schooling, and even 
international relations, should all be guided by the principles of equal opportunity, anti-discrimination 
and respect between different groups in the society. In the CR, the understanding and implementation 
competence of such principles remains rather low.

Social Justice
Ethnic and cultural recognition are often conceptualized within the framework of political philosophy 
and social justice. Social justice however, should not be reduced to only cultural recognition (e.g. 
debates over identity politics, ethnic cleansing, radical multiculturalism, and ‘anti-multiculturalism’ 
discourses). Fraser (2007a, b) argues that justice is a complex concept which must be understood from 
the standpoint of three separate yet interrelated dimensions: social redistribution, cultural recognition, 
and political participation (representation).15 Fraser warns against reducing these concepts.
Eva Sobotka distinguishes four policies towards the Roma in the CEE countries and places 
multiculturalism at the top: 

Exclusion1. : Minimizing the number of Roma entering politics and excluding Roma from 
integration. Examples: The Czech Republic, Slovakia in the period 1993-1997, Poland until 
2001, Hungary between 1990 and 2000.
Assimilation2. : Accepting Roma but expecting them to adjust their culture and language 
to the majority culture and language and to adopt the behaviour of the dominant group. 
Examples: The Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Poland.
Co-existence3. : Roma and minorities are not required to their language and culture to 
another’s, but their culture and diversity in general are not seen as contributing to a larger 
whole. Examples: the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland.
Multicultural ideology4. : A policy of diversity and Roma culture are seen as contributing to 
the identity of a state (Sobotka  2003).

13  Policies towards or rather against Roma from a historical perspective are described in detail in Fraser (1995) and in 
Hancock (1987). 

14  Rsolution of the Council and the Ministers of Education meeting with the Council, 22 May 1989 (89/C 153/02) in School 
Provision  for Gypsy and Traveler Children, EC 1997. 

15  Fraser introduced the third dimension in 2005; she speaks about the principle of participatory parity in terms of political 
representation that is an umbrella principle above the other two dimensions, redistribution and recognition (Fraser 2007a, b, c).
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2. Minority Rights and Issues of Representation

The first Roma Parliamentary deputies were elected into the Czechoslovak Parliament in June of 1990. 
Six Roma were made members of the newly constituted Czechoslovakian Federal Parliament, four more 
were in the Czech National Parliament, and one was in the Slovak National Council. All were elected 
from the lists of larger non-Roma parties: the Czech-based Civic Democratic Forum, VPN in Slovakia 
and the Party of the Democratic Left. From 1998-2002, one Rom served as a member of parliament for 
the Union of Freedom (Monika Horáková). There are currently no Roma in the Czech Parliament or in 
the Cabinet of Ministers.

Roma are represented in the Council for Roma Community Affairs with 15 representatives of 
Roma communities – one for each region. The members are directly appointed by the government office, 
which is criticised as non-democratic in this respect. At the same time, the Council has no real political 
power in the Czech political system and is purely an advisory unit.

As a result of the Political Training of Roma Women programme,16 three Roma stood on the 
candidate lists in the local election of November 2006, and one of them won a seat for the European 
Democrats party (Alda, 2006). Other successful Roma candidates in the 2006 local elections were in 
Slezská Ostrava (Communists); Obřdkovice, Olomouc Region (Romani Democratic Social Party); Lysá nad 
Labem (Civic Democrats); Trmice (Civic Democrats Most, Social Democrats) (Romea 2006).

At the sub-national level, in each region there is a Coordinator for Roma Affairs, who is supposed 
to coordinate the efforts of all stakeholders in their region. Seven of the 14 regional coordinators are 
Roma. On the municipal level, there are several dozen Roma working as Roma advisors in municipalities 
and as social workers. Many Roma and pro- Roma NGOs work at the regional and local levels. Officially, 
there were 381 Roma organisations, mostly civic associations, in 2005. About 20 percent of these exist 
only formally, and some of them were established to achieve a single purpose but have never been 
dissolved (Report 2006b).

2.1 Legal Position of Minorities 

In December 1998, the government established the Government Council for Human Rights, “as an advisory 
and coordination body in the field of protecting human rights and basic freedoms” and appointed the 
Government Commissioner as its chairperson (Government Resolution 809/1999). In April 1999, the 
government adopted the new policy conception towards Roma, ‘Policy of the Czech Government towards 
the Romani Community, Supporting their Integration into Society’, which was supposed to serve as a 
starting point for long term and systemic changes. The draft included, inter alia, a proposal to establish a 
Commission for Ethnic Equality, and a plan to introduce the so-called equalising action that was scheduled 
to take place from 2001 to 2020. An important point of the new policy was a statement on the recognition 
of Romani identity (Romipen), culture, language, and history as positive assets for the majority. 

The ‘Conception of Romani Integration’ that was elaborated in the above document by the 
end of 1999 was not adopted by the Czech government on 2 February 2000. According to some Roma, 
the government then preferred assimilation to integration (Romano Hangos 2000). The Conception was 
finally adopted on 14 June 2001 (Conception, 2001). The policy was then repeatedly revised in January 
2002, March 2003, June 2004, and May 2005 (Zhrívalová 2005, 53).17

The Czech government formulated its policy towards minorities in the ‘Conception Approach of 
the Government towards the Affairs of National Minorities in the Czech Republic in 1994’ (Government 
Resolution 63/1994). This document was not legally binding but set the basic principles of the minority 
policy, the position of minorities and the protection of their rights. The Council for National Minorities of 

16  Organised by Athinganoi and funded by the Open Society Institute’s Roma Participation Project, at: http://www.
athinganoi.cz

17  Zhrívalová provides a detailed comparison of all the Conception revisions.
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the Government of the Czech Republic, established in 1993, included representatives of 6 of the Czech 
Republic’s most represented national minorities (German, Greek, Hungarian, Polish, Russians, Slovak, 
and Ukrainians). The government established the Council of the Government for National Minorities as 
a permanent consultative and initiative body for the matters of national minorities according to § 6 of 
the Minority Act (Act 273/2001). The government approved the status of this Council by its Resolution 
N.1034 from 10 October, 2001. The Council however existed prior to 2001. It was actually set up in 
1968 and its status changed in 1993 with the split of Czechoslovakia. The Minority Act reinforced its 
powers. The Council itself had no executive powers and was only an advisory body for the government. 
From September 1998 until the adoption of the Minority Act in 2001, it fell under the authority of the 
Government Commissioner for Human Rights, who was its chairperson. There are also three Roma in the 
Council for National Minorities of the Czech Government Office, whose members are representatives of 
public administration authorities and the 11 most numerous national minorities in CR. The members are 
appointed by the office of the government.

