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Introduction 
 

 

This report includes outcomes from the first phase of the empirical part of research for the 
EDUMIGROM project. In spring 2009, the data were collected by means of a quantitative survey, 
the findings of which will be complemented by results of the ethnographic field work and case 
studies of selected schools. Our target population was predominantly students aged 14-15 
attending selected schools in two Czech (Moravian) cities, that is, Tingletown and Bergsdorf. The 
main questions addressed by the Survey Report concern the differences/similarities between the 
experience and positions of majority children and their Roma peers in the Czech educational 
system. We were interested in the pupils’ school performance and achievements, their plans for 
future educational careers and jobs, but also more generally for future partner and family life, 
desires and fears, etc. The questionnaire also included questions concerning the educational and 
social-economic status of their parents (their current families) and also those related to 
personal and ethnic identity formation in the context of school environment, inter-ethnic 
relations with their peers and other persons as well.  
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1. Main characteristics of the selected community and schools 
 

 

We start with a brief summary introducing our main target ethnic group, its estimated size, and 
social embeddedness in Czech society. Further, we will briefly present the logic on which our 
purposive sampling was based, and both the cities and schools in which the research was 
carried out in spring 2009. 

 

 

1.1 Roma ethnic group and social embeddedness in the Czech Republic 
Almost all Czech and Moravian Roma lost their lives during the Second World War. The Roma 
currently living in the Czech Republic (or their ancestors) have mostly come after the war from 
Slovakia. In the 1950s, it was particularly Roma with relatively higher socio-economic status 
which were coming (then they were still within the borders of one state, Czechoslovakia). They 
often headed towards frontier regions where they replaced the labour force of expelled 
Germans, while moving into the latter’s deserted houses. They were looking for better living 
conditions in the Czech part of the state where the economic conditions were better and there 
were more job vacancies. In the 1960s the Communist regime set up quotas determining that 
5% of each region’s population should be of Roma origin. This eventuated in subsequent 
migration flows, which were, especially during the 1970s, organised as a state controlled and 
enforced resettlement.1 In Slovakia, many poor Roma settlements on the fringes of villages and 
towns were demolished. These demolitions and Roma displacements were justified by the 
official policy proclaiming the Roma way of life incompatible with the socialist one. Along with 
the organised resettlement, the migration of Roma based on family networks and the 
opportunity for better living conditions in the Czech Republic was still in progress.   

Ethnicity-based statistics were not maintained at the state or national level, yet local 
municipalities explicitly registered Roma applicants for social benefits, and according to these 
records the number of people of Roma origin in the Czech part of Czechoslovakia was 145 738 
by the year 1989. Since then, there have been other waves of Roma immigration from Slovakia 
(especially before, but partly also after, Czechoslovakia split into two independent countries at 
the end of 1992). At the same time, especially since 1997, a part of the Roma population 
(counted in thousands) has left the Czech Republic, especially for Canada and Great Britain, in 
several emigration waves.2 This partial exodus has been commonly understood and presented 
(by the media and activists) as a reaction to a disadvantaged position of the Roma population in 

                                                

1 This state-organised resettlement made further use of a law implemented in 1958 which banned “Nomadism” as a 
way of life and made the surveillance and discipline of Roma people in particular easier and more effective for the 
state authorities. Then also those who regularly commuted for work (or changed jobs often) were often forced to 
stay in one place and find a stable job there (duty to work was legally prescribed for all adult citizens in the 
“productive age”). 
2  Between 1996-2000 there were 1600 asylum applications on the part of Czech Roma in Canada. From 2008 to 
the first half of 2009 there were 1700 applications.   
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the labour market, acts of perceived discrimination, and also the poor prospects for children of 
Roma families. Yet among a large part of population and some radical political groups, the 
Roma emigration aroused negative reactions (like, e.g., after Canada re-introduced the visa for 
Czech citizens in the summer of 2009, and also before) and the image of Roma has steadily 
deteriorated: Roma migration has often been perceived as economically motivated with the aim 
of taking advantage of generous welfare systems of rich countries, and the reasons of 
discrimination and anxiety have not been taken seriously by a large part of the non-Roma 
population (Janků 2007). In this context, it only is symptomatic that since the mid-1990s Roma 
have repeatedly held the highest position in opinion polls and social distance research as the 
least acceptable ethnic group (see, e.g., CVVM AV 2008). 

Since ethnicity-based statistics were made illegal by the early 1990s, it is impossible to provide 
a reliable account of the exact size of the Roma minority in the Czech Republic. From the point 
of view of standard statistical information, those who in everyday life consider themselves to be 
Roma (or are seen as Roma by others) are a largely invisible group. We have figures from two 
censuses at disposal, one taking place in 1991, the other in 2001. The census collects 
information on self-declared nationality of the respondents. In 1991 some 33,000 respondents 
declared their and their children’s nationality as Roma, while in 2001 the number of Czech 
citizens declared as Roma went down to less than 12,000. This sharp decline, however, did not 
reflect any dramatic decrease of the number of Roma in the Czech Republic. The common 
assumption was that Roma had been increasingly less willing to declare their Roma identity (as 
nationality) and preferred to declare Czech nationality instead (we will return to this 
phenomenon later on). Beyond the censuses, expert estimations vary between 140,000 and 
300,000 (i.e. 1.5-3% of the whole Czech population). For example, the Minority Rights Group 
works with the number of 275,000 Czech Roma (UNDP 2002) and the Secretariat of the Council 
for National Minorities of the Government of the Czech Republic provides the number of 150-
300,000 in its document Report on the Situation of National Minorities in the Czech Republic in 
2001. Demographers estimate the Roma population on the Czech territory to range between 
250,000–300, 000 (e.g., Frištenská, Víšek 2002 or Hůle 2007). The state administration mostly 
works with the estimate of 200,000 people of Roma ethnic origin (Office 2007). To the extent to 
which we can take the census data (self-declarations) as an indicator of the territorial 
distribution of the Roma population, we can assume that about a half of them live in the 
Ústecký region (northern Bohemia), the Moravia-Silesia region and the Central Bohemia region. 
This provisional assumption is in line with common experience, as is the indication that most of 
the Roma population live in larger cities or towns. 

 

Socio-economic situation of the Roma population  

In the early 1990s, Petr Uhl, the first Government Commissioner for Human Rights, proposed a 
policy close to the French conception preferring the universalistic civil principle to the 
particularistic ethno-cultural one. Therefore the collection of ethnicity-based statistics on Roma 
by authorities has been regarded as ethically unacceptable and potentially exploitable. This is 
why we only have very limited statistical information on the socio-economic status and living 
conditions of the Roma population. This lack of information has recently been somewhat 
balanced by several surveys and reports conducted by non-governmental institutions (although 
with the sponsorship of the government and done for government use). This has been a reaction 
to the fact that the ban on ethnicity-based data collection has – as an unintended consequence 
– made it easier to downplay the problematic living situation of Czech Roma, and it has also 
made it more difficult to formulate appropriate social and integration policies, which has been 
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the target of criticism from many international organisations (e.g. OECD, World Bank, Roma 
Education Fund) and NGOs. Yet it is at the same time widely known that the social position of a 
large part of Roma is characterized by very a low level of education and high unemployment 
rate, resulting in a life of relative poverty.3 In 1997, the Bratinka Report estimated the rate of 
unemployment among Roma to be between 70% and 90% (Zpráva, 1997). It is clear that the 
unemployment rate among Roma still greatly exceeds the one for the whole Czech population, 
which has varied between 5 – 10% in the last 10 years.4 The average low level of qualification 
among Roma for the labour market has also been an a priori reason for many employers to 
distrust Roma applicants for jobs in general, which has led to a number of cases of 
discrimination (World Bank 2008). According to United Nations Development Programme (UNDP 
2002) report, the Czech Republic is a country in which Roma have the lowest level of education 
as compared to other OECD countries. Particularly Roma people with secondary and university 
education are missing here, as an overwhelming majority of them has only completed, or only 
partially completed, primary education. The Open Society Institute estimates that only 1.2% of 
the respective age cohort of Roma students successfully completes secondary school, and about 
0.3% of Roma youth obtain a degree from institutions of higher education (Open Society 
Institute 2006).5 

The Czech Roma often live concentrated in neighbourhoods (enclaves), some of which are 
(nearly) ethnic homogenous. This, for example, is more the case in Bergsdorf than in Tingletown, 
to name the two cities in which we have conducted the survey. Yet even localities where Roma 
represent a half, or even less, inhabitants are often considered to be from Roma neighbourhoods 

                                                
3 A Human Development Report estimates that 5 % of Czech inhabitants live below 50 % of median income and, 
presumably, Roma represent the greatest part of them (UNDP 2006). Syrovátka (et. al. 2002) concluded that there is 
a 10% risk of poverty among the majority population, while among Roma this risk is three times higher. It also 
turned out that 17% of Roma perceive themselves as poor, while this was percieved by 3% of respondents from the 
majority population.     
4 To the extent to which all these estimations are right, this means that the 2-3% of Roma within the Czech 
population increases the average unemployment rate by about 2% for the whole country (hypothetically 6% 
without the Roma unemployed, and 8% including them, at the present time)! In other words, today the Roma 
unemployment adds about 25% to the general unemployment rate. 
5 There is another side to the problem of a lack of a “Roma elite”.  After the Second World War and throughout the 
1950s-1970s, among those rather few Czech Roma who had survived the holocaust as well as the Slovak Roma 
who had migrated to the Czech part of the state there was still a relatively larger number of those who successfully 
pursued higher education (especially in technical professions, supported by the official state policy, which 
preferably allocated places at these educational institutions for students with a “working class background”). Yet 
there was a widespread pattern for many of these individuals to gradually disintegrate from the Roma environment 
– through inter-marriage, moving out of the Roma neighbourhoods, and full social-cultural integration in the 
majority society – and to cease referring to themselves as Roma, often building a systematic personal distance from 
the Roma community and identity. For them Roma identity ceased to be attractive (for whatever reason), and for 
the majority society their Roma background was not an issue, if noticed at all. Therefore their achievements (and 
similar achievements of their children) could not represent and have not represented the Roma community at large, 
thus further increasing the ratio of Roma with low education, frequent unemployment and a life in relative poverty. 
We can then speak about a triple exit strategy among the Czech Roma: exit from Roma neighbourhoods, exit from 
the country (emigration), and exit from ethnicity. We have no reliable information whether the latter exit strategy 
has still been at work among the more successful Roma in the past two decades. First, we can assume that it has 
been made more difficult to adopt with the increased sensitivity to the “ethnic issue” in the media, politics and 
among the general public. Second, it is quite a task to obtain such information, that is, it is extremely hard and 
even ethically questionable to identify and interview people on something they are not. 
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(due to their distinctive “public visibility”) and sometimes labelled as ghettos6. A semi-official 
mapping of “socially excluded localities” (funded by ESF) has been conducted by Gabal Analysis 
and Consulting (GAC), which resulted in the identification of 310 such areas all over the 
country, where about 60-80,000 Roma live (Analýza 2006). It has especially been since the 
publication of these results that stronger attention has been paid to such localities, and further 
information about them has been gathered and specified. The common characteristics of these 
areas are poor infrastructure, squalid public places, poverty, unemployment, and sometimes 
criminality – affecting all or most inhabitants regardless of their ethnic origin. Although at least 
half of the Czech Roma do not live in such deprived localities, they are often seen as typical for 
Roma in the media, NGO reports, academic research, and also among the wider public. 
Additionally, the integration policies targeting the excluded Roma population have recently 
been articulated within this perspective, and solving problems of and within such localities has 
been at their core. This perspective targets just a segment of the Roma population, but still a 
large one and certainly the most deserving.  

The GAC Report suggests that such localities have particularly started to flourish in larger 
numbers after the regime change of 1989. More than one third of the “socially excluded Roma 
localities”, it is said, have emerged in the past decade. Changes in the housing market (although 
still largely regulated), combined with the continuing and sometimes increasing “non-regulated” 
Roma immigration from Slovakia based on previously established family and other networks, are 
considered to be the main cause. Sometimes inadequate or lacking state policies and municipal 
programs for “social housing” are also blamed. Yet some of these localities have emerged as a 
consequence of relocating those who did not pay the rent for their former apartments, 
concentrating them in areas with a low standard of housing. In a broader picture, then, the 
Roma are sometimes seen as victims of the political and economic transformation after 1989: 
largely excluded from the labour market and increasingly spatially segregated. According to the 
GAC Report, in certain areas the unemployment of Roma reaches 100% and it is not much 
lower in most other “socially excluded localities”. More recent research sponsored by the World 
Bank (2008) has come up with more precise figures. According to this inquiry, 27% of Roma 
living in the “socially excluded localities” have permanent jobs, 12% have an occasional job, 
while about 60% of Roma remain without a job. Most of the latter are unemployed on a long-
term basis, and an overwhelming majority of these have effectively resigned from looking for 
one. They are labelled discouraged workers, who did not succeed in finding a job for a time, 
whether due to perceived discrimination or low formal qualification, and therefore they gave up.   

Spatial separation of a large part of the Roma community is related to the problem of 
education. Many of the Roma children attend either Basic-Practical Schools (with curricula 
adjusted to pupils with “learning or behavioural disorders”) or standard basic schools, in which 
they also represent a majority of the students, and which also tend to adopt lower educational 
standards. Both types of schools are often situated near or in the “socially excluded localities” 
which has contributed to a synergy effect of fostering the disintegration of many Roma from 
the majority society. In 1999, the European Roma Rights Centre (ERRC) initiated a research in 
the Bergsdorf region. The general conclusion was that Roma children are systematically diverted 
from the mainstream educational system, and they are more likely than others to be placed in 
schools with special programs for children with mental handicaps, or learning and behavioural 

                                                
6 This label, if informally established, then often serves as a source of identity especially for local young people, 
with reference to the cultural image of American ghettos, including the corresponding lifestyles, music, clothes, 
gestures etc. 
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disorders (Cahn, Chirico 1999).7 The research report says that Roma children are 28 times more 
likely to be placed in these schools, and they represent three quarters of their pupils, although 
they only represent 5% of the total of pupils at basic schools in the Bergsdorf region. The next 
research round was conducted three years later and it reached the conclusion that the situation 
had not changed considerably, despite the fact that the total of Czech children attending 
special schools had decreased.8   

The problem is the reproduction of a low socio-economic status of many Roma, since for pupils 
who have finished Basic-Practical School there effectively exists only one path for further 
educational career: to continue at a vocational training school, if continuing at all. These 
schools provide only limited opportunities for an upward mobility. Their students are trained for 
manual and less prestigious types of occupations (e.g. bricklayer, carpenter), and after finishing 
school there is no possibility to carry on studying at university. Although we do not have exact 
statistics at disposal, it is widely known that many Roma students do not even finish these 
vocational training schools. Yet most Roma children do not continue in any further studies. In 
relatively large numbers, they tend to enter the labour market or become dependent on the 
welfare system right after completing the compulsory basic education at basic school.  

 

 

1.2 Construction of our sample  

Roma pupils are the main target group of our research. We focus on children who are about to 
leave basic school this or next year (i.e., in 2009 or 2010). One reason for choosing this very 
group is that a majority of them do not continue education at the secondary level or they finish 
prematurely. Our aim is to map Roma pupils in the crucial period of their lives, which could 
clarify the circumstances influencing their educational strategies.  

For the purpose of our research we have selected two cities in which there are several socially 
excluded Roma localities. These are mostly to be found in former bourgeois or blue-collar 
settlements in or close to city centres, built in the period between the end of the nineteenth 
century and the 1950s. Since then, many of these areas have been continually neglected by the 
municipalities, and even continuing today, some of them do not meet hygienic standards. 
Especially since the 1970s, a great number of original inhabitants or their descendants have 
moved from these areas to other parts of the city, suburbs or to new housing projects.9   

                                                
7 Many organisations, journalists, activists and researchers say that changes in the legal framework, accompanying 
the transformation of former Special Schools into the Basic Practical Schools in 2005, have not brought expected 
fruits, and many Roma children still receive a low standard of basic education, lowering their chances for a further 
educational career and consequently also in the labour market. In 2007 a legal case was closed in the European 
Court for Human Rights, initiated in 1999 by ERRC on the basis of the above mentioned research. The Czech 
Republic was found guilty of discrimination against Roma children in the educational system. Before and especially 
after, other international organisations have joined this criticism, e.g. the Framework Convention Advisory 
Committee (Council of Europe body) and the UN Committee for Elimination of Racial discrimination (CERD)  
8 According to the Ministry of Education and Sports, the number of children in these facilities decreased by 18% 
between 1994-2004 (Ministerstvo 2005). 
9 Especially in smaller industrial towns (with a population ranging from 40,000 to 70,000) some of the housing 
projects built in the 1970s and the first half of the 1980s have also become “socially excluded localities”, inhabited 
heavily by newly arriving or displaced Roma after 1989. 
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The populations of both selected cities – Tingletown and Bergsdorf – reach over 300,000, and 
they both are regional industrial and administrative centres. Although these are the largest 
cities in the country after the capital Prague, their character is more or less similar to most of 
the other regional centres like, e.g., Plze", "eské Bud"jovice, Hradec Králové, Pardubice, Liberec, 
Olomouc or Zlín. Moreover, the current Czech educational system draws on an old legacy of 
centralism, and specific educational policies have not been redeveloped even after the 
weakening of central regulation after 1989, and also individual schools mostly follow a unified 
pattern of schooling despite the larger autonomy coming with the relative de-centralization. 
Although our research is based on a purposeful sample selection, its general conclusions can 
therefore also be regarded as partly valid for other regional centres and larger cities or towns10 
where a majority of the Czech Roma population lives.   

Tingletown is an old town with medieval roots, whereas Bergsdorf started to grow into an 
industrial town, and later also administrative, with the first wave of modern industrialization by 
the end of the 18th century. It was especially industrialization which brought affluence to the 
cities, and the economic and cultural development was also driven by the presence and activity 
of relatively large Jewish and German communities in both of them. As both of these 
communities disappeared almost completely with and after the Second World War – the former 
as victims of the holocaust, the latter as subjects of the after-war expulsion – their apartments 
and flats have been nationalized. Then, a part of the first wave of Roma immigration from 
Slovakia in the 1950s could be allocated to those flats which still remained empty (and these 
were already as a rule of a lower quality). Their labour force was needed here since in both cities 
the industry during the Communist regime further developed, and a low-qualified work force 
was also required, especially in Bergsdorf (heavy industry, mining, etc.). A breaking point came 
after 1989, when the industrial production started to decline sharply, again especially in heavy 
industry and therefore also more in Bergsdorf. Nowadays, Tingletown specialises in light 
industry, as well as the business and service sectors, while Bergsdorf has to an extent kept its 
traditional heavy industry character and the unemployment rate is higher here (11.4%) in 
comparison with Tingletown (8%).11  

The urban structure of Tingletown is centrifocal, whereas Bergsdorf is rather segmented along 
large industrial areas and has several semi-independent boroughs. This character also affects 
the settlement structure of the Roma population. Roma localities in Bergsdorf are spread across 
the various boroughs, while in Tingletown they surround the inner city centre. Another 
difference concerns the pattern of spatial separation. In Tingletown the “Roma localities” are as 
a rule ethnically mixed, that is, they are inhabited by non-Roma people as well. They often are 
segmented internally, and dividing ethnic lines go along individual houses or clusters of houses 
inside these areas. The separation of the Roma minority then has a stronger character in 
Bergsdorf: the “socially excluded localities” are often inhabited almost exclusively by Roma 
families, and also the overall size of the Roma community is bigger in Bergsdorf (estimated at 
about 30,000) than in Tingletown (estimated at about 15,000). (Kašpárková, Ripka, Janků 2008). 
Also the deprivation of these areas has progressed further in Bergsdorf. 