Since 2004, the Delegation for the Decade of Roma Inclusion has played an important role: 
three delegation members are represented in the Committee for the Decade, within the government 
Council for Roma Community Affairs. The Committee serves as a counselling body for central and local 
partners of the Decade.

2.1.1. Civil Society

There are many smaller Roma NGOs, with different degrees of activities and funding. Among the major 
organisations are the Association of Roma in Moravia, Dzeno, Athinganoi, Romodrom and Romea. The 
contact for major national Roma and pro-Roma NGOs is available online (Analýza 2006, 6.5) as well as on 
a list of regional and local Roma and pro-Roma NGOs (Analýza 2006, 6.4). Local Roma organisations can 
be also reached through the Regional coordinators for Roma affairs. Their contact list is also available 
on line (Analýza 2006, 6.2).

There are many pro-Roma organisations, such as Slovo 21, Nová škola, človčk v tísni (People 
in Need), Step-by-Step CR, Liga pro lidská práva (League for Human Rights), the IQ Roma Service, 
etc. Civil society has played an important role in different aspects of the design and implementation 
of policies related to Roma, including the introduction of Roma teacher’s assistants (Association of 
Roma in Moravia and Nová škola); the introduction of street social work (človčk v tísni); the support 
of Roma students (Athinganoi and Slovo 21); and research and discrimination testing – Counselling 
Centre for Citizenship, and the Civil and Human Rights (Poradna pro občanství, občanská a lidská 
práva). Communication between government and civil society has improved in the past decade, as the 
government slowly begins to recognise that NGOs can help them solve pressing issues18 and NGOs learn 
more constructive methods of criticism.

2.2 Minority Act

The basic protection of national minorities in the Czech Republic is determined by the Constitution (Act 
1/1993), the Charter of Rights and Freedoms (Act 2/1993), and the Minority Act (Act 273/2001).

The Minority Act entered into force in August 2001 and specifies the rights of members of 
national minorities and the competences of ministries, administrative authorities and authorities of 
territorial self-administration units (regions)19 in relation to these rights. It determines the basic terms 

18  There are still problems: In 2006, the Ministry of Education, Youth, and Sports objected to the nomination of David 
Strupek, a human rights lawyer, for membership in the Council of Human Rights. As a consequence, two other members 
resigned, and both of them had an excellent record of Roma support.

19  Since 2001, as a result of the public administration reform, the Czech Republic administratively divided into fifteen 
regions.



14

‘national minority’ and ‘a member of a national minority’ reflected by the Recommendation of the 
Council of Europe (Recommendation, 1993), European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) and the 
Framework Convention for the protection of national minorities.

The Minority Act defines a national minority as:

“a community of citizens of the Czech Republic who live on its present territory, 
differ from other citizens by their common ethnic origin, language, culture and 
traditions and represent a minority of inhabitants; at the same time they show 
the will to be considered a national minority in a common effort to preserve and 
develop their own identity, language, culture and community which has been 
formed in the course of history.”20

A member of a national minority is:

“a citizen of the Czech Republic who declares other than the Czech ethnicity and 
shows the will to be considered a member of a national minority with other persons 
declaring the same ethnicity.” 

This definition reflects Article 25 of the Charter, which guarantees specific national rights to 
the citizens of the Czech Republic. The legal framework of individual issues concerning the rights of 
national minorities (or the amendments of legal regulations which relate to the application of these 
rights) is determined in the Minority Act in accordance with the Charter and the Framework Convention. 
It relates to the optional choice of membership in a national minority, association, participation in 
resolving the problems of a national minority, use of a minority language in public and in communication 
with authorities and courts, as well as education and preservation of national culture. At the same 
time, this Act determined that the government would establish the Council of the Government for 
National Minorities as a rather administrative, consultative, and initiative body headed by a member of 
the Government. At the same time, it qualified its rule and empowered the Government to determine 
conditions and ways of providing national minorities with grants for their activities. The government 
approved this rule by its Decree N. 159 in February 2002 and decided that it would enter into force on 
15 April 2002. A minimum of 50 percent of Council members are national minorities’ members who are 
delegated by national minorities’ civic societies.

The Minority Act was drawn up in 1990-2000 with the active participation of members of 
national minorities – i.e. both members of the Council for National Minorities of the Government of 
the Czech Republic and the public. During the preparation of the intended subject-matter of this law 
and its paragraphed text, discussions arose among the representatives of national minorities regarding 
respective sections, as to whether the act on the rights of members of national minorities should be a 
codex of national minorities’ rights (amending all rights of national minorities), or an act that would 
amend only those spheres of nationalities’ rights which have not been amended, referring to other valid 
amendments, or in the case that an existing amendment was not sufficient, it would apply a new one 
(examples see below).

After the above mentioned discussions, the participants chose the second variant in accord with 
the Resolution of the Chamber of Deputies of the Parliament of the Czech Republic. When approving 
the ratification of the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities, the Chamber of 
Deputies, in an additional resolution, bound the government to analyse the standards of relationships 
to national minorities and propose amendments that would reflect the principles of the Framework 
Convention. 

The Minority Act does not list all minorities; it just stipulates several conditions, so the definition 

20  It is important to point out that neither the Framework Convention nor the Charter on Minority Languages defines a 
national minority as such.
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is actually open. The Committee for the Decade of Roma Inclusion was set up within the Council for 
Roma Community Affairs in 2004 (Report 2006a). In this context, it should be noted that some of the 
representatives of national minorities accepted the approval of the Minority Act with hesitation. In 
their opinion, it did not meet their expectations. During the negotiations of the Council, and by the 
means of the Association of National Communities, through the preparation of the Act they enforced, 
inter alia, the establishment of minority self-administration, independent elections for its bodies, etc. 
Before discussions on the Minority Act draft, the Committee organised within the plenary session of the 
Senate a public hearing on ‘the creation of a multicultural civil society in the Czech Republic and the 
role of national minorities in this process’. This hearing took place on the basis of the initiative of the 
Association of National Minority Organisations in the Czech Republic. It aimed to acquaint the public 
and members of legislative branches of the government with the problems of national minorities living 
on the territory of the Czech Republic with regard to the legislative steps concerning the government 
bill on the rights of members of national minorities.