There are 87 basic schools in Tingletown and 96 in Bergsdorf. The selection of schools for the 
survey followed several criteria so that it was possible to conduct a comparison of pupils with 

                                                
10 That is, cities or towns in which there are more than, say, ten basic schools, including the basic practical schools. 
11 The current unemployment rate for the whole Czech Republic is 8,4 %. 
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various cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds. The categories have been modelled on the 
basis of these dividing lines:  

 

 Schools in catchment areas for socially excluded Roma localities versus schools in 
other areas.  

 Basic Practical Schools versus mainstream Standard Basic Schools    

 “Roma schools” versus “majority schools” 

 well reputed (“elite”) basic schools versus common schools  

 inner city schools versus outskirts (housing project) schools 

 

The selection of the sample was purposive and our aim was to cover as large of a variety of 
types of schools as possible. The main locality for our survey was, and which therefore 
represents two thirds of the schools and students in our sample. There were 14 schools chosen 
in this city. We mainly focused on facilities around the belt in the inner city, where there is the 
greatest concentration of Roma population. Five schools are located outside this belt, and they 
are also attended by Roma children, although in much smaller numbers. These children either do 
not live in the “socially excluded Roma localities” or they do, and their families send them 
outside the catchment area of their residence in order to get them outside of their community.   

Six Tingletown schools belong to the category “Roma School”, in which children from the 
majority population are in the minority – they often represent only 15-10% of pupils. Three out 
of these “Roma schools” are Basic Practical Schools with limited curricula designed for students 
with learning and behavioural disorders. Three other selected schools have an elite status – they 
provide extended educational curricula often focused on teaching languages or sciences. These 
schools are designed and expected to prepare students better for future secondary education 
(gymnasia). Thus, they are often attended by more talented children or by children from more 
ambitious families. Three schools are situated in housing project localities, where middle and 
lower classes usually live.  

In Bergsdorf we visited 7 schools. Two of them are situated in housing project localities, where 
some Roma families also live, but mostly these are places of residence for the majority middle 
and lower classes. One of these two schools has the status of a well reputed (“elite”) school. Five 
of the selected schools are in catchment areas of three “socially excluded Roma localities” with 
a high proportion of poor families. Four of these schools can be labelled as “Roma Schools”, with 
three of them being Basic Practical Schools at the same time. For a brief characterization of the 
selected schools in the context of their ethnic composition, type, and localization see the 
following Table 1.  
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Table 1:  Tingletown selection of schools 
School 
number 

City part Note 

1 Centre, catchment area of Roma localities “Roma school” 
2 Centre, catchment area of Roma localities “Roma school” 
3 Centre, catchment area of Roma localities “Roma school” - Basic Practical School)  
4 Centre, catchment area of Roma localities 
5 Centre, catchment area of Roma localities 

These two schools merged a few years ago. There are 
systematic attempts to carefully integrate Roma 
pupils from typical “Roma schools” into formerly 
almost exclusively non-Roma schools.  

6 Inner city north, just outside the catchment 
area of Roma localities 

Known as a “no-Roma school” – as part of its 
informal elite status – despite the attempts of some 
Roma parents from other catchment areas to place 
their children here. However, it regularly accepts non-
Roma pupils from other catchment areas, especially 
from the Roma localities.  

7 City centre Also accommodates non-Roma pupils from catchment 
areas of the “Roma schools”. An elite status: extended 
language classes. 

8 City centre Accommodates pupils from deprived catchment areas, 
both non-Roma and Roma. 

9 Tingletown north Sports oriented housing project school. 

10 Tingletown east Extended language education and oriented to foreign 
pupils (although not exclusively). Atypical housing 
project school. 

11 Tingletown west Typical housing project school – with some Roma 
pupils.  

12 Tingletown south-east, just outside the 
catchment area of Roma localities 

“Roma school” - Basic Practical school  

13 Tingletown just outside the catchment area 
of Roma localities 

Also accommodates a few pupils from deprived 
catchment areas.  

14 City centre, just outside the catchment area 
of Roma localities 

“Roma school” - Basic Practical school)  

 

Table 2: Bergsdorf selection of schools 
School 
number 

City part Note 

15 Inner city east, catchment area of Roma 
localities 

“Roma school” - Basic Practical School 

16 Inner city north-east, catchment area of 
Roma localities 

“Roma school” - Basic Practical School  

17 Inner city north-east, catchment area of 
Roma localities 

“Roma school” - Basic Practical School 

18 Outskirts- east  Basic (housing project) school with a good reputation 
19 Outskirts- east Basic (housing project) school with extended foreign 

languages curricula and an elite status.  
20 Inner city north-east, catchment area of 

Roma localities 
Basic-school with preparatory program for foreigners. 

21 Inner city north-east, catchment area of 
Roma localities 

“Roma school”  
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All the selected schools are public schools due to the fact that private basic schools are very 
rare and still do not play a significant role in the educational system. Due to this fact there are 
no essential differences in schools as far as equipment or the quality of school buildings are 
concerned. Nevertheless, the well reputed schools are usually better equipped, as they often 
gain financial support in the form of individual sponsorships from the parents or their firms, in 
addition to state or EU grants, which are also used by the “Roma schools” in the form of 
programs aimed at integration of Roma pupils.   

As it has already been mentioned, the main target group was the population of students who 
are about to finish basic education in one of the school years during which our research is 
conducted, including its qualitative phase (i.e. 2008/9 and 2009/10). Therefore, in selected 
schools questionnaires were distributed to all present pupils in all eighth and ninth year-classes. 
These pupils are usually aged 14-15. 

 

Table 3: Size of schools and number of their eighth and ninth year-classes 
 number of students number of classes in eighth year number of classes in ninth year 
Tingletown    
1  200 1 1 
2  359 2 1 
3  150 2 1 
4 + 5  498 3 3 
6  486 2 2 
7  390 2 2 
8  488 1 2 
9  501 2 3 
10  360 1 2 
11  348 2 2 
12  75 1 1 
13  303 2 2 
14  128 2 0 
Bergsdorf    
15  56 1 0 
16  282 2 1 
17  97 1 1 
18  212 1 1 
19  450 2 2 
20  714 2 2 
21  399 2 2 

 

Participation in our research was refused by nine out of thirty schools we had contacted. Most 
schools (four) stated their reason for rejection was that another research study was in process or 
recently finished at that time – Czech schools are places where there are numerous surveys and 
interviews conducted by sociologists, psychologists, pedagogy students, social work students 
etc. Two principals refused to cooperate because, according to them, filling in questionnaires 
would take too much time from the educational process. Two schools did not want to 
participate in a project in which ethnic classification is one of the basic analytical tools. The 
rate of refusal to participate in our research was lower in Tingletown, where only two contacted 
schools abstained from participation. In Bergsdorf, it was one half (7) of the contacted schools 
that declined participation. 
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The final sample of respondents has been affected by the relatively high absence of pupils, 
especially in the “Roma schools”. As we have already noted, the relatively high level of 
absenteeism is a norm here, and this particularly applies to the late spring, towards the end of 
the school year, and even more so for students in the last year of school attendance. According 
to teachers there is no significant difference in absenteeism between boys and girls. Since 
students with worse school performance are absent more often, it can be assumed that in our 
sample Roma students with a more responsible attitude toward school are overrepresented.  
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2. The Sample: Main features in a comparative perspective  
 

 

To compare basic demographic parameters, including the Roma population, we have at our 
disposal data from the census carried out in the territory of the Czech Republic in 2001. This 
information can be only employed as a basic outline for two reasons. Firstly, it has been eight 
years since this census, and, secondly, as we have already mentioned, during the census only a 
small part of the estimated number of Roma population in the Czech Republic declared Roma 
nationality (this issue is also discussed at the end of this section) Therefore, the comparison of 
basic data concerning the age structure of the Roma population, the composition of households, 
and the level of education can only be made with reservations. 

Compared to the average demographic figures for the population in the Czech Republic, Roma 
represent a more dynamically developing sub-group. Their birth rate is higher and the first birth 
is given at a relatively young age. Also, the age structure of the Roma population is stronger 
among the younger cohorts, which is also caused by the fact that the average age of death is 
lower among Roma. 

 

Graph 1: The age structure of Roma and the whole Czech population 
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Source: census 2001 

 

The age structure of the Roma population corresponds with the composition of households. In 
typical Roma families we can find a higher number of children, as opposed to the overall 
average. The average number of dependant children in one household is 1.61 for the whole 
Czech population. For the Roma minority, there are statistically 2.25 dependant children per one 
household. Our sample reflects this pattern, yet in an even greater proportion of the difference: 
1.08 vs. 2.45. We assume that this amplification is a reflection of the fact that we have 
conducted our research in larger cities where the birth rate is lower for the whole (an especially 
non-Roma) Czech population, yet we have at the same time focused on schools in areas 
populated by less assimilated Roma families (the “socially excluded localities”) for which a 
greater number of children in one family is even more typical. 

As for the educational profile, in the data from the census the predominance of Roma with 
primary education and unfinished primary education is evident (80%), and it supports the above 
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stated theses that: 1. In the later waves of immigration from Slovakia (shortly before and after 
1989), those coming to the country were especially those people with the lowest social-
economic and cultural-educational status from the demolished or abandoned Roma villages, 
and 2. Their increasing disintegration (separation/segregation) from the majority society and a 
life in relative poverty has effectively blocked their chances and motivations for upward 
mobility. All the more reason to direct our attention to the fact that from what our respondents 
reported on the educational status of their parents, the disproportion between Roma and non-
Roma is not as apparent as the census shows. Only about a half of the Roma respondents stated 
that their mothers and fathers have an elementary, or incomplete education, or none. This 
difference between the census data and our survey results may partly be explained by the above 
mentioned fact that those (relatively many) Roma children absent in classes were presumably 
those less motivated and with poorer school performance, and therefore (also presumably) from 
families with a lower educational status. Also, since educational history of parents is not a 
topical issue in many Roma families, a number of those present might have misjudged the 
achieved education of their parents based on their current or last job, assuming that it requires 
at least a vocational training. Yet the major intervening factor seems to be the extremely low 
ratio of declared Roma nationality in the census vis-à-vis the common estimation of the total 
Roma population in the country (11,764 self-declarations in the census, as opposed to the 
estimate of 250,000 Roma in the Czech Republic). Also, in our survey a large part of those pupils 
who we or their teachers considered to be of Roma origin have abstained from declaring 
themselves or their parents as Roma (see the Chapter 2.1 below), yet this discrepancy has been 
much lower than in the census. We may assume – if not deduce from these incongruent 
statistics– that those who are more inclined to declare themselves as Roma (although they do 
not always do so, especially when asked about their “nationality” and not “ethnicity”, as in the 
census) may more frequently come from those with a lower educational status. 

Nevertheless, despite the differences in statistical findings, in our survey data Roma parents 
with an elementary education or a vocational certificate markedly prevail, and the disproportion 
compared to the non-Roma parents remains significant. 

 

Graph 2: Structure of education  
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The labour force sampling survey that maps employment trends in the Czech Republic does not 
identify the ethnicity of respondents. Nevertheless its results will be used as a comparison of the 
unemployment rate of the overall population in the Czech Republic. In the second quarter of 
2009, the total unemployment rate equalled 6.3%.12 For the comparison with our data, it is 
appropriate to use the rate of unemployment specific for the age category of men and women 
most likely corresponding to the age of the parents of our respondents, i.e. men and women 
between the ages of 35 – 54. The specific distribution of unemployment is shown in the 
following Table 4. 

 

Table 4: Rate of unemployment in the Czech Republic, the second quarter in 2009 
 all age groups 35 – 54 years old our survey data: 

total 
our survey data: 
Roma parents 

men 6% 4% 3% 11% 
women 7% 6% 7% 20% 
total 6% 5% - - 

Source: Labour Statistics, Czech Statistical Office 

 

In our questionnaire, we asked about the economic activity of mother and father. From the 
responses, the unemployment of men and women in our sample is slightly lower than the 
average for the whole population for men (3%) and slightly higher for women (7%). Predictably, 
there are differences between the majority and the Roma minority here: 2% of the non-Roma 
respondents state that their father is without work, as opposed to 10% of those declaring 
themselves or their parents as Roma ethnicity. Unemployed mother is marked by 5% of non-
Roma and by 20% of Roma pupils. 16% of children with the Roma ethnic background declare 
that one of their parents is an “adult dependant” (in total 5% for fathers, 11% for mothers). 
Among other pupils this figure is much lower: 2% (0.5% for fathers, 1.4% for mothers). “Adult 
dependant” is in most cases a father or a mother with a serious health handicap. Here again 
(next to the above mentioned earlier average age of death among Roma) the issue of health 
comes up: it may well reflect the on-average substandard living conditions of the Roma 
population compared to the majority, and perhaps also differences in life-styles. Yet it also is 
the fact that this status at times serves as an alternative source of income for socially excluded 
families in the Czech Republic. 

The Bratinka Report, mentioned above, estimates the rate of unemployment among Roma 
population to range between 70 – 90%. Specific research carried out for the World Bank in 
2008 in socially excluded Roma localities found out that only one quarter of inhabitants have 
regular employment (World Bank 2008). We presume that the difference between our 
respondents and this data is associated with the fact that many Roma have a fragmented work 
career, i.e., they alternate between periods of short-time employment and unemployment, or 
they work occasionally within the informal economy during the period of formal unemployment, 
and their children (our respondents) may then tend to perceive their parents as employed 
regardless of their actual status. Unemployment is a stigmatized and stigmatizing social status, 
and we assume that a number of respondents simply did not want to present their parents as 
non-working people. Also, and for the same reason, in many families – Roma and non-Roma – 

                                                
12 The data collection was run in this period. 
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an occasional, or short-term, or formal unemployment of parents (especially the father) often 
remains purposely hidden from the children in order to not only spare them the stigmatization 
before their peers, but also in order to provide them with a feeling of security. 

According to the last census (2001), 46% of inhabitants lived in their own house. In our sample, 
this figure is lower, and is likely associated with the fact that our respondents are mostly inner-
city or housing project residents – and in these localities private ownership of a house or an 
apartment is much rarer compared to, e.g., suburban (family houses) areas or smaller towns. 
Notwithstanding the fact that for many young respondents it was quite difficult to recall or 
decide what is the formal status of their apartments (rented as rent-stabilized from the 
municipality or from a private owner, sublet, co-op, or owned by their family), our figures show 
that for the respondents with Roma background rental housing is more characteristic (52% 
among Roma respondents, 30% among the non-Roma ones).13 Table 5 compares housing 
conditions from the point of view of the average number of people living in one room.   

 

Table 5: Average number of people in one room and household composition 
 EDUMIGROM 

sample 
Roma households Census 

less than 1.01 people in one room 39% 14% 24% 
1.01 to 1.99 people in one room 38% 37% 64% 
more than 1.99 people in one room 21% 46% 12% 

Source: census 2001, EDUMIGROM survey 

 

These differences reflect the character of our purposive sample, in which the (Roma) 
respondents were overrepresented in terms of coming from socially excluded localities, where 
substandard living conditions are characteristic. Similarly, according to the computation of the 
average density of households (variable density), students from the minority group belong to the 
category of “overcrowded housing” compared to their majority peers. 

 

Table 6: Indicators of housing density 
Student’s background Household size Number of siblings 

at home 
Number of 
relatives at home 

Number of non-
relatives at home 

Not from minority 
background 3.83 1.03 0.11 0.10 
Minority background /full or 
partial/ 4.49 1.76 0.19 0.09 
Non-Roma background 3.88 1.08 0.13 0.10 
Roma background 5.06 2.45 0.24 0.09 
Total 4.03 1.24 0.14 0.10 

 

                                                
13 Both of which are still smaller figures than we might have expected, given the character of localities in which we 
collected our data and the average social-economic status of the respondents’ families. Many of them may have 
reported also a co-op apartment (quite a common form of housing in larger Czech cities) as privately owned.  
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The major difference indicated by this table is the larger reported number of siblings (and partly 
also relatives) at the home of the respondents with a declared Roma ethnic background. This 
has to be taken into account when interpreting, for example, the differences in school 
performance or behavioural patterns. Minority children (especially Roma) characteristically live 
in larger families – but not in larger apartments – than their fellow students from the majority 
group. They typically have less space at their disposal for doing homework and less quiet 
environments for studying. A higher intensity of unavoidable contacts with others (including 
adults) will also affect their social and communicative habits from an early age, particularly in 
an environment which combines some typical traits of everyday Roma and underclass cultures 
with the spatial constraints (lower level of differentiation between the adult and child worlds, 
loudness, arguing and cursing before children, interrupting others when they speak, etc.). Their 
sense of what is normal, adopted in such environment, easily makes them look misbehaved and 
unprepared for a disciplined school education (sometimes even dangerous for other pupils), if 
they bring and exercise these habits at school. Such misbehaviour accompanied with a lack of 
concentration may simply irritate their teachers and also the parents of their classmates 
(especially if the classmates bring parts of those habits back home), and this can easily lead to 
tensions in which parents (Roma and non-Roma), as well as the school representatives, are 
involved. And then at hand is the alternative of labelling such children as those with “learning 
and behavioural disorders”, therefore ripe for the pedagogical-psychological counselling, and 
potentially being sent to a basic practical school. 

Equipment of households is another indicator we can use to compare our sample with the Czech 
society in general, as well as comparing families/households of our Roma respondents.  

 

Table 7: Households facilities 
 EU-SILC EDUMIGROM sample Majority households Roma households 

Bathroom 99% 98% 98% 93% 
WC 99% 98% 98% 94% 
TV 99% 99% 100% 97% 
PC 56% 93% 98% 67% 
Car 64% 80% 84% 71% 

Source: EU-SILC 2008 (CZSO), EDUMIGROM survey 

 

We can see that basic hygienic standards do not indicate any dramatic social inequality 
between the Roma and non-Roma respondents. On the other hand, possessing a PC or a car can 
be regarded as differentiating indicators. Still, among “our” Roma families the percentage of 
those possessing a car and a PC is higher compared to the survey EU-SILC for the whole 
population. This may be a result of the fact that cars and PCs are not widely used by older 
people, representing a relatively large number of households, while our respondents typically 
come from families of younger age. The problem related to schooling may be that children from 
families with a lower educational and cultural status typically share the computer with more 
siblings, and they also tend to use it exclusively for games and not, e.g., for looking up 
information or writing (they know the mouse, not the keyboard), which later makes them 
disadvantaged when it comes to using the PC for homework. 