As mentioned above, the Vietnamese in the CR do not enjoy the status of a national minority 
and are not represented in any of the above-mentioned bodies. Roma enjoy the status of a national 
minority, as mentioned above.

With the adoption of the Act on Minorities, the Statutes (Charter) of the Council changed – 
the chairman of the Council is a member of the government, usually the Deputy Prime Minister. Since 
January 2007, it has been the Minister without portfolio.

2.3 Protection against Discrimination 

The Framework Convention Advisory Committee (a Council of Europe body), the UN Committee on the 
Elimination of Racial discrimination (CERD) and other international bodies have repeatedly expressed 
deep concern over the discrimination of Roma in the Czech Republic. For example, the CERD in their 
Concluding observations from March 2007 stated: 

“The Committee is deeply concerned by consistent information according to which 
the Roma suffer from racial segregation on the State party’s territory in the field 
of education, a situation that the State party does not seem to fully acknowledge. 
It notes with particular concern that a disproportionately large number of Roma 
children attend “special schools”. While noting the views of the State party that 
this results from the vulnerable situation of the Roma and the need to adopt 
special measures to respond to their needs, and having taken note of the new 
Education Act, the Committee remains concerned that this situation also seems 
to result from discriminatory practises and lack of sensitivity on the part of the 
authorities to the cultural identity and specific difficulties faced by the Roma” 
(CERD 2007, 5). 

The committee also expressed deep concern over ‘the prevailing negative sentiments and 
stereotypes concerning the Roma among the Czech population’ and concern over the high unemployment 
of Roma, their ‘persistent discrimination in recruitment’, evictions and segregation in housing, etc. 
(CERD 2007).

In connection with housing, the CERD

“is concerned that the autonomy of municipalities under domestic law is described 
by the State party as an obstacle to the fulfilment of its obligations to ensure the 
enjoyment of the right to housing by all without discrimination, in particular at 
the local level. It is further concerned that domestic regulations do not clearly 
prohibit racial discrimination in the enjoyment of the right to housing.”
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This supports the argument that decentralization within the public administration reform lead 
to further disadvantaging the Roma in CR. 

According to Human rights NGOs, numerous reports of both participants and observers indicate 
that Roma suffer widespread discrimination in the Czech justice system. According to the ERRC, 

“repeated allegations of differential treatment of Roma victims (inadequate 
investigation of their complaints by law enforcement authorities) and Roma 
defendants (subjected to more frequent and longer periods of pre-trial detention, 
and disproportionately severe sentences) suggest that the second class status of 
Roma in Czech society does not end at the courthouse door” (ERRC 1998).

The main problem thus seems to be the enforcement and implementation of the Czech 
Constitution as well as that of integrating international conventions and commitments of the Czech 
Republic into its own system of laws, norms and regulations. The problem lies not only in insufficient 
respect for human rights and in insufficient monitoring of the implementation of such regulations, but 
also in the indolence and ignorance of state and public administrators in the area of law enforcement. 
Additionally, there are no mechanisms to monitor and/or limit the racial prejudice of state employees 
and law enforcement personnel. 

The anti-discrimination bill as approved by the government and the Chamber of Deputies in 
December 2004 was rejected by the Senate in January 2006, and subsequently again by the Chamber 
of Deputies in May 2006. The anti-discrimination bill failed in Parliament. At the end of May 2006, the 
governmental proposal for the new anti-discrimination bill failed to gain the necessary majority in the 
Lower House of Parliament to outvote the Senate’s veto. The Senate had vetoed the proposal earlier that 
year, arguing it was vague and included equivocal and empty formulations difficult to put into practise 
(PCR 2005; SPCR 2006).

The anti-discrimination bill was finally approved by both chambers of parliament in March and 
April 2008 respectively. However, the President of the Czech Republic vetoed the anti-discrimination bill 
in May 2008 claiming that it was “unnecessary, counter-productive and of a poor quality, and its impact 
is very questionable” (Romea 2008). The anti-discrimination bill was meant to transpose the EU’s Racial 
Equality Directive (as well as ICERD) and replace the existing fragmented anti-discrimination legislation 
consisting of more than 60 acts.

Formally, discrimination is forbidden based on constitutional bans on discrimination and special 
sections in the Education Act of 2004, the Employment Act of 2004, the Services Act (that came into 
force in 2007) and other pieces of legislation, as required by the Race and Framework directives 2000/43 
and 2000/78. The only ‘discriminatory’ law, the Citizenship law of 1993, was replaced by the new 
citizenship law which was approved by the Senate in July 1999. The new law allowed former emigrants 
to hold dual citizenship and facilitated the citizenship process for Slovaks living in the Czech Republic 
since the 1993 split.21 In 2004, CR ratified the European Convention on Citizenship and the Convention 
Relating to the Status of Stateless Persons.

The case of discrimination in education was confirmed in a second round by the Grand Chamber 
of the European Court for Human Rights in Strasburg in November 2007 – the case is called D.H. and 
others vs. the Czech Republic (ERRC 2006; OSJI 2003; OSJI 2007; Romea 2007aa; Traynor 2007).

21  Upon pressure from abroad, the law was partially amended in 1998 so that citizens of the Slovak Republic who had their 
place of residence in the Czech Republic as of 31 December 1992 could be forgiven the condition of five-year indemnity. 
The amendment however did not remove the discriminatory effect of the law, since the condition itself was found to be 
discriminatory.
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2.4 International Treaties

The rights of national minorities are also protected through international commitments of the Czech 
Republic that, according to the Czech constitution, “take preference before the law.”22 An important 
instrument is the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities which assigns an 
obligation to the contracting parties and is based on the equal social position of people belonging 
to minorities in the areas of education, culture, employment and politics. It was ratified in December 
1997 and came into effect on 1 April 1998. A year later, the Office of the Government Commissioner 
for Human Rights published a report on compliance with this convention stating that the “absence of 
more detailed legislation, as presupposed by the Charter, has been a legislative deficit since adoption 
of the Charter in 1991” (Council 1999: Part 1, Section 16.5). The same document further states that 
“discrimination is commonplace in the Czech Republic, especially against Roma” and that “The law 
does not define sanctions for cases of racial (and ethnic) discrimination in the educational system, in 
the health care system, in prisons and in other areas of the society” (Council 1999: Part 2, Article 4, 
Section 3).

In April 2006, the Czech Republic Parliament finally ratified the European Charter on Minority 
and Regional Languages. 

The following is the list of international treaties that the Czech Republic ratified and that have 
a direct relevance to the Roma and other minorities in the Czech Republic:

UN International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination •	
(ICERD) (Act No. 95/1974 Coll.)
UN International Convention on the Suppression and Punishment of the Crime of Apartheid •	
(ICSPCA)
United Nations International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICPCR) (No 120/1976 •	
Coll.)
United Nations International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) •	
(No 120/1976 Coll.)
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (ICRC)•	
Convention Concerning Discrimination in Respect of Employment and Occupation, ILO •	
No.111 
European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms •	
(ECHR) (No 209/1992) (Laubeová, 2001).

Their adherence is watched by NGOs, such as the Counselling Centre for Citizenship, Civil 
and Human Rights (Poradna pro občanství, občanská a lidská práva) and the state-governed office of 
Ombudsman.

2.5 Legal Protection of the Vietnamese

Based on the definition of the term national minority according to Act 273/2001 on the rights of 
members of national minorities (Minority Act), the Vietnamese living in the Czech Republic are not 
defined as a national minority but as foreigners.  Hence, the Vietnamese are not entitled to such benefits 
as support in cultural and educational areas or access to information in their mother tongue. At the 
same time, Vietnamese are not the prime focus in the politics of integration within the Czech Republic 
and therefore they do not receive as much financial resources as national minorities do. The definition 
of the Vietnamese in the Czech Republic as foreigners can, as a result, influence every member of the 

22  As stipulated in Article 10 of the Constitution of the Czech Republic: “Ratified and promulgated international treaties on 
human rights and fundamental freedoms, which are binding in the Czech Republic, are directly binding and take precedence 
over the law.”
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community, particularly in light of their cultural identity and their independence when communicating 
with the authorities. Since Vietnamese citizens are not EU nationals they are not protected under EU 
law, only by a general international law that is often difficult to enforce.

3. Issues of Ethnicity in the Context of the Welfare State 

The position of ethnic groups in the CR is closely linked to their national minority status. The Roma 
enjoy protection in terms of the Minority Act, whereas most of the Vietnamese are treated as foreigners. 
This fact has had a profound impact on the access of foreigners to welfare programmes that have been 
usually open only to EU national and thus exclude the Vietnamese.

The citizenship principle23 is a prevailing approach that governs relations between the majority 
and minorities in the Czech Republic. The first sign that this principle could be complemented with 
certain specific measures in cases where there had been a historical imbalance of power, resources, 
and opportunities, appeared only in April 1999. This was seen in the Draft Concept of Policy towards 
Roma, initiated by the Government Commissioner for Human Rights. In February 2000, when the Czech 
government returned the Conception of Romani Integration, commentators agreed that assimilation 
was then still prevalent in official attitude towards Roma and other minorities. The conception was 
finally adopted in 2001 (Conception 2001), and further amended and revised in following years. Since 
2004, within the Decade for Roma Inclusion, the policies towards Roma started to be coordinated 
on an international level, and are formulated rather from equal opportunity, anti-discrimination and 
mainstreaming perspectives.24 

There are no policies that would specifically target the Roma, apart from those that would be 
in compliance with the Minority Act, such as the support of cultural activities, language, art, media, 
and the like.

Social and employment policies have been designed to target so-called socially disadvantaged 
persons or persons with difficulties on the job market. There are some problems of policies targeting 
the Roma, mainly due to the fact that it is very difficult to determine who is and who is not Roma (as 
there are no statistical data available). This vicious circle could be stopped only if a sensible policy on 
data collections was designed, with a guarantee that the data will not be abused against the Roma 
themselves. The fear of such abuse is often articulated by Romani representatives who are against 
collecting any statistics on Roma.  A bad example of monitoring Romani ethnicity was a general practise 
in the past, when employment officers were marking Romani job applicants with a letter ‘R’ to signal 
to potential employers the applicant’s ethnicity, which lead to situations when employers automatically 
rejected all such applicants.

23  The citizenship principle in its broadest liberal meaning, i.e. all citizens are formally equal.

24  These are policies based on mainstreaming and inclusion rather than on special measures in separate provisions or 
structures. Special measures should be applied, but only to assist inclusion.



19

4. Representation of Interethnic Conflicts in Public Discourse and Policies

The recent debate in Czech media (April and May 2007) has indicated that the concept of social justice 
has been too often reduced to an issue of social re-distribution, mainly by activists from a prominent 
NGO who call for ‘de-ethnicisation’ of the ‘Roma’ issues. The topic was discussed at a public debate, 
‘Roma – the victims of political correctness?’ (Osma, 2007). For more details see (Horvátová, 2007; 
Romea, 2007b; Wanatowiczová, 2007).

4.1 Adverse Stereotypes of Roma Influencing Social Policies

Stereotyped images of Roma are used, whether consciously or not, to justify attitudes and behaviour 
towards them. Stereotypes have been constructed and developed for centuries and unless their existence 
is acknowledged and efforts made to remove them, they will be the underlying influences in any policies 
and practises towards Roma. The social construction of the ‘Gypsy’ identity is based on stereotypes 
depicting them as those who ‘lead the life’, who are uncivilised, noisy, dirty, stupid, subnormal, criminal, 
and promiscuous. Public opinion polls indicate that 85 percent of Czechoslovaks wanted Roma to be 
excluded from their neighbourhood and 93 percent believe that all Gypsies are criminals. Hardly anyone 
could tolerate having a Gypsy as a friend, and 83 percent believed that Gypsies should be denied all 
welfare benefits (Powell, 1997). The implications of imposing this constructed identity on Roma may 
be very harmful, as some Roma may internalize and subsequently articulate them (cf. Fanon, 1967). 
According to the imagery of Roma and definitions imposed upon them, most of the Czech population 
perceive Roma as having no cultural, linguistic or ethnic roots. And if they had ever had them, then 
they lost them in the past due to policies of assimilation. Therefore they are viewed as a social problem’ 
requiring rehabilitation and reintegration in order to bring them back to civilised society. 