To compare respondents living in poor conditions within a broader context, we used the EU-SILC 
indicators based on income. Since this information is not available for our respondents however, 
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we have used – only for an illustration –a compound variable based on living conditions and 
household facilities (housqual).  

 

Table 8: Proportions of poor families 

 EU-SILC EDUMIGROM sample Majority 
households 

Roma 
households 

“Poor families” (60% of 
income median) vs. the sample 
of poor housing condition 

9% 25% 22% 35% 

“Families in poverty” (40% of 
median) vs. the sample of 
destitute housing condition 

2% 8% 6% 18% 

Source: EU-SILC 2008 (CZSO), EDUMIGROM survey 

 

This data can only serve as basic information, yet they clearly support the indications above that 
respondents from our Roma families are on average worse situated, with cumulated 
disadvantages on the side of their family background. As we will see in the next analyses 
(Chapter 3.1), these disadvantages noticeably correlate with the students’ school performance.  

On the other hand, our Roma respondents have generally reported slightly better living 
conditions of their families, compared to results of other research on Roma households. Yet this 
is also valid for the whole sample of the families of our respondents, compared to the 
information for the Czech population in general. The question is to what extent this reflects the 
fact that the questionnaires were filled in by relatively young people with a more optimistic 
view of their lives (“things are not that bad, after all”) or who might have tended to 
psychologically balance the perceived signs of their unequal (and lower) social position vis-à-vis 
the others. For example, the larger part of the minority group live in the often deprived inner 
city areas (62%), compared to students from the majority, who more frequently live in the 
broader outskirts (including housing projects). Yet these two groups of students do not depict 
their neighbourhoods very differently, and they tend to perceive the proportion of poor or mixed 
people in their neighbourhoods in a similar way. The possible explanation of different subjective 
perceptions of what counts as poverty would only hold with limitations in the Czech context: 
the “national instinct” is historically rather egalitarian, and although people living in the socially 
excluded localities are separated territorially and in their career paths, they are less so in terms 
of acquiring information and communicative channels. In other words, class distinctions are no 
longer (and maybe not yet) as pronounced on the level of a normative perception of reality. 

 

 

2.1 Structure of the sample  

In the Czech Republic, the sample was constructed by means of purposeful sampling. As a 
consequence we do not call the survey representative for the minority or majority student 
population, and the results are always related only to the sampled social groups. Nevertheless, 
the survey containing questionnaires from 918 students from 21 schools and 61 classes 
certainly provides useful insights into the researched questions beyond the selected schools and 
neighbourhoods. 
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The smallest number of children interviewed in one class was 3, the largest was 29.14 On 
average, there were 15 children surveyed per class. The number of chosen students in one school 
varies from 8 to 92 with an average of 43 completed questionnaires per school.  

The sample is relatively balanced with respect to the gender of respondents (48% are boys and 
52% are girls). The questionnaires were completed by pupils in the 8th and 9th grade of 
elementary school, which are the last two years of the first level of schooling in the Czech 
Republic (ISCED level 1) and the 9th grade is the last year of compulsory education.  

With regard to the purpose of this study, we are primarily interested in the representation of 
students from minority groups. Therefore, we firstly describe in details the heterogeneity of the 
sample from the point of view of individual schools. In the next graph, we show the percentage 
of students from full or partial minority background (variable minority). Considering the fact 
that the schools were chosen in localities where the presence of minorities was presupposed, in 
all schools every school there is some proportion of minority students. This proportion varies 
from 10% to 100% in a particular school. These students form a group of 239 respondents, i.e. 
26% of our sample. 

 

Table 9: The proportion of students with a minority background in individual schools (row 
percentages) 
 school ID Students of minority background (full or partial) in schools Students of Roma background in schools
1 60% 38% 
2 82% 79% 
3 67% 47% 
4 33% 13% 
5 50% 38% 
7 13% 2% 
8 12% 0% 
9 31% 9% 
15 16% 1% 
16 15% 0% 
17 11% 0% 
19 60% 50% 
20 15% 3% 
21 60% 55% 
22 100% 75% 
23 84% 79% 
24 71% 44% 
25 14% 6% 
26 11% 2% 
27 32% 5% 
28 20% 6% 

 

                                                
14 The low number of pupils in a class is associated with two factors. Firstly, classes in Basic Practical Schools 
commonly have a low number of pupils: 8-15. The second factor is the above mentioned absenteeism. Mainly from 
May to June the number of those not coming to school increases as the end of the school year and the weather is 
nicer (we will pay attention to the problem of absenteeism in the qualitative part of this research).     
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Nevertheless the variable minority is constructed from the partial indicators, the objectives of 
which are to gather information about the distribution of the minority students in the sample.  

Most students surveyed classified themselves as members of the majority ethnic group (76%). 
The mixed ethnicity group is the most numerous among those groups outside the majority 
(11%). In the Czech context, this means particularly those of Czech-Roma and Czech-Slovak 
ethnicities. About 5% of the respondents denote themselves as Roma. The remaining minorities 
are represented minimally, which corresponds to the relatively ethnically homogeneous milieu 
of the Czech Republic. We do not have reliable data about the ethnic composition at Czech 
schools, as the official data differentiates only foreigners. This means that after gaining 
citizenship, the children of immigrants are not registered as a specific group anymore. Thus, we 
know that there are approximately 13,000 children of immigrants attending primary schools and 
they represent 1.6% of the total of pupils at this type of school. Vietnamese, Ukrainians, and 
Slovaks are the most numerous group representing 75% of all foreigners – with the most 
numerous being Vietnamese representing one quarter of the immigrants at Czech primary 
schools. In our sample, 5% of children were of immigrant background, which corresponds with 
the fact that in our big cities there are more immigrants compared to the average rate for the 
whole country. 

 

Table 10: Ethnic origin of respondents 
Ethnic origin - self definition frequency percent 
Majority group 694 76 
Roma group 49 5 
Ukrainian group 8 1 
Vietnamese group 8 1 
Mixed: majority and minority 102 11 
Mixed: between minorities 7 1 
Other 24 3 
Missing 18 2 
Do not know 8 1 
Total 918 100 

 

Taking this fact into account, we focused especially on the students with Roma ethnic 
background. For the use in the following analyses, we constructed the variable minority, and, 
also the rom variable, which denotes respondents fulfilling some of these conditions: they 
declare themselves as Roma or they depict one of their parents as a member Roma minority. The 
distribution of these respondents in particular schools is even more uneven than in the case of 
the general minority group. This means there are schools with no students with Roma 
background and other schools with up to 79% of Roma students. As a whole, the sample 
contains 116 (13%) of these students and the distribution in particular schools shows that they 
are often aggregated in individual schools. For example, schools with the ID 2, 22, and 23 have 
more than three quarters of its students with Roma ethnic background. 

 

The question of ethnic (self)identification 

The discrepancies that we have mentioned several times between the number of self-declared 
Roma in the censuses compared to the assumed reality of those who consider themselves, and 
are considered by others, to be Roma as such in everyday life can be explained in various ways. 
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Klí"ová (2006) provides an account of the reasons most frequently stated in the media and also 
by some expert forums (e.g. NGOs, demographic research, Czech Statistical Office, etc.). First, it 
is assumed that many Czech Roma are anxious about the potential misuse of collected 
statistical data, which has been a position repeatedly publicly articulated by some Roma 
activists. Sometimes the historical experience is referred to of the Roma’s exposure to 
persecution and attempted extermination during the WWII, similarly to the Jews.15 Another 
explanation stresses the assumed unwillingness among the Czech Roma to declare a collective 
identity burdened with stigmatizing associations.16 The next two explanations bring up the issue 
of the cultural competences of respective respondents to provide “correct” answers to 
bureaucratically formulated questions in a long questionnaire. Firstly, it may not have been easy 
for the respondents to grasp the difference between citizenship and nationality – they may 
regard both categories as one (and they are not asked about their “ethnicity”). Secondly, the 
choice of categories presupposes not only an abstract awareness about them, but also an 
internalized practice to allocate oneself into these categories. There has been a discussion going 
on whether Czech (and Slovak) Roma perceive themselves as Roma at all. It turns out that a 
part of the people who are identified as Roma by others do not think of themselves in this way, 
or they use different classificatory categories based, for example, on kinship and clan belonging 
(see e.g. Jakoubek, Hirt 2004). Klí"ová mentions another explanation based on her own research 
on this issue. It is evident that “... during administrative inquiry on the part of authorities, social 
actors are forced to verbalize, besides seemingly clear question (gender, age), their social 
representations, to identify and anchor oneself within the scope of proposed categories, to 
choose only one of them, to orientate in contradictory concepts and attach their perception of 
an exclusive membership in social groups” (Klí"ová 2006: 242). We can assume that a number of 
Roma share a multiple collective (ethnic-national-regional, etc.) identity. And there are various 
social situations and spheres in which the relevance of a Roma or a Czech identity shifts and 
varies – here one feels as a Czech and understands his/her self as such, and there, under 
different circumstances or in a different situation, emphasizes the Roma self.  

In our research we have met the same problem of a discrepancy between assumed (by others) 
and declared ethnicity. A relatively small number of respondents declared Roma or mixed Roma 
ethnic origin, in sum 92 respondents, which is approximately 10% of the total respondents (43 
children out of these declared mixed Roma ethnicity). Still one third of the schools (7) and 
classes were attended predominantly by pupils expected to declare Roma ethnicity. In the 
following table the estimations of school headmasters are provided on the proportion of Roma 
in the overall student body of the institution. It is significant that in one case this item is 
missing (school number 14) and in another case it is underestimated (school number 13) despite 
the fact these were Basic-Practical Schools where Roma pupils prevail. Where the headmaster’s 
estimation is 0%, it is mostly the result of their unwillingness to sort kids out along ethnic lines. 
Despite this, the available (explicitly stated) headmasters’ estimates of the number of pupils 
with Roma ethnic background were about two times higher than the number of those 
respondents who eventually declared Roma ethnicity for them or their parents. Our own 
expectations (while selecting schools) and judgments (after visiting the classes) on the amount 
of Roma exceed the number of self-declared Roma respondents by about three times. 

  

                                                
15 The persecution and physical liquidation of “undesirable” groups was effectively assisted by methodically 
collected statistical data. (Bauman 2001)  
16 For a related discussion, see also the extensive footnote no. 5 above in this report. 
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Table 11: Ethnic (self)identification 
 School 

no. 
Estimation of school 

headmasters 
Students with Roma ethnicity 

background 
Count 

Tingletown 1 80" 38" 6 
 2 80" 79" 26 
 3 25" 13" 9 
 4 25" 38" 8 
 5 1" 2" 9 
 6 3" 0" 2 
 7 7" 9" 0 
 8 0" 1" 4 
 9 0" 0" 1 
 10 2" 0" 0 
 11 1" 3" 0 
 12 80" 47" 5 
 13 20" 50" 3 
 14 missing 55" 6 
Bergsdorf 15 99" 79" 6 
 16 0" 6" 15 
 17 0" 2" 4 
 18 0" 5" 3 
 19 3" 6" 1 
 20 100" 75" 4 
 21 70" 44" 4 

 

The selected strategy of data collection based on questionnaire distribution and collection by 
the researchers themselves has made it possible for us to acquire an important experience and 
gain significant ethnographic information. Our field notes show that students were often quite 
confused and hopeless when filling in this very category. Yet they seldom showed a lack of 
interpretative competence as far as the ethnic categories are concerned, nor did they express 
anxiety about possible misuse of the data. Much more often, they could not choose from among 
their multiple identities (Roma, Czech, Slovak, Moravian etc.), or they demonstrated their ethnic 
indifference. This is a methodologically (and ethically) challenging issue which should be 
investigated in specific research; we will return to it by way of a general reflection in the 
conclusion. In the major body of this report, we will only work with the explicit ethnic self-
declarations in individual questionnaires.  
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3. School achievements: Plans for further studies 
 

 

3.1 School achievements 

In this chapter we deal with the reported school performance of the respondents and with 
factors that may affect it. School marks for the eight most important subjects within the 
curriculum for elementary school are available for construction of a dependent variable for each 
respondent. This data is used to create a composite measure of performance in the subjects of 
humanities (averhum), math and science (aversci) and also the overall performance score of the 
student (result)17. The assumptions behind the use of these measures can be divided into two 
aspects: one set concerning the interpretation of the school marks, and the other on the 
technical aspects.  

 

1) From the point of view of interpretation, we need to consider the meaning of school 
marks. At least two ways of interpretation are mingled with each other – the school mark 
indicates the level of performance of the student and it can also be understood as the 
result of the teachers’ attitudes towards the student. Surveys show that teachers often 
grade not only based on performance, but they also consider the behaviour of the pupil. 
[Jarkovská, Lišková 2008]. Within the interpretation of our results, it is necessary to take 
into account the fact that we are not able to separate these two aspects of our data. 

2) From the technical point of view, it is necessary to verify the applicability of the 
additive indexes summarizing the results from eight subjects into two (respective one) 
composite measure/s. For this purpose we use a correlation matrix and the Cronbach´s 
alpha measure, which is derived from the inter-correlations of the individual variables. At 
the same time, the uni-dimensionality of the index is explored with factor analysis. 
Considering the strength of the correlations, it is not surprising that the level of 
Cronbach´s alpha reaches 0.9. However, the model of factor analysis shows a uni-
dimensional solution with one factor explaining over 65% of the initial variance.  

 

These results suggest the existence of a very strong coherence of the grading in particular 
subjects in the Czech context. It means there is relatively little diversity among the areas of 
education – e.g. pupils scoring well in mathematics but poorly in humanities (or vice versa) are 
almost absent. Individual students scored well or poorly – and this fact can be (as mentioned 
above) a combined result of their general educational abilities/disabilities and the attitudes of 
teachers towards them. Methodologically this arguably means using one composite measure of 
school performance. 

For the independent variables, we will use the social background indicators of family, ethnicity, 
gender and other individual-level characteristics that may have some influence. On the other 
hand, there can be significant factors at the school- or class-level, thus we will incorporate 
some characteristics of the schools and classes/teachers into the analysis. 

                                                
17 Achievement scores have a high of 1 in Czech Republic. 



 

 
23

The relationship between school achievements and the socio-economic background of the 
family is present in our results just as it is shown in other research [PISA 2006]. Theories of 
cultural capital and language codes can be employed for an explanation on the basis of social 
reproduction mechanisms linked to the educational system. [Bourdieu, 1998; Bernstein, 1974] In 
our results the school achievements correlate most strongly with the education of the parents (a 
little more by the mother’s education) and with the socio-economic status of the family. A few 
similar patterns can be seen in all cases of the status indicators. Measuring the education or the 
labour market status of the parents, it is no surprise that the higher the status/education of the 
parents the better the performance of the children. The stronger correlation with the mother’s 
characteristics, as compared to the father’s, is the next common pattern. In aggregated data it is 
clear that the education or work status of fathers correlates less with the school achievements 
of their children. As an explanation, the notions of a missing father and the emotional 
leadership of mothers can be brought into play. The third common pattern is the gender 
difference in the potential effect of the status factors. The family background correlates 
stronger with the girls’ school performance than with that of their male classmates. Generally, 
school marks for girls are better than the boys’ achievements regardless of the particular 
subject. However, if we compare the average marks across the various family status levels by 
gender, we can find that girls from low-status families score worse than boys from a similar 
family background.  

The stronger correlation of the female students with their family background can be accounted 
for as an effect of a combination of typically different rhythms of personal maturation between 
genders and prevailing gendered pattern of socialization in families. To the extent to which girls 
earlier become emotionally independent of their parents, they also set their life strategies more 
independently (take fuller responsibility for their life careers) at an earlier age. This may well 
result in either an earlier determination for further achievements, on the one hand, or in an 
earlier resignation towards a further educational and professional career (“enjoying life” 
instead), on the other hand. And this is likely to be amplified or catalyzed by a family 
environment, in which responsibilities are demanded or expected for either a further 
educational career in general (in better situated families), or for helping with the household 
(cooking, cleaning, shopping, taking care of younger siblings, etc.) instead of spending time with 
“vain” studying (in poorer and sometimes single parent families). As many of their mothers have 
done (or have had to do), girls from families of a lower socioeconomic status are also habitually 
expected, after finishing compulsory education, to stay home, coming from an environment 
where female unemployment is either the norm or less stigmatizing and less financially harmful 
than male unemployment. 

 

Table 12: School achievement and parents’ education 

Father’s / Mother’s education 
Average score according to  
father’s education Average score according to mother's education

None or incomplete elementary 2.38 2.67 
Elementary level 2.25 2.20 
Secondary level vocational training 1.86 1.92 
Secondary level 1.59 1.62 
University or college degree 1.60 1.56 

 

 



 

 
24

Table 13: School achievement and the type of parents’ work (by gender) 

Father’s / Mother’s job status 
Father – boy 
Average score 

Father – girl 
Average score 

Mother – boy 
Average score 

Mother – girl 
Average score 

Blue-collar job 2.02 1.73 2.12 1.86 
White-collar job 1.75 1.54 1.73 1.53 

 

Table 14: School achievement and family status (by gender) 

Family status 
Boy 
Average score 

Girl 
Average score 

Low status 2.12 2.26 
Lower-middle status 2.10 1.96 
Upper-middle status 1.80 1.55 
Upper status 1.70 1.51 

 

As an indirect indicator of family background we can also use the family arrangement, namely, 
the households of single-mothers, which face stronger economic pressure. Therefore we 
compare school achievements across families of different size (as in the number of children) or 
with one parent absent. The comparison shows that all types of families different than the 
“nuclear family model” slightly decrease the level of school achievements of children. Children 
with two or more siblings score worse than their schoolmates from smaller families, and this 
gap is widened by the absence of one of the parents (see Table 15). Family size can influence 
school performance through diminishing the possibility of learning at home. As noted above, 
children from larger families without larger apartments often do not have their own room (even 
one shared only with their siblings), so it can be hard to find a quiet place to do homework and 
study. Also, the possibility of parental help with learning can be weakened in the case of bigger 
families. On the other hand, children living in extended families with other relatives score a 
little better (1.88). The help of grandparents with the household, maintaining order at home, or 
even with preparing for school, may be at work here. Children from single-parent families score 
worse than the others, probably because their mothers (who are the head of 90% of such 
families) struggle with economical difficulties and are often pressed to have more than one job 
simultaneously (additionally, behavioural and other problems caused by divorce can have its 
effect, but this is outside the scope of this analysis).  

 

Table 15: School achievements according to family type 

 Overall performance 
Parents with 1-2 children 1.75 
Parents with 3 or more children 2.00 
Single parent with 1-2 children 1.91 
Single parent with 3 or more children 2.21 
Extended family (with relatives) 1.88 
Other arrangement 1.84 

 

The differences in school achievements can be found among all subjects: children with ethnic 
minority background, and particularly Roma children, always score on average worse than their 
majority classmates. Specifically, the difference increases in chemistry, and then in biology, 
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history and physics, while it is somehow less pronounced in foreign language, mathematics, and 
then in literature and geography.  

 

Table 16: School achievement and ethnicity 

Subject majority minority non-Roma background Roma background
math 2.41 2.60 2.43 2.73 
literature 2.35 2.59 2.37 2.73 
history 1.79 2.16 1.83 2.43 
biology 1.87 2.22 1.89 2.50 
physics 1.97 2.31 2.00 2.54 
geography 1.87 2.11 1.89 2.27 
chemistry 2.00 2.41 2.02 2.89 
foreign language 1.95 2.09 1.97 2.26 

 

We can see that the surveyed students who have declared a Roma background reported worse 
achievements, especially in the natural sciences, compared to the reported achievements of 
non-Roma respondents, although the two groups come closer to each other in other (and rather 
diverse) clusters of subjects. This may be associated with the wide range of grades given to 
students among natural science classes (even within individual classes), which is found here 
with greater frequency than in other subjects. Teachers of natural sciences often come from 
respective university departments of faculties of science, while most other teachers come from 
specialisations of pedagogical faculties. This is then reflected in some typical differences 
between these groups in, e.g., the attitudes of teachers towards students, ways of evaluating the 
students’ performance, and also in a more frequent rotation of teachers in natural sciences than 
in other subjects. Their specialised professional (and not pedagogical) training, along with more 
frequent job or position changes (supported by the specialised university training), contribute to 
establishing relatively demanding and rather impersonal relations to students, evaluating them 
solely on the grounds of their actual performance and disregarding, e.g., the volume of effort 
invested, subjective motivation or relative progress of individual students (which all may 
otherwise work in the direction of levelling the overall differences in grading). As we will see 
later in this report Roma students moreover appear from the survey results as, on average, more 
sensitive to the quality of personal relations not only with their peers (classmates), but also with 
their teachers. The problem is also that the differences between the Roma respondents and their 
non-Roma peers tends to develop in subjects crucial for further vocational or technical training, 
where most Roma students go after finishing their compulsory education, if they continue in 
studying at all. Also, this circumstance may stand behind the exceptionally high early drop-out 
rate among Roma students at the institutions of secondary education. The lower differences, 
especially in foreign language and mathematics, can be explained by the centrality of and the 
schools’ concentrated attention on the latter, or conversely, by a rather peripheral status of the 
former, at least at the elementary level of education (in basic schools). 

In the overall score (variable result) the students of minority background achieve on average 0.6 
point lower than the majority.18 

 

                                                
18 From the five-point international grading scale. 
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Graph 3: The overall average performance according to the ethnic background of the 
student 

1,75

2,36

1,84

2,00

2,20

1,81

1 2 3 4 5

"Ethnic" majority background

"Minority ethnic" background

Mixed background:
majority+minority

Other background

"Ethnic" background cannot be
established

Overal mean

< excellent                              failed >

 

 

Table 17: School performance and ethnicity 

ownethn | Ethnic background of respondent 
as in q45,q45a-d Mean N 

excellence 
performance 
(row pct.) bad performance (row pct.) 

Majority ethnic background 1.75 682 99 1 
Mixed ethnic background 1.84 99 97 3 
Minority ethnic background 2.36 64 91 9 
Other background 2.00 23 100 0 
"Ethnic" background cannot be established 2.20 10 90 10 
Overall mean 1.81 878 98 2 

 

Similar to the effects of social-economic background on the performance of individual pupils, 
differences in performance again correlate stronger with ethnicity among girls than among 
boys, and there is little doubt that these two correlation tracks are closely associated. A much 
larger proportion of Roma families fall under the category of low social-economic and cultural-
educational status than is the case among the non-Roma families: within the former, we also 
find (1) more traditionally gendered patterns of socialization (discouraging girls in particular 
from pursuing a better career than their mothers), (2) a heavier burden of household duties 
loaded onto girls as they come of teen age, (3) yet also a more abrupt and relatively early 
moment of gaining personal independence from their parents (ceasing to be a child in their 
eyes) than among Roma boys or non-Roma girls. Although girls regularly score considerably 
better than boys in our survey, at the ages of 14 and 15 in general, the achievements of Roma 
girls at this age are significantly lower than those of the Roma boys! If Roma girls resign earlier 
and more consequently regarding further education, and if the (low) educational status of 
mothers becomes reflected in the (low) school performance and aspirations of their children 
(and even more so of their daughters), then we can see here one relatively powerful social-
cultural contributor to the reproduction of social-economic inequalities along the ethnic line. 
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Table 18: The overall average performance according to the ethnic background and gender 
of the student 

 Boys Girls 
non-Roma background 1.90 1.66 

Roma background 1.97 2.33 
Not from minority background 1.87 1.62 
Minority background /full or partial/ 2.00 2.04 

 

Not surprisingly, we can also see a correspondence between school performance and the ethnic 
composition of the neighbourhood, as the “socially excluded localities” largely coincide with 
concentrations of Roma population. Students living in localities with prevailing minority or 
mixed inhabitants score lower than students living in localities populated by the majority.  

Next, we explore factors different from the socio-economic and ethnic indicators, but which 
may be important for the school achievements reported by the children. First, we look for 
potential correlations of their school performance with dramatic events in their childhood – 
which can be understood as an extension or specification of the analysis on the role of family 
background. In the questionnaire there were 9 categories of dramatic events the children might 
have encountered earlier in their childhood. They were asked to tick any which had happened to 
them, and they could have added their own category of such an event. Our aim is to test (first) 
whether such past events correlate negatively with school achievements, and (second) whether 
their accumulation may be associated with the drop-out rate.  

One half of surveyed children experienced at least one of these events. One third refers to one 
dramatic event, while 20% from the sample recall more than one such event. Stronger 
correlations emerge in cases in which one of the parents had died, and especially if the child 
had been separated from the original family. We can see that the mere existence and impact of 
a family environment (and a full or original family in particular) remains crucial, even despite 
the uneven support (motivational or other) provided to children by different family types and 
milieus. The Pearson correlation index indicates almost no interdependence between 
accumulating such dramatic events and school performance (the R-value equals 0.09). 

 

Table 19: The average grade differences by the occurrence of dramatic events 

 
Percent of student 
experienced 

average performance (if 
experienced) 

average performance 
(if not experienced) 

Family was forced to leave 12% 1.93 1.74 

Parents divorced 39% 1.94 1.72 
Parent became unemployed 35% 1.94 1.72 
Parent became ill/disabled 7% 1.94 1.75 
Family got indebted 14% 2.03 1.72 
I was separated from my family 2% 2.50 1.75 
One parent died 5% 2.26 1.74 
Sibling dropped out of school 7% 2.00 1.74 
I was injured or seriously ill 16% 1.92 1.74 
Other dramatic event 19% 1.64 1.80 
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The performance of students can also vary according to various school or class environments. As 
mentioned above, students are evaluated on the grounds of their performance, but their 
behaviour (showing interest, concentration and discipline in classes, homework, no or little 
involvement in fighting, etc.) often affects the attitude of teachers towards individual pupils 
too, and therefore also their evaluations. And all of this can vary depending on the school type 
or size, number of teachers in a school and pupils in classes, the composition of students, the 
presence or absence of special educational programs, etc. The aim of the next part of this 
chapter is to analyze these possible relationships. In the Czech context, we especially focus on 
potential differences between standard Basic Schools and Basic Practical Schools (described 
shortly above and more extensively in our EDUC Report for this project). For, as also already 
stated, it is the second type of school, with its substandard curricula and specific mixture of a 
relaxed and strict atmosphere, where the Roma children are overrepresented. This also is the 
case in our sample, although we have also purposefully selected standard Basic Schools with an 
expected presence (heavier or lighter) of Roma pupils. The share of self-declared Roma students 
in standard Basic Schools equals 10%, whereas in Basic Practical Schools the percentage is 
47%. If we cross-tabulate according to variable minority, two thirds of the children in our Basic 
Practical Schools have a minority background, compared to one quarter in our standard Basic 
Schools.  

According to our data, children in the Basic Practical Schools score on average better than their 
peers in standard Basic Schools (1.65 vs. 1.84). This should deserve our attention, because the 
institution of Basic Practical Schools has been established and designed for children with 
“learning and behavioural disorders”, that is, with limited learning abilities. The difference in 
average performance is all the more interesting if we take the fact into account that Roma 
children, who on average perform significantly worse than non-Roma children, are heavily 
overrepresented just in the Basic Practical Schools. At least two tentative observations or 
preliminary conclusions can be drawn from this. First, the lower standards of the curricula in the 
Basic Practical Schools lead to lower expectations regarding pupils’ performance, and the 
evaluation of the latter is more relaxed here. While in standard Basic Schools the major 
motivating incentive is the ever-present possibility of failing, in Basic Practical School there is a 
reasonable chance to receive a good evaluation from a teacher. The primary manifested function 
of the competitive nature of the Czech educational system at the basic level is to prepare pupils 
for further educational careers, which makes this differentiation according to 
performance/grades more important and, in a sense, vital for the very effectiveness of a system 
functionally defined (that is culturally) in this way. Basic Schools gain their reputation to a large 
extent by the proportion of their graduates who have made it to a secondary school concluded 
by the General Certificate of Education, particularly to gymnasium (see the EDUC Report). This is 
why they systematically sort pupils out into those with whom to work on this goal, and those 
with whom such energy and time would most likely be wasted (and therefore taking time away 
from the more promising pupils). The parents’ pressure plays its role in this respect as well, 
especially during the last years of compulsory education of their children. Second, and as a kind 
of consequence, it follows from the basic information introduced above – that Roma students in 
general score more poorly than non-Roma students, and at the same time Roma children are 
greatly overrepresented at the Basic Practical Schools where the average score is better – that 
significantly poorer grades are obtained mostly by those Roma attending standard Basic 
Schools, either with a predominance of Roma pupils or not. One of the ensuing critical questions 
is what is more disqualifying and demotivating: the “internal” differentiation of pupils by vast 
discrepancies in grading at standard Basic Schools, or the low standard (although better 
evaluated) of education they get at the Basic Practical Schools, which eventually disqualifies the 
graduates from an advanced secondary education in a similar way as would bad grades from a 
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standard Basic Schools (and therefore the internal differentiation by performance/grades is not 
a functional imperative here, that is, at the BPS).19 

If we juxtapose the achievements of children from standard Basic Schools with special programs 
(for children with educational problems, developing language skills or oriented towards ethnic 
minorities) and achievements of those from schools which do not run any of such programs, we 
can see that the performance of children at schools with special programs is comparatively 
weaker, with one exception of a school with a language program. For example, the average 
reported score of 1.65 is for students at schools with no special program oriented to learning 
difficulties, while the figure is 1.91 for schools running such a program. The differences are 
similar for other such programs as well, with the noted exception of programs designed for 
children with deficient language skills (the students in these schools score on average 1.72, 
compared to 1.85 where no such program is run). This suggests that the existence of these 
programs at particular schools is (1) a reaction to a long lasting experience with respective 
learning problems, and (2) attractive for families of children with respective problems from 
other catchment areas (school districts). Yet the accretion of children with particular learning 
problems does not seem to be matched by lower criteria of performance evaluation, nor 
(according to the figures) do the pupils acquire skills through these programs which would get 
them onto a comparable level with pupils in schools without these programs by the last two 
(and therefore critical for further educational chances) years of their compulsory basic 
education.  

Our data do not show any significant correlation between, on the one hand, the teachers’ 
characterizations of their particular classes (which may reflect their attitudes towards these 
classes) and self-presentations of the teachers themselves, and, on the other hand, the level of 
performance in a given class (a subject taught by the particular teacher). Despite the relative 
small sample to draw any consequential conclusions from this finding, the latter is nevertheless 
quite interesting. It suggests that the personality of a teacher, their attitudes towards teaching 
and their pupils, may not play as important a role for the pupils’ school performance as is 
sometimes presupposed (disregarding of course the particular subject they teach). The teachers 
either follow a more or less similar pattern in their teaching and broader educational strategies, 
or these differences are not reflected in and by the level of performance of the students. And, 
indeed, most of answers are pretty at once as far as the competence is concerned of filling such 
questionnaires correctly and safely – which also is telling information, albeit somehow 
predictable.  

In order to compare the relative influence of the above researched factors, we will employ the 
multiple linear regression model, with the scale of student achievements being the dependent 
variable (constructed similarly to variable result).20 The purpose of the model is to compare the 

                                                
19 Questions like this have to be taken into account when considering policy recommendations for institutional 
amendments like, e.g., the recently strengthening calls for abolishing the Basic Practical Schools altogether, coming 
from some NGOs and media advocates of Roma’s chances for equal educational opportunities. And also, to 
complicate the matter even  more, the predictable outcome of abolishing Basic Practical Schools is that for many 
students with behavioral problems, who today end up in Basic Practical Schools, the only alternative remaining 
would be their permanent separation from their families through placement in corrective asylums for children. 

 
20 Regarding the assumptions of the regression modelling, we need to use continuous-level dependent variable. This 
is why we compute the mean from all of the eight marks for each student. As the next step, the standardization 
through the Z-score is done separately for the standard and Basic Practical Schools. The aim is to capture the 
variability inside the groups. (From the above analysis it is clear that grading is more benevolent at Basic Practical 
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relative strength of various factors, especially the interplay of the socioeconomic and ethnic 
backgrounds of the children and their gender. The stepwise method of constructing a model 
allows us to exclude the factors that have no contribution to the school achievements. The 
second advantage of the regression model is the possibility to compare the relative strength of 
the socioeconomic, ethnic or other individual factors by the value of standardized regression 
coefficients and also to measure (through the R2 values) the overall explanatory power of the 
particular model.  

If differentiation among Basic Schools according to educational standards (and along ethnic 
lines at the same time) is not completely levelled by different criteria of evaluation (the lower 
the standards, the lower the criteria), we might expect a broader variance of achievements on 
the level of schools/classes compared to individual level. This leads us to the idea of 
constructing an alternative indicator for measuring a comparative performance score. This 
variable is constructed analogically to the variable result, but the standardization is separate for 
each class unit. This allows us to compare the relative divergence in the collectives. For each 
class, an average score is constructed and every student gets a score according to his or her 
difference from the average class level.21 This is the way to measure the students’ relative 
position within the collective. 22 

The independent variables were chosen with regards to the result summaries from the 
descriptive analysis. Thus, we have chosen the indicators used above of the family’s social 
position (education of both parents, job position of both parents, and, alternatively, the family 
status), family environment (household size or number of siblings), indicators of ethnicity 
(variables minority, ownethn, rom). By using the average mark from the eight subjects 
(mathematic, literature, history, biology, physics, geography, chemistry, foreign language) as a 
dependent variable, we will gradually come to a model in which three explanatory variables 
remain, the impact (correlation) of which is significant. It is the education of a mother, the 
number of children in the family, and ethnicity. This model can be employed within the variant, 
where we use the minority variable (ethnic minority background) or a variable measuring only 
Roma ethnic background as an ethnic indicator. The model with the second variant has better 
explanatory power. Also, the models constructed for both genders separately differ to a great 
extent. Among girls the selected variables correspond by 25% to the variability of the final 
mark, which is value of R = 0.52. On the contrary, the final mark is only correlated with the 
variables by 3% among boys. Thus, what we have seen in the descriptive analyses is also 
apparent from the regressive model – i.e. that family background has a much greater influence 
on girls compared to boys. The main objective of the model is, however, to compare the relative 
explanatory power of social status and ethnicity indicators.  

Taking all used indicators into consideration, the most appropriate seems to be the education of 
a mother and the Roma ethnicity of the respondent. Both variables are dichotomous, and for 
that reason we can compare standardized and non-standardized parameters in the charts. We 
will always see that for boys the correlation with the variances of performance is insignificant, 
whereas among girls the association of school performance with ethnicity is stronger than the 

                                                                                                                                                   

Schools, but the students here have less educational skills – thus we standardize for each type of schools 
separately). 
21 The computation is similar to the z-score standardization, but we do not need to use the scale of standard errors. 
22 This approach is analogous to hierarchical data analysis, but due to the small number of students in some classes 
we were not able to compute hierarchical regression models. 
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association with the sole educational status of the mother23. Since we are still not fully familiar 
with the principles modifying the impact of ethnicity according to gender, these outcomes can 
also direct us towards future research. Yet we have already provided some preliminary 
explanations of these correlations (strong and weak) above in this chapter. 

 

Table 20: Regression model parameters – boys (R2 = 0.03)24 

 
Unstandardised 
Coefficients  

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

 B 
Std. 
Error Beta B Std. Error 

(Constant) 2.015 0.216   9.325 0.000 
Number of all children born into the family 0.088 0.042 0.147 2.093 0.037 
Mother’s education (dichotomized) -0.051 0.177 -0.020 -0.289 0.773 
Roma background 0.228 0.237 0.067 0.963 0.337 

 

Table 21: Regression model parameters – girls (R2 = 0.25) 

 
Unstandardised 
Coefficients  

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

 B 
Std. 
Error Beta B Std. Error 

(Constant) 1.926 0.199   9.697 0.000 
Number of all children born into the family 0.099 0.028 0.208 3.597 0.000 
Mother’s education (dichotomized) -0.351 0.172 -0.129 -2.041 0.042 
Roma background 0.737 0.147 0.313 5.027 0.000 

 

Another variant of the model is the usage of a differently constructed dependent variable. As we 
have already described above, if we standardize the average grade of each student with respect 
to the average of the class he/she attends, we will get an indicator measuring relative 
achievement position of a pupil in a given collective. Considering models with identical 
independent variables, their explanatory power decreases markedly (among girls, an R from 0.25 
to 0.16, and among boys from 0.03 to 0.02). This signifies that the differences in grades within 
the collective can only be related to the family background and the ethnicity of pupils. The 
major part of variability on this level is given by different factors stemming neither from the 
indicators of social background, nor from ethnicity indicators. 

Generally, we find out that school achievement on an aggregated level significantly bears upon 
both the ethnicity and social background of girls, whereas this relation is limited on the level of 
relative differences between pupils of given classes. Thus, on an aggregated level we can see 
differences in achievement, which are manifested by comparing averages in the regression 
model, whereas when discriminating positions within the scope of the collective these relations 
grow weaker. This is ambiguous information, the interpretation of which can be provided if we 

                                                
23 The relationship between a pupil’s ethnicity and the education of parents has been tested on account of the 
exclusion of multicolinearity – it is, surprisingly, weak. 
24 The variable “Roma background” is coded as follows: 0 = non-Roma background,  1 = Roma background 
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take into account the differences of individual schools and classes. On the one hand, pupils of 
various ethnicities are not widely dispersed and integrated in the majority, but they form 
clusters within which the demands for achievement and their evaluation are probably different. 
In general, the performance of these “groupings” is worse. On the other hand, we cannot say 
that there is more distinctive exclusion, or discrimination, of pupils from a minority (we will 
focus on this in greater details in Chapter IV - Pupil’s attitudes towards school). 