Reclassifying cultural questions as social problems cannot provide adequate solutions (Laubeová, 
2000b). It only leads to and justifies interventions against Roma, covered up in the guise of assisting 
integration. This analysis suggests that by focusing on the consequences (poverty, unemployment, low 
education, health problems, and criminality) we fail to address the adequate causes of the given situation 
(rejection, segregation, insufficient provision, and discrimination) which aggravate the situations 
supposedly being rectified.

4.2 Gap between Policies and Practise

When analysing the past, it can be pointed out that before 1989 all relevant political documents declared 
the integration of Roma as a significant programme goal. Despite that, 

“no effective institutional and economic tools, within legal responsibility, to 
implement this programme were ever created. What were created were only 
coordination bodies [...]. Practical experiences lead to the conclusion that if the 
state wants to or should execute state power in a particular area, it needs three 
instruments: law, (executive) office, and money” (Socioklub 1999, 213). 

The findings of this research indicate that none of these three instruments are efficiently 
used despite the generous research support channelled from ESF. Since 1995, many positive changes 
have occurred (mainly to comply with EU law and international human rights commitments). However 
not many of them have been systemic, i.e. the Minority Act, Roma teaching assistants, Human Rights 
Commissioner’s regular reports on the state of human rights, the Conception of Roma Integration 
(Conception 2002), etc. There is still a long way to go to reach at least the point when state officials 
and policy makers will be able to reflect on the current state of affairs and their own attitudes and 
prejudice. 
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“State policy circumvents systems, i.e. it does not change them, but rather it 
substitutes them with temporary measures (such as special educational programmes 
only for Roma….), however, the basic problem of structural discrimination is not only 
not being solved, but it is not even discerned by state policy” (Socioklub 1999, 492). 

As a result of the public administration reform, the focus of policies has gradually moved from 
central to local levels, with the exception of legislation. Practically it means that, e.g., local governments 
can get rid of their Roma and move them out of their territory, housing, employment, education, etc.

4.3 Central and Local Policies Targeting the Roma 

4.3.1 Policies at the Central Level

Pressed by international implications of the ‘exodus’ of the Roma during the 1990s, the Czech government 
has repeatedly expressed its determination to solve the situation of the Romani community in CR. In 
October 1997 the so-called Bratinka Report (Zpráva 1997) was adopted by the government, which led 
to the establishment of the Interdepartmental Commission for Romani Affairs and the preparation of 
a long term plan of action (Zpráva 1997). One of the major steps forward was the establishment of 
Romani social advisors at places of district authority as well as certain changes in educational policies, 
such as the introduction of Romani teaching assistants in schools and changes in curricula (some of 
the complementary study literature now represents Roma and their history). Most changes, however, 
have been met with resistance from bureaucrats in charge, local level representatives, and teachers. 
For example, until March 1998, the Ministry of Education was not willing to start implementing the 
Government Resolution No 686/1997 (Analýza 1996) and officially recognise Romani teaching assistants. 
The open letter to the Ministry of Education and follow-up lobbying by NGOs finally lead to the adoption 
of regulation on Romani teaching assistants. Despite many difficulties, they have been gradually 
introduced, supported mainly by non-state organisations (mostly non-Roma ones) and initiatives. Some 
of the positive changes were officially institutionalised only after accession to the EU in 2004.

As mentioned in Chapter 2, in September 1998 the government established the Office of the 
Government Commissioner for Human Rights and appointed Petr Uhl, a well-known human rights 
activist. His role was to initiate and coordinate activities in the field of human rights monitoring with, 
however, no executive powers or budgetary provisions (Government Resolution 579/1998). He also 
served as the chairperson of the Interdepartmental Commission for Romani Affairs and of the Council 
for National Minorities.

In 2001, the interdepartmental commission for the affairs of the Roma community was 
transformed into the Council (Government Resolution 1371/2001). Its competency and composition have 
also been changed. The main activity of the Council is to fulfil the task listed in 9a) of the Conception of 
government policy towards members of the Roma community in favour of their integration into society 
(Government Resolution 300/2001). This task includes the evaluation of the efficiency of the programme 
‘Support of Projects for the Integration of the Roma Community’,25 the creation of conditions for 
establishing the function of a co-coordinator of Roma consultants (Government Resolution 781/2001), 
the control of measures concerning the implementation of government policy towards members of the 
Roma community in favour of their integration into society (Government Resolution 1145/2001), etc. 
The Council remains mainly an advisory body with minor political influence.

4.3.2 Formulation of Policies at the Local Level 

An interesting document that aimed to help public administrators at the local level was published by the 
Training Centre for Public Administration (Frištenská, Víšek 2002). It provides a classification of policies 

25  The document was submitted to the government on 30 April 2001.
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targeting the Roma and a categorisation of the Roma as policy recipients. Framing Roma as policy 
beneficiaries, the authors classify Roma are in different ways: 

With respect to protection against the manifestations of racism, they are members of an •	
ethnic group (anthropologically different at the first sight and distinguishable from the 
majority population), threatened more than the other citizens. 
From the point of view of national policy, the Roma are (when they choose to be) members •	
of a national minority entitled to exploit their national rights.
When they are beneficiaries of social policy measures, specific social characteristics of the •	
individual Roma and claims issuing from them are the most important. 
In other spheres, the Roma are citizens, as anyone else, enjoying full and equal civil rights •	
that must be guaranteed and protected.
The above social integration policy is a special state policy sphere. It is the denominator of •	
all other policies which, thanks to it, can, above their basic objectives, bring in measures 
with features of affirmative actions aimed at the integration of the Roma” (Frištenská, Víšek 
2002, 55).