Finally, in this chapter we add several more analyses that do not apply directly to individual 
achievement, but they supplement their broader context. Apart from marks in several main 
subjects, we also inquired about which subjects they like or dislike. The questions regarding the 
three most and least favourite subjects were brought together into one analysis, so now we 
work with the proportion of particular choices for each subject (there were three choices at the 
disposal of each student). The most popular, and at the same time most polarizing subject is 
physics (science). This subject occurs in first place as both the most and least popular. Of course, 
we took into account the differences from the point of view of ethnicity. Considerable 
differences in ranking can be found within the least popular subjects (science, maths, and 
literature). On the other hand, there is an accord between the majority and students of Roma 
background regarding unpopular subjects.  

 

Graph 4: The most popular / unpopular subjects according to the ethnic background 
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An extreme feature of a low achievement level is the repetition of a school year (except for 
repetition on account of an illness, or another cause apart from achievement). If we consider 
how often this happens, we learn that it involves less than 5% of pupils. Although it is only a 
brief comparison due to such a small group, we further find out that this proportion lowers 
within majority (3%) and increases within Roma minority (13%). The proportion of girls and 
boys having to repeat a school year is approximately the same (5% of boys, 4% of girls). When 
we exclude students with full or partial minority background (variable minority) from the 
majority group, the number of pupils repeating a school year lowers to 2% compared to 10% of 
pupils from the minority, which indicates that every tenth minority student repeats a school 
year, as opposed to every fiftieth student from the majority. Those who have ever repeated a 
school year represent, even at this point, a group of pupils with worse achievements – their 
average is 2.6 compared to 1.8 for other students. Thus, it is evident that worse achievements 
are mostly projected throughout their whole school attendance, although there are 16% of 
students whose average falls under the category “excellent“. 
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3.2 Plans for further studies 

The aim of the following part of this chapter is to describe the educational aspirations of 
surveyed children and to explore what factors may possibly affect or shape their future plans. 
The first question of this part of the questionnaire asks at which type of school the children 
wanted to continue their studies. The vast majority of children from the majority ethnic group 
chose the educational path leading to graduation (and opening the possibility to enter 
university – 72%), children with Roma background, and even more so children from Basic 
Practical Schools, choose vocational training, or that they plan to leave educational system 
(69% and 92%, respectively). In the long term perspective, differences in the aspirations to 
enter university are evident. Over 80% of children from the majority plan to enter university, 
compared to 57% in the Roma ethnic group or 70% of children from a full or partial ethnic 
minority background.  

Even though these numerical differences are significant, they nevertheless do not correspond to 
the much vaster difference between the actual numbers of those non-Roma and Roma students 
who have, in the past years, entered a university. In this sense, the average aspirations for a 
further educational career among those who declared themselves as Roma in our survey reflect 
neither the normal chances of young people from their typical social-economic and ethnic 
environments to enter a university, nor the level of their average current performance at school 
– both are the case to a much larger extent than among non-Roma respondents. Drawing from 
discussions with our respondents at the time of collecting the data, as well as from other 
information, Roma children at the age of 14 or 15 still have only a vague knowledge of (1) 
which professions require a university diploma or (2) what the educational paths are leading to 
it. They, for example, often presuppose that any social worker (which they would like to be 
sometimes), or an NGO activist from the neighbourhood, they must have a university degree. 
And they especially often tend not to take into account that a successful study at a high school 
concluded with the GCE is a necessary precondition just to apply for university study. This may 
reflect the character of the socializing environment and the communicative channels they use 
(and therefore the information they get) where there is not much space for thorough and 
serious reflections of distant educational perspectives of this kind, yet there is still enough space 
and incentive for vague imagination in this direction. Even though these declared aspirations 
may seem unrealistic given the circumstances (yet therefore also somehow promising because it 
suggests a certain lack of complete resignation despite the circumstances), the students show 
more realism (or resignation) out of the context of the questionnaire when filling out an 
application for short-term vocational training without a GCE (or not filling any such application 
at all) during the last months of their compulsory education. (We may well assume that many of 
those who declared their aspiration for further university study had at that time already 
submitted applications for vocational training incompatible with the declared goal, or had 
looked for a temporary job in their neighbourhood.) In this respect, it also is telling that, as we 
will see below in this sub-chapter, the Roma students felt quite competent to provide practical 
reasons for choosing a vocational training after finishing basic school.25 Also, the culture of an 
orientation to immediate goals, as often attributed to Roma, is not reflected in their declared 
aspirations, but it finds its expression, as it were, in the occurrence that even those few Roma 

                                                
25 For example, the availability of religious education as a reason for choosing a particular secondary school does 
not only reflect the higher level of religiousness among Czech Roma, but it also very likely reflects the fact that the 
Church is relatively active in providing opportunities for further education and vocational training for Roma youth 
(sometimes in the areas of their concentration), and it makes sure that the Roma applicants know this.  
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students who manage to start studying at a high school leave the school in large numbers 
relatively soon after they start, accompanied by those numerous Roma youth who very quickly 
resign from finishing even vocational training. (For this, see also our EDUC Report.) 

 

Graph 5: Educational aspirations by ethnicity and school type 
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Other than the type of school or ethnic identity/ethnic background of the students, the 
characteristics of the family background play a role in pupils’ educational aspirations. As an 
indicator of the socioeconomic status of the family we use a composite measure socecon, 
constructed according the labour-market status of both parents and the living standard of the 
family. Very similar results are provided by the cross tabulations of the education of parents. 
Not surprisingly, the higher the status of the family, the more ambitious educational plans are 
for the future. While 45% of students from low-level status families presume a future of 
university studies, the figure for higher or high-status families is 90%. These differences are 
more distinctive than in the case of ethnicity.  

 

Graph 6: Educational aspirations according to the family status 
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Small differences can be also found according to gender. In the Czech Republic, girls belong 
more frequently to those studying at comprehensive secondary schools (gymnasia) [ÚIV 2008], 
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and their educational aspirations are on average higher than those of boys. These facts are 
reflected in our results as well. The comprehensive secondary schools are selected by girls 10% 
more than by boys, whereas vocational training is by the same number more frequent for boys. 

The choice of secondary school and general educational aspirations denotes a complex problem 
affected by many factors. Leaving out the above-mentioned structural factors and the family 
background indicators, we are concerned with the role of students’ achievements as the factor 
of further educational aspirations. In particular, we will try to observe the differences of these 
relationships inside the majority and minority groups. Better achievements lead to higher 
aspirations, but does this relationship differ between the majority and minority? Are the gifted 
children inhibited in their educational aspirations? If we compare the mean performance (result) 
of children planning to enter various types of secondary education, we observe the same trend 
for the majority as well as minority respondents.26  

 

Graph 7: Educational aspirations and the average performance 
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Besides the immediate continuation of the children’s educational paths, we also compare their 
future plans concerning university studies. It is not surprising that students indicating that they 
plan to enter university score on average one point better than the others. This ratio is almost 
the same in the majority and minority group. If we compare the pupils of Roma background, we 
can see that the difference is smaller – even those who scored relatively low plan to enter 
university studies. (We have commented on this interesting and potentially important 
phenomenon in the beginning of this sub-chapter.) 

 

                                                
26 The figures for categories “stay in primary school” and “stay in secondary school” are not comparable due to a 
small N. Also, it is not possible to classify according to Roma ethnicity due to the small N.  
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Graph 8: Plans to enter university and the average performance in all subjects 
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A separate group is formed by students who plan to finish their educational career after 
compulsory elementary schooling. This group is very small in absolute numbers, nevertheless, 
within the students of Roma background this group is relatively five times more numerous 
compared to the majority group. The most frequent reason is depicted as the need to earn 
money – which may reflect and mutually support both the family’s financial problems as well as 
the mentioned culture of immediate goals (which, in turn, may be a reflection of a strong sense 
of uncertain future). By comparing the average performance, we find that students of this group 
do not score very well. All those indicating some reason to leave schooling have lower marks 
than the others. 

 

Graph 9: Continuation of education after compulsory schooling 
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Until now, we have been concerned with the factors that can have an influence on the students’ 
performance or their educational aspirations. Now we will try to present at least a basic insight 
into the subjective perception of children – how do they ascribe the importance to the various 
factors or actors playing a role in the process of making the secondary school choice? If we ask 
about individual factors influencing the school choice, in a general overview, in the first place is 
a good job opportunity, followed by the possibility of graduation (and the related access to 
higher education) and also students’ own interest. These factors were chosen by more than 80% 
of respondents. Among the actors influencing the choice of secondary school, the mother is 
mentioned most frequently (89% of positive responses). The second is the father (76% of 
positive responses), which corresponds with the previous results showing a relatively smaller 
effect of the father’s characteristics. The influence of friends is mentioned by one half of the 
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respondents and the teacher influenced (from the respondents’ subjective point of view) 39% of 
the students.  

If we compare the results for children of Roma background and the others, we find it consistent 
with the other results. Children of Roma background continue most frequently at vocational 
training schools, therefore they less frequently indicate the importance of graduation or the 
access to university. Neither the reputation of the school nor the job opportunities are as 
important for them. On the other hand, they attach more importance to gaining the vocational 
qualification and the availability of religious education at school. (See the footnote no. 24 in 
this Report.) 

 

Graph 10: Motivation factors and the role of various actors in the choice of educational 
paths 
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From the evaluation of the influence of various actors, as we can see in the second part of the 
graph, the children with Roma background indicate greater importance to most all of them, 
which should also attract our attention. It indicates a stronger dependence on personal relations 
with other people (need of advice and verbal support) among Roma children than among the 
non-Roma ones, which later in this report will find its correlate in an indication of stronger 
sensitivity among Roma children to the quality of personal relationships with peers and 
especially teachers. Perhaps the culture of immediacy has a social-spatial dimension too, next to 
the temporal one. Roma children (and maybe not only children) seem to trust more, and lean 
more, on concrete people around them, than relying on the more abstract and impersonal 
“functional laws and regularities” of the world, including media images and information. From 
Anthony Giddens’ perspective, they seem to be less culturally modernized, that is (to add Ulrich 
Beck’s view), also less individualized in making life choices. Yet whether this may make them 
also less susceptible to media and other manipulation is another question, beyond the scope of 
this Report. Still the indicated relative dependence on concrete personal authority (including 
teachers and priests!) has to be taken into account when considering the prospects and possible 
ways of their fuller integration into the higher levels of the educational system. 
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4. Attitudes towards school and interpersonal relations 
 

 

In the previous chapter we were engaged in school results and educational aspirations of 
children from majority and minority groups. We realized that school marks are, to certain 
degree, one of the aspects of the mutual teacher-pupil relationship. Other aspects (pupils’ 
attitudes towards their teachers and to school in general, and, towards their schoolmates and 
peers) will be dealt with in this chapter of the report. We will gradually attend to two main 
areas: in the first part of this chapter we will outline general attitudes of pupils towards school, 
and, naturally, we will concern ourselves with the issue of how these attitudes differ between 
the ethnic majority and minority. In the second part of this chapter, we will search for these 
very differences in teacher-pupil relationship, and, also in mutual relationship between pupils. 
We will tackle the issue of perceived justice and injustice, and the subjective feeling of 
discrimination or bullying.  

The common question was as follows: “Do you feel comfortable with the school?” with two sub-
questions – “I feel comfortable with the school, as I feel good about schoolwork” and “I feel 
well, as I get along well with the other students”. The pupils were instructed to mark the degree 
of agreement/disagreement by means of four-point Lickert scale of both statements. Results of 
their answers show that approximately half the pupils agree (strongly or rather agree) with the 
fact that they feel well at school thanks to school tuition. On the contrary, 90% of the 
respondents responded that they feel well at school because they get on well with their 
schoolmates. When classifying according to independent variables, we discovered slight 
differences across ethnicities. Minority group pupils and, above all, Roma respondents reported 
higher degree of satisfaction of school instruction (64% vs. 52%) and there is almost no 
difference in satisfaction as compared to the majority when talking about relationships with 
their schoolmates (92% vs. 89%). When classifying according to gender, we only found 
insignificant differences. However, the type of school that our respondents attend is of great 
importance – it is evident that pupils attending Basic Practical Schools are satisfied 
considerably more often regarding school instruction (68% vs. 52%), and slightly less often 
satisfied with respect to the relationships with other pupils (81% vs. 90%).  

These findings are interesting, especially in the context of the results from the previous chapter, 
in which we saw that pupils from an ethnic minority, and in particular pupils of Roma 
background, perform significantly more poorly in schools. Despite this fact, they report to feel 
well in classes and other school activities more often, as compared to their schoolmates from 
the majority, who, on average, get better marks. This may well reflect two already mentioned 
observations: not only Basic Practical Schools, but typically also standard Basic Schools 
predominantly attended by children from “socially excluded localities”, are less demanding and 
more relaxed in their attitudes to the educational process than other (non-Roma) schools. It 
follows that teachers in the Roma schools (where classes are usually smaller) tend to adopt a 
more personal approach to the pupils (who tend to be more dependent on it). Regarding the 
higher satisfaction among Roma respondents with their relationships with other students, this 
may be a reflection of a higher value accorded to being among equals (also in ethnic terms), and 
of an importance ascribed to the feeling of safety related to it. The below-mentioned fact that 
among Roma respondents the correlation between overall satisfaction with school and their 
school performance is stronger may lead us to the hypothesis that Roma pupils tend to 
understand their school performance evaluation in more personal terms. 
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A question which focused on the social environment in greater details inquired about how 
pupils describe the environment in their class. There we have three options at our disposal. 
Again, a more positive view held by minority pupils is evident here. One half of the students of 
Roma background say the school is a friendly and cohesive community, another 37% of them 
mentioned hostile groups in their class and 8% perceive the class as highly individualized. In the 
majority group the view is more pessimistic – one third of students assess the school as a 
friendly community and 63% of the majority group students perceive hostile groups in the class.  

We will be provided with a similar view by a newly constructed variable, which sums up pupils’ 
attitudes towards school. In general, about half of the pupils expressed mixed attitudes, and the 
remaining 45% are divided into two groups, one of which expresses strongly negative attitudes 
and the second strongly positive attitudes towards school. Among the pupils from the Roma 
minority, the prevailing group is one holding positive feelings, which is larger than the group 
with negative attitudes (which includes only 16% of the Roma students) by 20%. On the 
contrary, within the majority there is a higher percentage (by 5%) of pupils with negative 
attitudes towards school (one quarter of them). These general feelings toward school vary 
neither according to the school type nor according to the status of parents. In the right part of 
the graph, the groups have been classified according to average school results. It is apparent 
that school results intervene in the overall attitudes towards school. Within the majority, 
however, this influence is not so strong. More significant differences can be seen within the 
Roma minority, where children with worse school results fall under the dissatisfied group. 
Gender does not play any role in this relation since the tendency to associate worse school 
results with negative attitudes towards school is the same with both boys and girls. The 
question, which cannot be answered by means of statistical analysis of cross-sectional data, is 
whether negative attitudes are the cause or rather consequence of worse school results. In the 
advanced phase it will quite certainly be a closed feedback loop, which seems to have a bigger 
influence in the Roma minority. 

  

Graph 11: General feelings about school according to ethnic background 
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In a similar way, we can know from variables on attitudes towards school how many pupils 
declared an exclusively positive or negative assessment in all these questions. There are a rather 
small number of pupils with such clear-cut opinions. In all aspects, school is perceived positively 
by 15% of respondents, and this figure is slightly higher among pupils of Roma ethnicity (19%). 
On the other hand, less than 1% of respondents perceive school exclusively negatively in all 
aspects.   

A more detailed view shows that pupils of various ethnicities do not significantly differ in the 
answers regarding having some friends at school (having a small number of friends, or even no 
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friends, is declared only by pupils from Basic Practical Schools), nor in their attitudes towards 
the school team as a social group.  

A separate part of this chapter is devoted to pupils’ subjective view on the occurrence of 
discrimination. To make it clear, we provide the exact wording of the compound question from 
the questionnaire regarding discrimination: It sometimes happens that one feels discriminated 
against. Have you ever experienced discrimination because of the following? On whose part? 
Subsequently, the same set of questions was repeated together with a question whether pupils 
have ever witnessed discrimination. The analysis of these questions requires a more detailed 
approach. Firstly, we will summarize what proportion of pupils have been exposed to 
discrimination on the basis of any group for any reason. The degree of this exposure can be 
pursued by means of adding up mentions of discrimination by individual pupils. Further, it is 
necessary to provide an overview of what types of discrimination pupils come across and who 
its most common actors are. Naturally, the next step is the comparison of all these results 
according to ethnicity indicators.  

In total, 7 areas have been defined (gender, religion, social background, appearance, health 
status, ethnic origin plus one additional), in which pupils could be discriminated against by a 
teacher, a schoolmate, a peer outside the school, or another person. Approximately 40% of 
respondents did not mention an experience with any type of discrimination, 20% of respondents 
indicated one type of the seven listed, the remaining 40% of respondents have had an 
experience with more than one type of discrimination. Comparing the average number of 
references to discrimination, respondents of Roma ethnicity declared fewer exposures. By adding 
up the answers, we discovered which actors were the most common sources of discrimination. 
The categories “schoolmate” and “peer outside the school” have been united for these analyses. 
Thus, it is important to distinguish whether the discrimination occurs among pupils mutually, or, 
also, on the part of teachers. Experience with any type of discrimination on the part of a teacher 
was indicated by one quarter of pupils, with this rate being nearly the same both within and 
outside minority as well as within Roma pupils and the others. Discrimination on the part of 
schoolmates has been experienced by 63% of the majority pupils and by 52% of pupils with 
Roma ethnicity. Gender or social status does not affect these responses, but there is a 
noticeable difference according to the type of school. Of the students from Practical basic 
schools, 71% reported not having had any experience with discrimination from 
peers/schoolmates, compared to 53% at standard basic schools.  

From a more detailed point of view, we learn that the references to discrimination occur 
especially in the category of “on account of appearance” (a total of 47% of affirmative answers) 
and “on account of gender” (27% of affirmative answers). In regard to appearance-based 
discrimination, it is references to schoolmates that prevail, whereas teachers, schoolmates and 
other people were evenly indicated as the actors of gender-based discrimination. There are more 
boys who feel gender-based discrimination on the part of the teachers as opposed to girls, who 
more often refer to schoolmates as originators of discrimination. Other forms of discrimination 
based on social background, ethnicity, and health status are mentioned approximately equally 
often (about 20%). Discrimination on account of religion is mentioned less frequently. Ethnic 
minority pupils more often feel discrimination on account of ethnicity.  