The authors thus distinguish the following policies: 

anti-discriminatory, 1. 
national, 2. 
social, 3. 
against social exclusion and towards social cohesion, 4. 
integration policies.5. 

The authors further argue that under these policies, the Roma can be classified into four target 
groups: 

Ethnic Roma who are entitled to protection against discrimination based on their 1. 
anthropological dissimilarities.
The Roma who openly declare their nationality and are entitled to the support of their 2. 
culture and language.
The Roma who are, as a consequence of various circumstances, socially disadvantaged, 3. 
socially vulnerable and threatened by poverty and social exclusion and have, as other 
citizens, the same right of effective social protection. 
The Roma who, as a group, live in significant isolation from the majority and it is in their 4. 
interest and in the interest of the majority that they become an acceptable part without 
losing their identity (Frištenská, Víšek 2002, 56-57).  

They continue:

“Whenever a public administration policy measure influencing the situation of 
the Roma is being created or given publicity in the media, it must be rigorously 
distinguished as to which of the above groups of the Roma it applies.  Mistaken 
substitution of one group by another, which very often happens, leads to 
confusion, chaos in terminology and its contents, blaming all the involved of 
being racist, wrongful use of one measure instead of another, threatening thus its 
effectiveness (e.g. refusal to extend social benefits based on legal regulations is 
not a manifestation of racism)” (Frištenská, Víšek 2002, ibid.).

As mentioned above, the integration policies since communism did not have difficulties in 
acknowledging that Roma/Gypsies have cultural and linguistic differences. However, there has always 
been strong resistance to acknowledge that a concrete implementation mechanism must be formulated 
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and enforced to address these differences in an effective way that would correspond to the politics of 
recognition as formulated by Nancy Fraser (2007a, 2007c) and Charles Taylor (1992, 2001).

However, as the situation in 2008 still suggests, the category of the ‘the Roma who openly 
declare their nationality and are entitled to the support of their culture and language’ is virtually 
ignored by the Czech public policy administrators, including those within education.  The Roma have 
been most of the recipients of social benefits within the colour-blind approach as they ‘have, as other 
citizens, the same right of effective social protection’ while being constantly criticised and indeed often 
victimised by the majority population and some politicians of ‘social benefit abuse’.

The GAC Report (Analýza 2006) identified a need for systemic measures, such as (among 
others): 

clarification of the role of municipalities in the housing domain,  •	
clarification of the term ‘social housing’ and the initiation of creating ‘social housing’  •	
consistent assertion of the restriction of discrimination in the domain of housing,  •	
design of differentiated employment programmes (particularly focusing on women and •	
unemployed youth – elementary school graduates), 
change in the rate between minimum salary and social welfare, modelling impacts of various •	
forms of the change, 
change in the boarders of ‘school districts’ of elementary schools, •	
modification of the enrolment process for special elementary schools and preparatory •	
classes established by special elementary schools, 
general reinforcement of communication and cooperation among various subjects •	
encountering the issue of social exclusion.

4.4 Education policies targeting the Roma

In order to provide evidence for future policy design, key findings (based on an analysis of the position 
of the Roma in the Czech Republic educational system) follow below, and were endorsed by the Roma 
Education Fund (Laubeová 2007; Advancing 2007).

The education of Roma in the Czech Republic has shown visible improvement lately. There are 
clear indicators of political commitment to the improvement of the education of Roma children, such as:

the government Concept of Roma Integration•	
new focus and support for early childhood care (e.g. preparatory classes, teacher assistants, •	
and free kindergarten) 
formal abolition of special remedial schools targeting Roma•	
funding for the education of disadvantaged children is secured through the ministerial •	
development programme replacing the previous irregular grants from private donors.

The education system in the Czech Republic continues to be suffocated by several barriers that 
exclude Roma from full and sustained participation. Below, there is a listing of an evaluation of the 
Czech education system in this respect, in the areas of segregation, Roma language and implementation 
insufficiencies.

1) Segregation:

The Czech education system does not have a clear response to residential segregation. There •	
are no desegregation strategies. Roma children from remote settlements are educated in 
substandard schools and are left with no prospects to integrate into further education 
cycles.
The unusually early tracking that takes place at age 11 at the primary education level (or •	
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even at the age of 5-7 for Roma children who are directly placed in a special pre-school 
provision at age 5-6 or in a basic practical school at age 6-7), affects Roma the most, as 
the majority are enrolled into practical basic schools, without further prospects of a quality 
education.
Formal removal of special schools from the legal framework did not change the fact that •	
Roma are educated in separate facilities, with an inferior curriculum and teachers with lower 
expectations. This situation is officially endorsed by the tracking system and implemented 
through the system of practical schools.
The Roma are ignored as an ethnic group in official education documentation. The Roma •	
are also often ignored in multicultural and inclusive education where the focus is placed on 
foreigners and disability respectively.

2) Lack of acknowledgement of Roma language, culture and needs:

There are virtually no Roma teachers in the Czech schools.•	
No attention is paid to inclusion, diversity, and equal opportunity issues in the training of •	
head teachers and school managers. 
The Czech Republic is one of the rare countries in the region where the Romani language •	
(Romanes) is not taught, even as an optional subject (with some exceptions, as officially it 
is possible). The importance of Romanes is generally ignored by schools and most NGOs.

3) Implementation gaps:

The Decade Action Plan and earlier government strategies and action plans concerning the •	
Roma, including the Concept of Roma Integration, are not well integrated within mainstream 
policies, and their implementation is not effective.
Despite a recognised need for preschool education for children from socio-economically •	
marginalised backgrounds, the availability of pre-primary education is still limited.
Funding through open grant schemes and ‘development programmes’ is ineffective, with no •	
evaluation or quality assurance.