Analogously, we also inquired whether pupils have ever witnessed discriminatory behaviour. The 
results to this question are very similar to the previous one; nevertheless, there is a higher 
percentage of affirmative references within all types of discrimination. Also here, schoolmates 
and peers are referred to as the most common actors of discrimination.  
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In the next part of this chapter describing pupils’ attitudes towards school we will deal with the 
relationship between teachers and pupils. Most respondents think there are certain teachers at 
their school who favour them, but at the same time there are also those who do not like them. 
The proportion of the answers is almost the same in both cases. Four fifths of the children claim 
that there is a teacher (or more teachers) who favour him/her in particular, and 79% of 
respondents also answer there is one or more teachers who do not like him/her. Comparing 
these facts from the point of view of ethnicity, it is evident that pupils of Roma ethnicity tend 
to attach an importance of personal aspects to this relationship more frequently. They more 
often answer affirmatively both questions, which may well be another indicator of their 
stronger sensitivity to the quality of personal relationships, also in school. To the extent to 
which this reflects their subjective reality, it may also be one factor affecting their relatively 
frequent early drop-out from institutions of secondary education, where the teacher-student 
relationships tend to be more impersonal than at basic schools. 

An affirmative answer to a more general question whether a pupil has ever experienced unjust 
treatment has been given by 81% of respondents – 18% of them think it happens often, 63% of 
them come across injustice sometimes. Only the remaining 19% of pupils responded that they 
have never experienced unfair treatment. It is apparent that pupils of Roma ethnicity claim not 
to have experienced any injustice at school more often (28% compared to 18%). At work here 
may be at least three things: a) the sometimes more relaxed and typically less demanding and 
more personal atmosphere at “Roma schools” in general, and the more benevolent evaluation of 
school performance at the Basic Practical Schools in particular (especially if evaluation is also 
more readily taken as an act of personal relationship, and if the kids here tend less to 
punishment and more to rewards, see the graph 12 below), b) socialization experiences which 
may make children from a particular environment less sensitive to what other children more 
easily conceive of as unjust (a stronger dependence on personal relationships, for example, may 
also involve seeing the other – and oneself – more as an ethically autonomous actor and less as 
a bearer of a supra-individual moral code, and “things should be solved among those 
concerned”), c) a higher level of insecurity or fear of reporting injustice at school in a 
questionnaire distributed and collected in (although not by) the school, despite the assurance 
that the questionnaires remain anonymous.    

Particular forms of injustice are perceived in a similar way by pupils from the majority and 
minority groups (also when using the variable distinguishing students of Roma background). 
Most frequently, it is school marks and awarding punishment which are identified – in these 
cases, 60% and 45%, respectively, of respondents claim they have experienced unjust treatment 
on the part of teacher. An interesting fact is that pupils with Roma ethnicity mention unjust 
treatment less often than other pupils, and minority pupils (variable minority) in general are not, 
from their subjective point of view, exposed to injustice more often than majority. The 
difference in injustice perception can be found within genders – girls perceive injustice 
concerning school marks more often, for boys, on the other hand, its in awarding punishment. 
Other differences can be seen with respect to school types – pupils from Basic Practical Schools 
distinctively less often mention all types of injustice, except for awarding punishment and also 
selection into classes. The subsequent graphs present the overall results for particular types of 
unjust treatment; therefore, the total exceeds 100%. 

 

Graph 12: Subjective perception of unjust treatment situations 
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Having summarized the answers of individual respondents, we have learnt that 29% of pupils 
indicated neither type of unjust treatment. Approximately one third of respondents indicated 
one type of injustice, 19% of pupils indicated two types, and the remaining 15% perceive 
greater injustice on the part of teachers and indicated more than two types of unjust treatment. 
For a better orientation, we can also work out the average number of indicated injustice types – 
i.e. a simple cumulative index, which indicates for each pupil to what degree they perceive 
injustice on the part of teachers. What is also essential is the comparison of these two values 
across different groups of pupils. These results further evolve our findings – respondents from 
the Roma minority perceive injustice less often than the majority students (the average number 
of mention is 0.98 compared to 1.33). Within boys and girls there are contrasts in perceiving 
particular types, however, not in the overall scope of injustice. Pupils from practical schools 
perceive injustice significantly less often.  

 

Table 22: Subjective perception of unjust treatment according to ethnicity, gender and type 
of school 

 non-Roma 
background 

Roma 
background boy girl 

not from 
minority 

background 

minority 
background full 

or partial 

standard 
primary 

Basic Practical 
School 

average 
number of 
indications 
"unjust 
treatment“ 

1.33 0.98 1.36 1.22 1.33 1.21 1.33 0.65 

 

Pupil-pupil relationships 

It has already ensued from the more general part of the chapter devoted to pupils’ relationship 
to school that the atmosphere in the school team correlates with pupils’ attitudes towards 
school. This is apparent, above all, from the answers to “I feel well at school as I get on well 
with other schoolmates”, to which 90% of respondents expressed their agreement. In this part 
of the chapter we will be engaged in the relationships between pupils both in and outside of the 
class in greater details. An eminent indicator of disintegration of the school team is bullying, 
and, for this reason, in the questionnaire we focused on its occurrence. Firstly, our respondents 
were asked (similarly to the question on the occurrence of injustice on the part of a teacher) 
whether they have ever come across bullying. In this case, however, we did not ask directly 
whether the pupils themselves were bullied, but whether they have seen something similar in 
their environment. Furthermore, we focused on its particular forms. The first question was 
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answered affirmatively by 59% of respondents. Nevertheless, most of them say they come 
across bullying just occasionally. For the question regarding the occurrence of bullying, only 
49% of the sample reported valid answers. The answer absolutely prevailing is the category “in 
the class”. Taking concrete characteristics into consideration, pupils most frequently refer to 
bullying which is present between genders and classes. These types of bullying are mentioned 
the most often by all groups of pupils. Next, they mention bullying on account of ethnic origin. 
Perhaps surprisingly, minority pupils indicate this type less often as opposed to the others. 
Respondents of Roma ethnicity more frequently refer to bullying between individual classes, 
and, on the other hand, less often to bullying on account of gender.  

 

Graph 13: Subjective perceptions of the reasons for bullying 
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Respondents perceive their own ethnicity differently, as well as having different perceptions of 
ethnicity of others, and they hold different positions to each other. These are then structuring 
factors establishing relationships between individuals and in the cooperation during 
miscellaneous activities. Regarding these activities, we asked our respondents whether they sit 
next to a classmate with a different ethnic origin in the school canteen, whether they learn or 
hang out together, share their secrets or visit each other's homes. 

 By means of constructing an additive index, we discover that for 62% of all respondents none 
of these situations comes into being, or they do not admit it – thus, they do not experience it. 
This may be attributed to the relatively ethnically homogeneous environment in the Czech 
Republic and in the particular catchment areas (districts) of selected schools, and by the rather 
small number of (self-declared) Roma children in the sample and their predominant 
concentration in several schools, as well as by the above-mentioned manifested indifference to 
ethnic issues on the part of some of the respondents, and thus the term “schoolmates with 
different ethnic background” did not make much sense to them. Still, this proportion varies 
within and outside the minority group, since among pupils with Roma background it is only 
43%. These pupils, however, mention contacts with the majority, so it is apparent that these 
contacts are more frequent. If we separate those who the given situation does not come into 
question, as it does not occur in their lives, from those who answered that they do not do it, we 
get different proportions. Nevertheless, the trend is the same – it is the minority pupils (or 
pupils of Roma ethnicity) that mention contacts with different ethnic group more often. To 
conclude, this question presents ambiguous results, since a higher occurrence of contacts across 
ethnic line does not need to signify its integration, but it is only given by likelihood with regard 
to the proportion of pupils from minority and majority.  
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Graph 14: Ethnic integration in the collective 
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Differences can also be seen in the frequency of individual activities. Respondents of Roma 
ethnicity mention all activities more often than majority students. The greatest difference is 
obviously in visiting each other’s home and sharing secrets. If we consider the scale constructed 
on the principle of Thurstone scale, the items “learn together”, “visit each other’s home”, and 
“share secrets” would probably be indicators of the greatest proximity. In the graph, individual 
activities have been ordered with reference to the percentage of affirmative answer (happens) 
by the majority. Also, gendered differences can be seen. According to the answers, girls are more 
open to contact the students of other ethnicity (the difference in all of these activities is 
approximately 10%).  

 

Graph 15: Proportion of the common activities 
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According to our findings, however, for majority children the experience with discrimination 
does not have a significant influence on their separation from their minority schoolmates. Both 
students with and without this experience have never done any activities together with mates 
having different ethnic origin in 25% and 30% of cases respectively. This pattern, generally, also 
applies to respondents of Roma ethnicity background. Those who have experienced 
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discrimination cooperate with schoolmates from other ethnic background in 83% of the cases, 
and never cooperate with those schoolmates only in 17% of the cases. Thus, experience with 
discrimination has an influence on ethnic separation of students but in fewer cases, and is 
stronger for students from majority ethnic group. Our respondents mostly stay in mutual 
cooperation. 
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 5. Relating to ethnicity and ethnic identification 
 

 

This chapter describes the basic content of ethnic self-identification, the effect of one’s own 
ethnicity on self-perception, a positive or negative experience with one’s ethnicity and how 
ethnicity relates to personal relationships or to school performance and career plans. 

Depending on how the data were collected in the Czech Republic, analyses focusing on relating 
to ethnicity are carried out firstly through the division between the majority and the ethnic 
minority (where all minority groups are combined), and secondly, between Roma ethnicity and 
the rest of respondents.27  

 

 

5.1 A basic description of the background of self-identification 

This first part deals with the ethnic belonging of our respondents and analyses relationships 
between one’s own ethnicity and family ethnic background, citizenship, and the use of minority 
languages. 

We divided respondents into the groups of majority, minorities and mixed ethnicity. This 
distinction is based on self-identification with the ethnic origin. However, we constructed the 
same categories in another way too: self-identification supplemented by the ethnicity of 
parents. This second variable includes 4% more respondents in the minority group. Since the 
difference is minor, we decided to use just one of them. When we are interested in questions 
relating to ethnic identification we use the first variable. The second variable is applied when 
we analyze effects of (general) ethnic background.   

In sum, 892 out of 918 respondents answered what their ethnic origin was (in other words 3% 
of respondents did not want to answer). In 78% of the cases they declared themselves as 
members of the majority, i.e. Czech. Only 10% of children identified themselves as members of 
some minority group: 55% of them as Roma, 10% as Slovak, 9% as Vietnamese and 9% as 
Ukrainian. Mixed ethnicity between the majority and the minority was declared by 12% of 
respondents. In this respect, the largest subgroups are 42% of children declaring Czech-Roma 
ethnicity and 37% declaring Czech-Slovak ethnicity. Only six respondents stated an ethnic 
identity based on the membership to two minority groups.  

Because of specific problems discussed in the introduction of this report, and on the basis of our 
own experience during the process of data collection, we decided to construct a compound 
variable in order to increase the group of respondents belonging to our main minority group. 
Respondents declaring “full” or mixed Roma ethnicity, or children ascribing to their parents’ a 
“full” or mixed Roma ethnicity, are included in the category “respondents of Roma ethnicity 
background”. In our sample we have 116 pupils (13% of all respondents) belonging to this 
category. As far as the ethnicity of parents is concerned, as we could expect, in most cases their 
ethnicity matches the ethnicity of children. However, not all children declaring Czech identity 

                                                
27 A detailed discussion of comparing various minority ethnic groups with each other is not possible due to the 
small size of subgroups of Vietnamese and Ukrainian minorities. These ethnicities were declared only by 16 pupils.  
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have parents from the majority as well. But this subgroup is in principle relatively small and it 
includes 7% of cases (49 respondents). In most cases, these children have parents from Roma 
minority (for more details see Table 23). 

 

Table 23: Ethnic self-identification of the respondents and the ethnicity of their parents 
 Majority ethnic 

background of parents 
Mixed ethnic background 

of parents 
Minority ethnic 

background of parents 
Majority ethnic background 93% 6% 1% 
Mixed ethnic background 9% 78% 13% 
Minority ethnic background 5% 18% 77% 

 

In our dataset 98% of Roma children28 were born in the Czech Republic, and this percentage is 
similar for all children with a mixed ethnicity. In other words, in our sample we only have a few 
students who experienced emigration.  

It is also worth noticing the contrast found in the ethnicity of children and parents – we can see 
that a part of the answers are not consistent. In all three main categories (majority-minority-
mixed ethnicity) there are approximately 5-9% of the answers in which the ethnicity of parents 
does not correspond with the ethnicity of their children - for example 9% of children with 
mixed identity stated that their parents are Czech. We have a working hypothesis that a number 
of children do not attach great importance to ethnicity and/or they commonly do not reflect 
upon these classificatory categories. Also, it relates to the issue of the citizenship of our 
respondents. The citizenship of our students and their parents closely relates to the ethnicity of 
the respondents. But pupils had considerable troubles filling in this very item. Their own 
citizenship and that of their parents was not filled in by 25% and 22% of the cases, 
respectively. In our opinion, the main reason is that children themselves do not know what the 
category “citizenship” means and/or they do not distinguish between the notion of citizenship 
and membership to some ethnic group. We came to this conclusion after getting feedback from 
children when collecting our data. Another fact supporting our opinion was answers such as 
“Roma citizenship”. Apparently, this is an indirect indicator of problematic awareness 
concerning the conception of citizenship within Czech pupils and it represents a challenge for 
education.29 

Due to the aforementioned problems and low numbers of cases - the citizenship of the country 
of origin was noted only by 2% of respondents - we decided not to interpret any relationships 
between ethnic self-identification and the citizenship of the children or their parents.  

 

Language 

Children from minorities often use another language along with the Czech language in the 
presence of families or a close environment (relatives, friends). Merely 3% of respondents only 
use a minority language. Children of mixed ethnicity speak Czech in 65% of the cases, and 28% 
of them are bilingual. But there is a distortion in the question of who they speak in the first 

                                                
28 In this case, the Roma ethnic group is made up from self-identification, i.e. we used variable “ethnicid”. 
29 It is also evident that a gradually implemented policy of multicultural education can face certain difficulties in 
this area, in the case that students do not comprehend the basic concepts. 
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language to. Bilingual children had the opportunity to answer that they speak to family 
members, peers or teachers in their language, which actually could be Czech just as well as 
another language. Respondents with mixed ethnicity answered in this way in 50% of the cases. 
This number is smaller among the group of respondents from minorities, however it is also the 
most represented answer. In sum, 34% of them speak in their first language with family 
members, peers, and teachers. The answer “only with family members” is the second most 
frequent response for both mixed and minority ethnic groups (28% and 32%) A relatively low 
number (24%) of minority children speak with family members and peers in their first language, 
children with mixed ethnicity only in 17% of the cases.  

Pupils of Roma ethnic background speak solely Czech in 39% of the cases. Slightly more often 
they use both Czech and Roma language (44%). Only a small number of Roma pupils stated that 
their only mother tongue is Roma language – 3%. Those who do not only use Czech speak their 
first language with family members, peers as well as teacher in 35% of the cases.30 In our 
sample we have only two teachers who speak the language of our most common minorities. The 
discrepancy between this figure and the answers of our respondents is based on the fact that 
Roma pupils can speak in their minority language with Roma school assistants.31 They are not 
actually teachers, but they are perceived by pupils in this way. They are usually people of Roma 
ethnicity (or they are perceived as Roma by the others) who work at schools with a significant 
proportion of Roma students. Their role is to provide pupils with assistance in classes and also 
help exercise supervision during breaks and school events. In most cases they take part in 
lessons of lower-year classes, in which the curriculum is not so demanding. They are, above all, 
mediators between teachers and pupils, but they also often mediate contacts between schools 
and pupils’ families.      

An essential finding is that Roma children using only the Czech language show greater school 
achievement compared to those who speak both Czech and Roma languages. On a five-point 
scale the difference in school achievement is 1.9 : 2.4, which can be regarded as relevant. More 
minor differences can be seen in the sciences (0.4), and in humanities the differences are more 
significant (0.7). Overall, the differences are great in all individual subjects; however, the 
greatest ones are in history and foreign language. The question is whether using two languages 
is a disadvantage, or whether it is an indicator of a different problem, and thus, it is co-
occurrence that matters. We suppose this to be a combination of both. The families of children 
using only Czech belong to a group with a lower status32 less frequently (67%), while families of 
children speaking two and more languages belong to this group in a an overwhelming majority 
of cases (87%). In principle, it probably concerns more socially isolated families that use Czech 
less often. For this reason, their children mostly have a lower knowledge of Czech language (at 
least when starting to attend school).  

So far, the Czech school system has not had to face an appeal for language education for the 
children of immigrants, since the number of those at primary schools is still relatively low – 
nevertheless, there are some localities with a high concentration of foreigners where this fact is 
not true any more. By all means, it is a question of time before a higher number of immigrants 
start attending our schools. Not managing to accommodate the language difference of a 
significant part of Roma pupils might be warning.  

                                                
30 They speak with family members in 29% of the cases, or with family members and peers in 22% of the cases. 
31 In our sample there are six schools employing Roma assistants, usually 2 or 3.   
32 This status category was formed by joining low and lower middle social positions.   
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5.2 Relation to oneself and to others in the context of respondents’ ethnicity 

In our research, we analyze self-perception by means of two compound variables: self-esteem 
and self-evaluation. Self-esteem is the complex view of oneself in the areas of appearance, 
intelligence, self-respect, and so on, i.e. the attitudes towards one’s personality and social 
representation of self. Self-evaluation focuses on feelings in school subjects and areas outside 
school (e.g. dance, handcraft), i.e. self-evaluations of competencies and skills.   

From the point of view of ethnicity, all groups have a similar amount of respondents with 
overall positive self-esteem, and the most numerous group of respondents is the one with 
positive self-esteem with uncertainties. We cannot say that our respondents of minority 
background are deprived from the point of view of self-esteem, but a closer look reveals that 
certain differences can yet be seen, above all in both opposing statements.   

 

Table 24: Ethnic background of respondents and their self-esteem 

 
Strong positive 

self-esteem 

Positive self-
esteem with 
uncertainties 

Mixed view of 
self, but strong 

self-respect 

Mixed view of 
self with week 

self-respect 
Negative self-

esteem 
Majority ethnic 
background 25% 43% 5% 21% 6% 

Mixed ethnic 
background 25% 47% 4% 17% 8% 

Minority ethnic 
background 13% 52% 3% 19% 13% 

 

A strongly positive self-esteem is indicated more often by respondents from the majority or with 
mixed ethnicity (25%). Among minority children, this unambiguously positive self-esteem is 
noted less often (13%). At the same time, this difference is valid for the comparison of 
respondents of non-Roma (25%) versus Roma ethnicity background (16%). For students of 
Roma ethnicity background, negative self-esteem was indicated in 11% of cases, while among 
other peers this number is 4% smaller. The registered differences, however, are very minor and, 
according to correlations or a chi-square, ethnicity does not play any important role.  