4.5 Public Discourse on the Vietnamese

As it was already mentioned, the Vietnamese do not enjoy the status of a national minority in Czech 
Republic. They are viewed rather as a closed, self-contained, law abiding community of immigrant 
foreigners who take heed of good manners, good behaviour, correctness, and excellent results in 
schools. At the same time, as any other incomers, they are presented as a potential threat for domestic 
population; in the case of the Vietnamese, they present concurrence for other cloth sellers. Recently, 
as they, along with other people from eastern locations, started to seek work in Czech industrial zones, 
they have been considered to be a potential health threat, since tuberculosis afflicted several of them. 
The representation of the Vietnamese in media is often connected to some sort of criminality. The 
Vietnamese are considered as the least problematic group of foreigners, according to Foreigner Police, 
because they solve most of their disputes within their own hierarchical community. In the media, they 
are mostly presented as law offenders involved in frauds and breaking their licenses when carrying out 
business at market stalls – as a show was titled from Právo daily on 29 July 2006: ‘Trhovci pčišli o statisíce’ 
(‘Marketers lost hundreds of thousand’) (Prehled, 2006). They are also presented as sometimes involved 
in drug dealing – as is represented by the title from Lidové noviny daily on 26 July 26t2006: ‘Policisté 
pozatýkali vietnamské dealery drog’ (‘Policemen arrested Vietnamese drug dealers’). (Přehled, 2006). 
The media tend to stress their Vietnamese origins although it is not always relevant. On the contrary, 
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when the Vietnamese do something beneficial for the society, for example in 2002 they helped in the 
removal of flood damages, there is no significant media coverage. Even if the Vietnamese are victims of 
criminality they are presented in a bad light because they deserve it. This type of discrimination reflected 
in media leads to a faulty stereotype of connecting the Vietnamese minority with criminal issues.

Although the Vietnamese community is misrepresented in the media, Vietnamese children 
achieve excellent results in Czech schools, and their average grade is 1.3 at elementary school and 1.7 at 
secondary school. Most Vietnamese students at universities graduate with excellent results. Vietnamese 
are conscientious and goal-seeking and their children are forced to study hard in order to be the best 
even among the local native students to show they are good representatives of their home country. 
However, this means no free time for them and sometimes leads to emotional problems and neurotic 
disorder, cf. highly performing Asian students in UK.

The Vietnamese have always been seen as an unknown and rather closed community who run 
their own businesses, which may seem rather suspicious (suspected tax evasions, etc.). Although Czech 
people might not have the best opinion of the Vietnamese, they, especially those from lower social classes, 
like to buy their goods, which are cheap and good looking, but nevertheless often of poor quality. 

The Vietnamese themselves see their stay in the Czech Republic as provisional, i.e. they came 
there with the aim to improve their economic situation and to financially support their families and then 
planned to return to Vietnam after several years to join their abandoned families. But there are often 
many constraints to return which make them undecided, but often with the desire and hope to return 
home. These constraints often represent unsatisfied expectations which are often connected to having 
lower financial profit than they had expected. This feeling of provisional stay may sometimes hinder 
their motivation to learn the Czech language and to integrate fully into the society. Those Vietnamese 
who decide to stay in the Czech Republic permanently and raise their children there are willing to 
assimilate, which enhances their prospects of successful integration, since public opinion on them is not 
strongly hostile, as it is in the case of Roma.

5. The State of Research on Inter-ethnic Relations and Minorities

5.1 Research on the Roma

There is only very limited evidence-based research on Roma in the Czech Republic that would have 
practical implication for policy making in the broad context of Roma inclusion, including education. 
Previous research, mostly conducted by Czech academic institutions or government sponsored 
organisations, often focused on psychological, ethnographical, or anthropological aspects with little 
impact on broader political and socioeconomic contexts. On the other hand, some international research 
projects that had covered complex socioeconomic factors have often been regarded as ‘too critical and 
initiated by foreigners who do not understand our situation’. This approach extended even to reports by 
EU institutions and major intergovernmental bodies such as the World Bank or the UN, both in the pre- 
and post-EU accession periods. Thus their conclusions and recommendations have not been effectively 
accepted. 
Below is a list of institutions and key research topics that bear relevance to policy making with regards 
to the Roma:

1) International research on the situation of the Roma in the Czech Republic: 

Roma Education Fund (Advancing 2007)•	
UNDP (UNDP 2002)•	
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2) Key research projects initiated or funded by the Czech government:

Bratinka Report (Analýza 1997) – the first government sponsored research, quite critical•	
GAC Report (Analýza 2006) – sponsored by the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs and •	
funded by the ESF. A pioneering  research study into Roma exclusion and segregation, a 
number of selected communities on the whole Roma population cannot be generalised 

3) Relevant research on the History of Roma in CR:

Davidová (Davidová 1995), covering the Charta 77 research (Dokument Charty 1978).•	
Pavelcíková (Pavelcíková 2004)•	
Guy (Guy 2001)•	

Roma related policymaking in the Czech Republic is truly an under-researched field, while a 
lack of statistical data may hinder the implementation of any progressive policy designs into practise.

Recent international research has produced evidence that equity can actually reinforce efficiency 
and has undermined previous arguments that there is a trade-off relationship between efficiency and 
equity. The Czech Republic can benefit from international know-how and adopt examples of good 
practise for designing policies that would effectively address all aspects of the education of the Roma.

Resources on the equity vs. efficiency issue:

Ainscow et al. (Ainscow et al. 2006)•	
Baye et al. (Baye et al. 2006)•	
Coherent framework (Coherent framework 2007)•	
COM (COM 2006)•	
Commission (Commission 2006)•	
Cost (Cost 2007)•	
EC (EC 2006)•	
Equity (EC 2003)•	
Europa (Europa 2006)•	
Kertesi, Kezdi (Kertesi, Kezdi 2006)•	
Mateju, Straková (Mateju, Straková 2006)•	
OECD (OECD 2004, 2006, 2007a, 2007b)•	
Submission (Submission 2006)•	
Wößmann, Schütz (Wößmann, Schütz 2006)•	

5.1.1 Conceptual Issues and Theories

The Czech Republic should accept international research evidence on bilingualism, cultural recognition, 
equity, early assessment, and tracking; the problem can not be satisfactorily addressed and will continue 
to be denied. Similarly, international law terminology regarding racial discrimination and segregation 
should be adopted.