As well, we did not register any relevant relationship between self-esteem and socio-economic 
status. Thus, the background (family or ethnic) is not crucially important. At the utmost, it is 
school environment itself that, according to our findings, has the greatest influence on this 
variable, and above all, the relationships between teachers and classmates.33 Those students 
who stated they get on well with their peers have positive self-esteem in 76% of cases as 
opposed to only 40% of those who do not get on well with their peers. Similarly, 78% of those 
who stated there are teachers who like them have positive self-esteem. On the contrary, there is 

                                                
33 Indeed, personal relationships are the most important, as in the case of school achievement we registered only a 
weak relationship (Kendall´s tau-b = 0.11). From the point of view of school type, we could not conduct the 
analysis due to a small number of respondents in individual subcategories. 
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a difference of 20% fewer students with positive self-esteem among those who stated there is 
not any teacher who regards them as their favourites.   

The second variable mapping the self-perception of respondents is self-evaluation in school 
subjects and other areas of out-of-school activities. Positive feelings connected with school 
subject were mentioned only by few respondents, 7% in total. Most children have mixed 
feelings about school, but positive ones about their achievement outside school (58%). It is not 
surprising that self-evaluation is influenced by school achievement, with the relation of both 
variables being linear: from the average mark of 1.52 and the feeling of being good at school, to 
the worse average school achievement of 2.06 bound with the feeling of not having comfort 
anywhere. This variable, however, is not influenced by the relationship with teachers (nor with 
peers).      

As far as ethnicity is concerned, children from minorities belong to those with the least positive 
self-evaluation. In Table 25 we can see a certain decline in feelings about being good at school 
as well as feeling comfortable in out-of-school activities (together with mixed feelings in school 
subjects). Additionally, those children more frequently feel comfortable neither at school nor in 
outside school activities (by 11% more than the majority children).  

 

Table 25: Ethnic background of respondents and their self-evaluation 

 
Good in 
school 

Mixed in school, 
comfort outside 

Mixed in school, no 
comfort outside 

No comfort in school, 
but comfort outside 

No comfort 
anywhere 

Majority ethnic 
background 7% 62% 17% 8% 6% 

Mixed ethnic 
background 8% 53% 25% 6% 8% 

Minority ethnic 
background 5% 45% 26% 6% 18% 

 

Roma students think that they are good at school to the same degree as their non-Roma peers 
(8%). However, in 16% of cases, they do not feel good in any areas –neither at school nor 
outside school- in comparison to 7% of their non-Roma peers. Above all, their self-evaluation is 
lower in activities outside school – only in 51% of the cases Roma children indicated they are 
good at such an activity, while among non-Roma children this number was higher by 20%. 
Roma children regard themselves to be talented mostly at dance and music, whereas non-Roma 
children at sports.  

The impact of school type seemed to be interesting. Pupils from Practical Basic Schools most 
frequently place themselves in the category “mixed at school, no comfort outside” (42% 
compared to 19% at Basic Schools). As opposed to common primaries, however, pupils from 
Practical Basic Schools also more frequently belong to the category “good at school” (18% vs. 
6%) Thus the trend is not linear. In any case, pupils from Basic Practical Schools mentioned a 
good attitude toward school more often, but they consider their abilities in activities outside 
school to be worse - 68% of them mention no hobby, which is greater by 40% compared to 
pupils from common basic schools. For all children of Roma ethnic background, the proportion 
of missing answers is 49%, and 28% for the rest of respondents. This means that, in this case, 
the type of school is more important than ethnicity. The question is whether these attitudes are 
reinforced by the environment of Basic Practical Schools, or rather, whether these schools are 
attended by a specific type of pupils who regard themselves not to be very talented.  
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Relation to one’s own ethnicity 

Overall, respondents feel that their ethnicity is advantageous rather than disadvantageous. But 
pupils of ethnic minority background have feelings of disadvantage more often than their peers 
from the majority group (see Table 26).  

 

Table 26: Ethnic background of respondents and how it can affect them 
Ethnic origin is...  

is mostly 
advantageous 

is mostly 
disadvantageous 

is sometimes advantageous, 
sometimes not 

does not play any 
role 

Majority ethnic 
background 46% 2% 18% 35% 

Mixed ethnic 
background 31% 6% 23% 40% 

Minority ethnic 
background 41% 13% 38% 8% 

Non-Roma 
background 44% 3% 19% 33% 

Roma background 40% 8% 36% 17% 

 

We can see that respondents with mixed ethnicity form a “transitional category”. They consider 
their own ethnicity to be less advantageous than do people from the majority, and more 
advantageous than thought by people from minorities. On the other hand, 40% of them think 
that their origin does not play any role in their lives. In this respect, they have attitudes similar 
to majority pupils (35%), and both groups are clearly different from respondents of minority 
ethnic identity. Pupils from minorities feel ethnicity as an important factor in their life - but this 
does not mean only in the negative sense. For example, respondents of Roma background think 
that their ethnicity is mostly advantageous for them in half of the cases - however, that is 
slightly less than for people from non-Roma background. However, at the same time, they 
perceive their ethnicity more often as a handicap than the others. The ambiguity of what the 
membership to the Roma minority brings them is mirrored also in the fact that there are more 
Roma than non-Roma in the category “sometimes advantageous, sometimes not”. But we do 
not know in which situations (and social fields in general) they perceive their own ethnicity as 
something (dis)advantageous – this is a task for our qualitative study. The survey, however, 
provided us with information about the fact that there is no (statistical) relationship between 
the perception of ethnicity and the relationship of pupils with teachers or peers. It is interesting 
that from the point of view of school types there is no significant difference between Basic 
Practical Schools and standard schools, but pupils from Practical schools much more often do 
not know how to answer this question (54% in comparison with 14% for students from 
standard schools). We suppose this question to be rather abstract for them, and, therefore, they 
did not fill it in. But at the same time Roma pupils are more “ethnically sensitive”, as they less 
often state that ethnicity does not play any role for them.  

Due to the gradual ethnic differentiation of Czech society, it is going to be interesting to 
observe in the future whether the points of view of majority pupils, in which one third claim 
that ethnicity is not important for them, are going to change. It partly corresponds with the 
question concerning the feelings of pride. Respondents from the majority do not remember this 
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type of feeling in 34% of cases, which is slightly more often than between their Roma peers (see 
Table 27). 

 

Table 27: Roma background and feeling of pride 
Respondent...   

has felt pride because of 
ethnic origin 

has never felt pride 
because of ethnic origin 

does not remember such 
feeling 

non-Roma background 50% 16% 34% 
Roma background 47% 28% 25% 

 

Although respondents from our main ethnic minority have a comparable feeling of pride, they 
slightly more often have the opposite experience too. Even though the concept of solidarity and 
feelings of pride are different, they are in fact interconnected. This could be the reason why 
feeling solidarity towards their own ethnic group is more typical for pupils of majority ethnic 
background (64%) than those of minority identity and Roma background (53%) or mixed 
ethnicity (52%). It could be a rather surprising finding, because much research shows that 
ethnic solidarity in discriminated groups is usually stronger, as it is the reaction to 
disadvantageous living conditions (see, for example, Portes, Sensenbrenner 1993). On the other 
hand, it is also important to take into account the fact that Roma ethnicity is stigmatized. But 
in any case, we are not sure how respondents interpreted the question. In the Czech context, 
solidarity is not a concept commonly shared in public discourse with a clear content – and in 
this respect, it is not a subject of debate in families or schools. We presume that answers are 
not valid and it should be the subject of future analyses in the course of qualitative research, 
which we can devote on concrete situations, where ethnic solidarity can be displayed.   

Ever having the feeling of discomfort, owing to belonging to an ethnicity, was registered by 
27% of respondents from the minority, by 13% of those of mixed ethnicity, and only by 7% of 
those who belong to the majority. The linear relationship indicates that in Czech society, a 
higher difference/dissimilarity from the ethnic core group is associated with a higher probability 
of a negative experience with one’s ethnicity.   

Despite this, and perhaps rather surprisingly, the majority of Roma children claim not to have 
experienced this situation, or that they do not remember (71%). This can also be the reason why 
only a small number of children have ever experienced situations in which they wanted to hide 
their ethnic identity: this was found in 12% of the cases among Roma pupils, and 4% among 
their non-Roma peers. Let us add that, from the point of view of how boys and girls experience 
their ethnicity, we did not register any major differences. Thus, gender seems to have no 
influence on these issues, and the same findings are valid for socio-economic status as well.34  

We gave special consideration to comparing the outcomes in terms of school segregation. 
School environment can influence the situations of confrontation of one’s own ethnicity and 
their own feelings about their ethnicity in two ways. Firstly, school could be perceived as an 
institution of the majority population, especially in the case where teachers are not from the 
same ethnic minority group. This is the general situation in Czech schools, where Roma are 
present only in some schools as the assistants of teachers and mostly in classes for young 

                                                
34 The impact of socio-economic status was researched for the whole sample only, as the size of subsamples did not 
allow for elabouration according to ethnicity. 
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children. Thus, we cannot compare this common pattern with alternative ones –the presence of 
Roma teachers in basic schools, or the presence of schools established by the Roma ethnic 
community.  

Secondly, ethnicity is partially formed through interaction with peers from other ethnic groups. 
We constructed our sample with respect to the problematic occurrence of school 
separation/segregation of Roma pupils from majority pupils. Due to this fact, our schools have 
one dominant ethnic group with small groups of children of different ethnic backgrounds. 
Accordingly, we constructed a variable distinguishing schools with more than 75% of students 
of Roma background (for our purposes called “Roma School”) from other schools, in order to 
compare different ethnic environments.35 

In the question of being in discomfort because of ethnic origin, there are no differences 
between Roma students attending “Roma schools” and majority schools. But we registered 
certain difference in the case of majority children, who experience this feeling at “Roma 
schools” in 17% of cases, which is more frequent by 10% than when they attend schools where 
their ethnic group prevails. On the basis of our experience during the qualitative research, which 
is in progress now, this minor -yet present- difference could be associated with occasional 
“ethnic bullying” on the part of their Roma peers. On the other hand, we also registered an 
opposite kind of answers: majority children in “Roma schools” much more often do not 
remember being in discomfort due to ethnicity (37%) compared to students from the majority 
attending majority schools (19%). It shows that pupils perceive ethnicity differently in these 
schools. A certain self-selecting process occurs on the basis of the fact that their parents let 
them attend these schools, which is not a common strategy of majority families. If the 
proportion of Roma pupils reaches a certain mental limit in a school, majority parents stop 
sending their children to this school and register them at another one. 

It is also seen that Roma students from “Roma schools” are more “ethnically sensitive”, although 
confrontation with the majority and other ethnic groups is less. Of Roma students, 48% feel 
that Roma ethnicity is mostly disadvantageous or partially disadvantageous, and only in 9% of 
cases did respondents answer that ethnic origin does not play any role in their lives. The same 
opinion is found in three times as many (29%) of their Roma peers from “majority schools”, and 
at the same time 36% of cases state that their ethnicity is mostly disadvantageous or partially 
disadvantageous for them. We cannot easily conclude whether the main factor explaining these 
contrasts is associated with various environments at both school types, which generate different 
attitudes or differences given by the fact that they are attended by a different type of students. 
Moreover, those factors are probably intersectional, but due to the small number of cases, 
deeper statistical analysis is not possible. 

Generally, 66% of all respondents have mixed feelings towards their own ethnicity. Positive 
feelings were noted by 37% of the majority respondents, and mixed or negative feelings by 62% 
of them. As for respondents from the minority, 15% of respondents identify with positive 
feelings, and 84% with mixed or negative feelings. The respondent group of mixed ethnicity 
background forms an imaginary mean value between the majority and the minorities here. The 
Roma population has the same attitudes as the whole minority group. 

                                                
35 The distribution of respondents of Roma ethnic background is as follows: attending “non-Roma schools” 36%; 
attending “Roma schools” 64%. Sixty respondents of majority ethnic background attend “Roma schools”, and thus 
constitute 40% of the respondents from these types of educational institutions. 
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The question of how positive or negative feelings about one’s own ethnicity can influence self-
perception is discussed by means of a compound variable of the attitude towards one’s own 
ethnicity and the variable of self-esteem. Note that the category of negative feelings was 
represented by only 7 respondents. On account of this, we can meaningfully compare only the 
categories of positive feeling and mixed feelings. We can say that self-perception is only slightly 
connected with how respondents perceive their ethnicity. There are more cases with positive 
self-esteem from the group with positive feelings, but the relevance of the relationship is very 
low (Kendall´s tau-c = 0.072).  

When we consider how Roma children experience their ethnicity in the context of how strongly 
Roma people are negatively perceived in Czech society, we can see that there is no direct 
relation. Roma children feel relatively well in this sense, although they more frequently have an 
experience with discrimination and unpleasant experiences.   

 

Ethnicity and close relationships   

Students were also asked whether having the same ethnic origin plays any role in building close 
relationships. Concerning friendship, the same ethnic origin is important for one third of Roma 
and respondents of majority ethnic background alike.36 For students of mixed ethnicity, this 
issue is less important by 10%. For more intimate relationships, the relevance of this question 
increases. As for dating, the majority group is less tolerant and they regard this as important in 
66% of cases. On the other hand, 44% of Roma students and 42% of those of a mixed ethnic 
background feel this way. Pupils of Roma or mixed ethnicity background are also more tolerant 
than majority students in case of their future spouses or permanent partners. Different ethnicity 
is not an inconvenience for 52% of Roma (and 63% of respondents of mixed ethnicity) 
compared to 39% of the group of non-Roma respondents. But the question is whether those 
more tolerant attitudes could be interpreted as a symptom of “pure tolerance” or rather 
“pragmatic choice” in connection with upward social mobility and a strategy of escape from 
socially disadvantaged localities. When we add another level of analysis – i.e. experience with 
ethnic discrimination - there are no great differences shaping attitudes between discriminated 
and not-discriminated groups of respondents.37 We can conclude that an experience with 
discrimination surprisingly does not have any influence on future ethnic separations in the 
sphere of partnership and marriage.  

                                                
36 It is slightly less important for pupils of Roma ethnic background than for their majority peers: 32% vs. 28%.  
37 For Roma respondents, the percentage tolerating mixed partnerships of those who have ever experienced 
discrimination, in comparison with those who have not, is the same: 52%. 
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6. Ideas about adult life 
 

 

In this last chapter of the report, we deal with the information from the final section of the 
Student Questionnaire. We asked students about their desires and fears for the future in the 
areas of work, marriage and family and place of living. The analysis revealed some similarities 
and differences with respect to being shaped by various life experiences and socioeconomic, 
ethnic and family background. 

 

 

6.1 Place of future life 

The dream of most children from our dataset is to live in the Czech Republic (68%), above all, in 
the same neighbourhood or another neighbourhood of the same city (50%). The rest of the 
children want to live abroad (32%). The wish to change the place of living is structured by social 
position. Children with lower socio-economic background want to move away from the place of 
their actual living more often than their better situated peers (60% versus 50%). One third of 
them want to move to a different place in the Czech Republic, compared to 14% of children 
with higher socioeconomic status. On the other hand, better situated children want to go 
abroad in 35% of cases, but lower class respondents intend to do it slightly less often (30%). 
From the point of view of ethnicity, our Roma respondents are no more willing than non-Roma 
respondents to emigrate to another country: for both groups this notion comes into play in one 
third of the cases. Despite this fact, students of Roma ethnicity background want to leave their 
current place of residence more often - in most cases they want to move to another city and 
this choice is almost twice as often (32%) compared to their non-Roma peers (17%). It is not 
surprising that the place of future life is affected by the perceptions of one’s ethnicity – those 
with negative attitudes want to change their place of residence more often. Concretely, if pupils 
of Roma ethnicity background think that their ethnic origin affects them in a disadvantageous 
way, they would like to move to a different locality or go abroad in 83% of the cases, opposed 
to 76% of students without negative experience. A more significant difference can be noticed if 
we analyze respondents of Roma ethnic background in light of positive and negative self-
esteem. It turned out that students with low self-esteem want to move markedly more often 
(75%) than those with clearly positive self-esteem (57% of cases). These mentioned 
circumstances have the greatest influence on the choice to change the place of current 
residence. Other variables appeared to be much less important. Thus, it turns out that the 
surroundings of socially excluded Roma localities, especially in mutual connection with very low 
social position and bad experiences, motivated children to leave their actual place of living.  
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6.2 Future work 

Before we describe our respondents’ plans concerning future work, we have to point out that 
34% of respondents answered they did not know yet where they would like to work in the 
future. It is also important that we did not register any significant differences in terms of 
ethnicity, gender or socio-economic status.    

In the analysis the type of work in adulthood was divided into blue and white collar jobs. It is 
not surprising that most respondents (73%) want to find white-collar employment. Children 
from very good socio-economic position have the highest aspiration to be white-collar workers 
(89%) and this aspiration decreases with a lower socioeconomic status (33% of students with 
lower a socioeconomic position)38.  

Another difference is structured by gender - 78% of girls and 67% of boys have this wish. Also 
people from the outskirts of the city have bigger aspiration as opposed to those from the inner 
city (77% vs. 69%) – but it is associated with the fact that our respondents with lower 
socioeconomic status are mostly inner city residents. This variable strongly corresponds with 
socioeconomic status, thus we can find a great difference based on the ethnic background of 
pupils. There are 68% of respondents of Roma ethnic background who would like to work as 
blue-collar workers, but for majority children the distribution of answers is the very opposite 
(22%).  

But there is a crucial question whether this difference is not based on various frames of 
reference. In other words, the category “better jobs” could include white-collar as well as blue-
collar professions, depending on the social background of respondents. Hence, we can analyze 
the aspiration for future work together with the models of mobility in comparison with the 
parents.39 For the whole sample, an aspiration for upward mobility is the most common 
strategy, but for various sub-groups it is differentiated. Firstly, this aspiration is partly gendered 
- girls have higher aspirations in 21% of cases whereas boys in 13% of cases. Secondly, children 
from upper and average socioeconomic positions have the same upward-mobility aspirations 
(50% of cases), but in comparison with them, children from the very low position declared it 
more often (64%). Thirdly, both respondents of majority and mixed ethnicity backgrounds have 
upward-mobility aspiration (one third of them), but students from ethnic minorities are 
relatively less ambitious (24%). This is also seen in pupils of Roma ethnic background. He or she 
would like to work without aspirations for upward mobility significantly more often - 40% of 
cases compared to 19% of non-Roma respondents.40 Another study, carried out by Gabal 
Analysis and Consulting in 2008, came to a similar (however not identical) conclusion. This 
research was representative for the set of schools in catchments areas of socially excluded 
Roma localities, and it focused on the question of the careers of children at primary schools. 
According to this research, Roma children do not have an ambition for upward career mobility 
in comparison with the actual career status of their parents. Thus, the absence of these 
ambitions has an impact on their motivation for further education, which is, moreover, 

                                                
38 However, for people of very low position it is 40%, but this could be influenced by the low numbers of 
respondents (20 cases). 
39 The model was established only in one third of cases because of missing values concerning the work of parents or 
the work of parents could not be categorized due to other reasons.   
40 Unfortunately, due to a small number of cases we cannot further meaningfully analyze the answers of Roma 
respondents according to school type, so that we could compare the outcomes concerning, above all, respondents 
attending Basic Practical Schools.        
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connected with the fact that their parents do not motivate them either, as further education 
means a financial burden for the families.  