Useful theoretical models that can help to explain and analyse the position of the Roma in the Czech 
Republic are:

Parekh’s and Essed’s analysis of institutional and everyday racism(s) (Parekh 2000; Essed •	
2002); 
Young and Kymlicka’s concept of differentiated citizenship (Kymlicka 2002); •	
Fraser’s principle of participatory parity that serves, i.e., to clarify the relation between •	
justice and democracy (Fraser 2007a, b, c); 
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Fraser’s recent account of structural exclusion to explain the position of the Roma in CEE •	
(Fraser, 2007c); and 
Cohen’s concept of exclusion as one of the forms of racism (Cohen 2006), which corresponds •	
well with the empirical findings of the GAC report (Analýza 2006). 

Theorising race equality and multiculturalism evolves from two starting points: 

an understanding of social justice and equity as normative concepts, and 1. 
an understanding of the character of current society in terms of its multicultural composition 2. 
(descriptive multiculturalism). 

The research evidence on equity in education, cost benefit analysis, risks of early tracking, 
efficiency of pre-school intervention and on data collection present a useful framework for policy 
making.

The Czech Republic responded to the need for pre-school intervention when the central 
government adopted the Concept of Early Intervention for Socio-Culturally Disadvantaged Children 
(Koncepce 2005). However, the other issues (e.g. additive bilingualism), have either been approached only 
formally or completely neglected.  Research evidence on additive bilingualism has been entirely ignored 
in the case of Romani pupils, whose language problems are often diagnosed as a mental disability, 
which continues to have a detrimental impact on their education in terms of inequity, segregation and 
tracking.

An interesting analysis of Pavel Barša´s distinction between the right-wing and left-wing 
political conceptualisations of social exclusion, related to the Roma, is provided in the official Report 
on the Situation of the Romani Community in 2006 (Romano Hangos 2007). For a critique of current 
concepts of social exclusion of Roma see also Elšík (2005) and Koubková (2006).

5.2 Research and Projects about the Vietnamese

There have been several research projects on the Vietnamese carried out in the Czech Republic. The 
project called ‘Vietnamese Children and Youth in Czech Schools 2005’ (Vietnamské deti a mládež ve 
školách ceské republiky 2005) was organised by Hanoi Club Civil Association (OS Klub Hanoi), and 
analyses the education of Vietnamese children in Czech schools. The aim of the project was to publish a 
teaching and methodological guide for teachers who work with Vietnamese children and Youth. It also 
provided basic information on Vietnamese culture, multicultural education, the history of Vietnamese in 
CR, living conditions of Vietnamese children in CR and methodology.

In 2006, a comparative sociological research study ‘Internal Restrictions in the Participation in 
the Czech Labour Market of Chosen Ethnic Groups (Vietnamese, and Ukrainians)’ was carried out as a 
follow up to previous research on the level of integration of the Ukrainians, Vietnamese and Armenians 
in Prague. This was part of a project ‘Integration of foreigners and support for foreigner organisations 
and initiatives in the Czech Republic’ (Integrace cizincu a podpora organisací a sdružení cizincu v ceské 
republice) organised by the International Organisation for Migration (IOM) with financial support of 
the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs CR. The research included theoretical analysis of the history 
of Vietnamese migration, and analysis of data that describe main features of their integration in the 
CR. The project also aimed to analyse internal and external restrictions the Ukrainians and Vietnamese 
face when accessing the Czech labour market in three cities in CR. The research data showed that the 
access of foreigners to the labour market is limited not only by discrimination on the side of the state 
and the majority public, but also by internal restrictions of the migrants themselves, such as cultural 
barriers, insufficient education and general overview, self-containment of the community, etc. The goal 
of the project was to find concrete proposals that would help migrants gain skills and provide them 
with opportunities to compete in the labour market more effectively. The project also aimed to increase 
the efficiency of organisations that employ foreigners or government institutions which are in charge 
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of labour legislation and policies of the Czech Republic (Ezzedine-Lukšíková, Kocourek, Leontiyeva 
2006). The Vietnamese Community in the Czech Republic is changing rapidly. Most of them are in an 
economically inconvenient situation and they have to find difficult ways of how to make their living. The 
project concluded that in addition to those Vietnamese carrying out business in CZ there is an increasing 
number of Vietnamese workers who are coming to CZ in order to work in factories. These migrants are 
usually indebted and have naïve expectations. Often they live in demanding conditions, they do not 
know the country nor the language. This makes them more vulnerable to becoming a victim of human 
trafficking or another crime. The project emphasized that since the number of Vietnamese immigrants 
is going to increase further, we need to monitor their lives and working conditions carefully. The project 
also confirmed that there is a lack of academic literature dealing with the Vietnamese community and 
its functioning. This has lead to the fact that the level of understanding the Vietnamese among the 
Czech public is poor. The lack of resources is also due to the fact that there are no effective mechanisms 
of cooperation between NGOs and the Czech Government on one hand, and the Vietnamese Community 
(individuals and organisations) on the other hand.

Another project, ‘Aid and support for trafficked and commercially exploited persons’ (Pomoc 
a podpora obchodovaným a komercne zneužívaným osobám), focused on some illegal aspects related 
to Vietnamse immigration. It was carried out by an organisation La Strada Czech Republic in the year 
2007 and its main aim was to facilitate the identification of trafficked victims and prevention of human 
trafficking and exploitation of the Vietnamese in the Czech Republic and in Vietnam. The project also 
analysed social and welfare services with respect to specific needs of the Vietnamese in the Czech 
Republic (Pechová, 2007).

To conclude, there is a significant lack of resources, literature and research reports on the 
Vietnamese in the Czech Republic in comparison with the Roma issue, which is at least to a certain 
extend discussed among scholars.

The available research data showed that the Vietnamese in CR is a closed community and 
a relatively economically and socially successful community. They manage their lives and economic 
activities quite well, although often on the margins of society. They may have problems learning the 
Czech language and being exposed to prejudices held by the public as well as the media. There are 
quite a few organisations and initiatives in CR that support them in their everyday life and encourage 
their integration. The research showed that despite the complexity of hierarchical ties, Vietnamese are 
open to cooperation and integration. Joined activities and projects between Vietnamese communities, 
intergovernmental and non-governmental organisations represent another important factor.
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Appendix

Figure: The Age Structure of Vietnamese in CZ, 31 May 2005*

* Blue = male, yellow = female.
Source: CPP MV CR
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