In general, respondents who perceive their ethnic origin as advantageous would like to work as 
white-collar workers more often than respondents with negative perception towards their 
ethnic origin (71% versus 43%). But if we focus exclusively on our main target minority, the 
result is the opposite. Those who perceive their origin as disadvantageous want to be white-
collar workers more often (42%) compared to those who perceive their ethnic origin as 
advantageous (25%). The question is, however, whether this signifies that “ethnically sensitive” 
Roma pupils are more ambitious than their peers with lower aspirations, and, for that reason, 
they realize their disadvantageous position connected with an ethno-cultural origin.  

The occurrence of dramatic events in childhood also shapes students’ aspirations. If they have 
had some unpleasant experience, they would like to be employed in blue-collar work more often 
(31% versus 19%). This bears upon certain facets of both ethnicity and socioeconomic status, as 
these children are more often exposed to traumatic events (as we can see in Chapter II section 
II.3).41 Finally, feelings toward school do not make any differences on their dream jobs, but, as 
we could expect, the type of future work relates to school achievement. The overall performance 
at school influences the choice of type of work; this is seen as more white-collar job preferences 
by students with better performance. Pupils with excellent performance at school want to have 
white-collar work in 90% of cases, whereas students with only sufficient or satisfactory 
performance in 55% and 44% of cases. Similar logic is present in the issue of mobility 
aspirations. Students with better performance at school would like to have a better job position 
than their parents in most cases, and for students with worse performance this is the second 
choice, and mostly they would like to have work in a position similar to that of their parents 
(40% of cases). This is also seen among pupils of Roma background. However, mobility in the 
broader context could only be identified by one third of respondents. 

To compare the influence of individual variables we constructed a binary logistic regression 
model. As dependent variables, the indicators of ethnicity (rom), gender (sgender), status of 
parents (pstatus), and also school achievement of pupils (result) were used. With regard to a 
restricted number of answers, we included only those variables in the model that turned out to 
be the most important in two-dimensional analyses. The regression model allows us to compare 
the relative weight of these factors in the following way (see Table 28).  

 

Table 28: Binary logistic regression parameters 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
result (5 categories) -0,944 0,152 38,570 1 0,000 0,389 
sgender (1=boy 2=girl) 0,519 0,239 4,741 1 0,029 1,681 
rom (0=non-Roma bg. 1=Roma bg.) -1,741 0,370 22,159 1 0,000 0,175 
pstatus2 (1=lower 2=higher) 1,025 0,244 17,627 1 0,000 2,787 
Constant 0,759 0,636 1,426 1 0,232 2,137 
Notes: Nagelkerque Rsq. = 0.23; Dependent variable: Type of future work 1=blue collar 2=white collar 

 

                                                
41 For this analysis we had to use a compound variable, because analysis by means of individual items was 
impossible due to a small number of cases.  
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From the outcomes, it is evident that ethnicity and school achievement cohere the most with 
the choice of future job type. So, in this respect, the influence of the parents’ social status 
appears to be less important, which is partly out of accord with the conclusions of the above 
mentioned survey conducted by Gabal Analysis and Consulting (2009). 

 

 

6.3 Family arrangements 

In sum, 58% respondents want to live with a permanent partner or a spouse, but 32% of them 
have not decided yet. Only 5% want to live without a partner. To have a child is the desire of 
94% of all respondents. The most frequent type of a dream family is a nuclear family (69%). 
16% of cases want to live only with their partner and only 3% of them want an extended 
family. Girls and boys have similar plans about living with a partner and having children. 
Nevertheless, there is a difference in the type of family structure. Boys would like to live on 
their own (13%) or only with a partner (20%) more often compared to girls (7% and 13% of 
cases respectively). Boys are slightly less pro-family oriented but the difference is not 
significant.  

Ideas about future family arrangements correspond more with the socioeconomic positions of 
our respondents’ families than with gender. Children from average and better socioeconomic 
backgrounds would like to live with someone in more than 90% of cases, and this is similar to 
the attitudes of children from a lower background (87%). But only 74% of pupils with a very 
low socioeconomic position have this plan, and they more often plan to live as singles. 

 

Table 29: Respondents’ socio-economic position and the type of their planned family in 
adulthood 
 Live on 

my own 
Live with my spouse or 

permanent partner 
Nuclear family Extended 

family 
Live in some 
other way 

Very good position 9% 16% 70% 4% 2% 
Upper position 5% 16% 73% 5% 2% 
Average position 8% 14% 74% 3% 0% 
Lower position 17% 24% 59% 0% 0% 
Very low position 28% 10% 55% 7% 0% 

 

Due to the close association between a lower socioeconomic position of the family and the 
minority background of respondents, students from minority backgrounds do not want to live 
with a partner in 22% of cases compared to 6% for the majority respondents. But the difference 
is smaller in case of children of Roma ethnic background - they do not want to live with 
somebody in 13% of cases. Other relevant results concerning future desires about partnership in 
context of ethnicity show that the group of respondents perceiving their ethnic origin as 
disadvantageous is less oriented toward living with a partner/spouse (72% of cases versus 93% 
of those with positive feelings concerning their ethnicity). Moreover, this desire is significantly 
decreased by low self-esteem (73% of cases versus 95% of respondents with better attitudes 
toward themselves). Low self-esteem and lower socio-economic position weaken a pro-family 
orientation. Both variables are more typical for Roma respondents. But these children are at the 
same time more oriented toward wishes to have a family. In other words, Roma have stronger 
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family oriented desires, which overpower even the social disadvantage of a weak pro-family 
orientation.  

Concerning the characterization of their potential future spouse, for the vast majority of 
respondents (90%) labour force participation of the future spouse/partner is important. But 
socioeconomic status, gender or ethnicity does not play any role in this issue. Thus, it is a 
universal value. Again, it is apparent that for Roma children work is an essential value, although 
Roma people are mostly perceived by society with scepticism in this respect, i.e. as members of 
a community where having a job is not an important value.  

In terms of future partners, it turns out that for 60% of respondents it is important that their 
partner comes from the same ethnic group and the same status group as well (52%). Religious, 
professional or territorial homogamy are not so important (we recorded only 5 – 23% of 
affirmative answers). However, it is shown that ethnic homogamy is more important for 
majority students (62%) as opposed to Roma children (48%).42  

The wish for a future life partner is associated with the wish to have children, and it is the 
reason why the impact of self-esteem is also essential for this variable. If respondents have 
strong positive self-esteem, 96% of them would like to have a child, as opposed to 82% of 
those respondents with more critical attitudes towards themselves. On the contrary, we did not 
record an influence associated with gender, as both girls and boys have similarly structured 
wishes. More importantly, there is an influence of ethnicity and socioeconomic status. The 
respondents from a lower position want to have a child in the least number of cases. But in the 
following table, we can see that in terms of the desire to have 3 or more children, respondents 
with a lower socioeconomic status have this wish more often – but it is not the most preferred 
number of children in their future family. For all subgroups, within ethnic as well as 
socioeconomic, the main choice is to have 1-2 children. To have no children is the least 
preferred choice.  

If we compare the desires of respondents of Roma ethnicity background with the others, they 
would like to have more than 2 children more frequently than their non-Roma peers, and this 
holds for all socioeconomic positions. Although Roma pupils want to have more children, the 
following table shows that for them, the preferred number of children is 1-2 as well (overall this 
choice is preferred by 67% of all Roma respondents).  

 

Table 30: Roma ethnicity and socioeconomic position of respondents and the number of 
desired children (row percentage) 
  No children 1-2 children 3 or more children 

non-Roma background 6% 82% 13% 
Upper socioeconomic position 

Roma background 0% 73% 27% 
non-Roma background 6% 79% 15% Average socioeconomic 

position Roma background 4% 64% 32% 

non-Roma background 16% 57% 27% 
Lower socioeconomic position Roma background 3% 63% 34% 

 

                                                
42 In this case have we registered the structuring influence of socioeconomic status. Meaning that, although in 
society people from better situated families have more liberal attitudes (including attitudes toward ethnic 
minorities), this difference is not apparent among their children.   
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This statement holds regardless of the type of current family. It indicates that in the future the 
structure of Roma families might change. Evidently, these families will still be more numerous 
than the average for the whole population. It will, however, approximate the contemporary 
model. On the other hand, we have to take into consideration that these are just declarations 
about future life and the reality can be different.   

 

 

6.4 Desires and fears 

The most frequent desires are realistic ones with a positive content (88%), which are followed 
by realistic desires mixed with childish ones (all positive) in 10% of cases. When we created 
compound categories, the most frequent categories are desires related to family (29%) and 
desires related to work (27%), more so than desires of material character (15%). The existence 
of fear is most frequently associated with personal life. Concretely, the most frequent fears are 
related to work (19%), material well-being and personal health (both 18%). According to social 
and ethnic characteristics, respondents from lower socioeconomic positions had some desires or 
fears more often than respondents from upper social positions. Respondents from the majority 
admitted to the presence of some desires or fears more often than respondents from the 
minority (including respondents of Roma background). This finding affects any further analyses 
because affirmative answers to every question were provided with greater frequency by 
respondents from an upper social position, or the majority, than by respondents from a lower 
social group or the minority. For that reason, we analyzed only relative distances between these 
groups. 

The biggest difference was shown in desires related to work, and are mentioned by the group 
with a very good social position more often - in 61% of cases. On the contrary, within the group 
occupying a low position this figure is lower by 20%. It relates to the ambitions of our 
respondents, in other words, better situated children are more “career oriented”. That pattern is 
repeated in terms of ethnic background. There are 59% of respondents from the majority, and 
only 30% of respondents from the minorities, who mentioned desires related to work. On the 
contrary, the greatest accord is in desires related to family, which is important for both groups 
to the same extent (50% of respondents). This means that respondents of Roma ethnicity 
background have a relatively higher concern about their future family than respondents from 
the majority group.43  

The topic of work is not a part of fears for 88% of respondents with a low socioeconomic 
position as well as respondents of Roma background, who more often belong to poor families. 
This figure is higher by 10% than for respondents with a good social position, as well as for 
respondents of non-Roma ethnic background. The second most common topic is fear concerning 
material well-being, but there are insignificant differences relating to socioeconomic position or 
ethnic background.44 Even respondents with the worst socioeconomic background mentioned 

                                                
43 Between respondents with Roma ethnicity background who think that their ethnic origin is disadvantageous and 
those who think that it is advantageous, the largest disparity is in desires related to material contents (e.g. being 
wealthy, having nice house). These desires are mentioned within 26% of respondents from the first group and 15% 
of respondents from the second group.  
44 There are 21% of respondents from the non-Roma ethnic background and 16% of respondents from Roma 
background who mentioned fears related to material well-being. 
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this fear as often as respondents from families with a very good social position – in 22% of 
cases. 

In terms of self-perception, the largest disparity between respondents with positive and 
negative self-esteem concerns desires related to family. These desires were mentioned by 52% 
of respondents with positive self-esteem and only by 34% of respondents with a negative one. 
For these latter pupils, materialistic desires are slightly more important. They mentioned them in 
39% of cases, while respondents with positive self-esteem only noted them in 32% of cases.  

With regard to school achievement, 64% of respondents with excellent performance, and only 
35% of respondents with sufficient performance, indicated desires related to work. Analyzing 
the fears, the situation is similar. Fears are mentioned by 27% of respondents with excellent 
performance, and not by anybody with sufficient performance. It confirms that children with 
worse school performance usually do not have any future plans for life connected with having a 
career or other interesting work, which could become an essential part of their identity.  

Differences concerning the desire for work are apparent between groups with different 
aspirations for further education. Of those who do not want to go to comprehensive secondary 
school, 64% mention such a wish for work, and of those wanting to go to secondary school, 
58% state this, and only 47% of those planning to go to vocational training school identified 
such plans. Thus the relation is markedly linear. 
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Conclusion 

By way of conclusion, we provide a broader picture of the information gained through the 
survey, putting it into a larger context of previous major findings in the earlier phases of our 
research. At the same time, we purposefully concentrate here on the factors that are, or may be, 
at work in the too-often divergent educational paths of Roma and non-Roma children. 

Conducting the survey, we encountered discrepancies concerning the number of 
students/respondents of ethnic (Roma) background; namely, discrepancies were between: our 
own estimations, estimations of principals or teachers, reported ethnic origin of their parents, 
and self-identification of students. Although these discrepancies are not linear for each 
particular school or class, in general this is a downward sequence: our estimations were the 
highest, and self-declarations the lowest. And while the differences are just numerical, they 
pose a serious challenge for the interpretation of the collected data. Above in the main text, we 
drew on national census data and other research (Bratinka Report, World Bank) to make the 
comparison that those more inclined to declare their Roma ethnicity may rather come from the 
worse-to-do segments of the assumed Czech Roma population at large. In the social-economic 
parameters, at the same time, our data were relatively more favourable to self-declared Roma 
respondents than was the census data. That is, our self-declared Roma respondents reported 
relatively better socioeconomic status of their families than the self-declared Roma respondents 
in the census, and both related to the average socioeconomic status of either the whole 
population (census) or the whole sample (survey). Even though this may have been affected by 
the character of our sample, it still would mean that our figures, e.g., on school performance, 
may well be biased against (to be lower than) the average for all those who are considered 
Roma by others, or consider themselves as such, under different circumstances. That is, the 
average school performance of Roma students might be better provided all of those we (or the 
teachers) considered to be of Roma origin also declare themselves as such. Yet if we admit the 
possibility, for example, that one of the reasons for not declaring one’s Roma identity may also 
be a general feeling of insecurity, possibly resulting from such “public” (albeit anonymous) 
declaration, then the case may be as well that our data do not include relatively many of those 
otherwise Roma pupils who, e.g., have experienced some kind of injustice or perform badly at 
school (and the data counts these responses for the non-Roma part of the sample). 

This note not only means that we have to read the data cautiously, it also points to an 
important direction of our further research. 

 

1. Key factors and mechanisms of diverging situations and prospects 

a) Socioeconomic status: Speaking of the Roma minority in the Czech Republic – and in the 
cities and city areas where the survey was conducted – ethnicity is to a large extent bound with 
socioeconomic status. Although no exact figures are available on the issue, it is a well known 
fact that a much larger percentage of Roma families live in poverty (or relative poverty) than is 
the case among the non-Roma population. This affects the family environment (see 1.c), which 
is vital for the integration, especially of younger kids, into the predominantly achievement-
oriented educational system (see 2.a). It also affects the overall habitus adopted through 
everyday experience in poverty-stricken neighbourhoods (see 1.b). 

b) Territorial separation and concentration: A large percentage of Roma families with low 
socioeconomic status live concentrated in deprived inner-city areas (which is generally valid, 
and not only for the two cities selected for our research). Although these areas are not always 
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ethnically homogeneous (more in Bergsdorf, less in Tingletown), the everyday experience with 
poverty and deprivation affects the imagination of ‘what (their) life is about’ from an early age, 
which includes: the normalization of unemployment or low paid occasional jobs (accompanied 
often with alcoholism, drug abuse, criminality, separation of parents, etc.) and correspondingly 
lower self-esteem and ambitions for future life as our research has shown. This environmental 
effect may well be amplified by the fact that it is in these areas where Basic Practical Schools 
(for children with learning and behavioural problems) and Basic Schools with lower standards of 
education tend to concentrate as well (see 3.a). While our data show a general correlation 
between, on the one hand, reported socioeconomic status and living conditions in general, and, 
on the other hand, the level of self-esteem and declared aspirations, this is not entirely 
replicated by the declared ethnicity of respondents. That is, Roma respondents from a particular 
social-economic environment do not report as low a level of self-esteem and aspirations as 
non-Roma respondents from comparatively similar environments (and with comparatively equal 
school performance). (See 4.d) 

 c) Family environment: Much more frequently than non-Roma children, Roma children grow 
up in poor families, often with separated and/or lowly educated parents, in larger families (more 
siblings, multi-generational, etc.), and in smaller apartments. Thus they also are more likely to 
lack a favourable environment to prepare for school (space, intimacy), support from their 
parents (advice, finances for school-related aids or activities), models of conventional behaviour 
(e.g., Roma adults often fight, shout and curse before children, who then take it as normal), and 
a supportive and motivating environment in general. Also, the fact that Roma children are much 
less likely to be placed by their parents into a pre-school facility than non-Roma children 
negatively affects the level of their readiness for a conventional school environment. Often they 
have to work at home (especially older girls – helping parent(s) with the household and younger 
siblings) at the expense of school preparation, and they tend to spend more time in the streets 
from a relatively young age (if only just to get out of the cramped apartments or to avoid 
household duties). 

d) Cultural differences: The question of a possible clash of the Roma and the dominant (or 
school) culture is quite puzzling, to say the least. (The sole idea of some self-enclosed, inherent, 
clearly identifiable ethnic cultures can be contested.) In debates on this issue, four basic layers 
of what may count as Roma culture have emerged: specific patterns of socialization (less fitting 
to the school expectations, as indicated in previous paragraphs and further specified/illustrated 
in 4.e), related mental dispositions (a more intuitive and concrete style among Roma kids vs. the 
more calculating and abstract style of ‘school thinking’), spoken language (a Czech-Slovak-
Roma ‘ethnolect’, without a stable structure, and for many Roma children is the major language 
of socialization), and codified Roma culture in the narrow sense (Roma history, traditions, fairy 
tales, songs, etc. – largely omitted in the school curricula). Yet it is not quite certain whether, 
e.g., introducing the codified Roma culture into the school curricula would readily change the 
general pattern of ethnically coloured unequal performance, since other surveys indicate that 
those few Roma children who are more knowledgeable on the codified culture already do on 
average better in schools than those Roma children who are less or not at all acquainted with it. 
On the other hand, there may be a relationship between, e.g., the “bi- or tri-lingual” (however 
linguistically peculiar) socializing experience and the relatively better reported school 
performance of Roma children in foreign languages than in other classes/subjects – that is, this 
experience may make Roma children less disadvantageous in some and more disadvantageous in 
other classes/subjects – although the relatively better performance in foreign languages may as 
well be a partial effect of possibly even lower standards of foreign language classes (than of 
other classes/subjects) in “Roma schools”. 
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2. Aspects of schooling increasing inequalities 

a) Achievement oriented schooling: This is a frequently mentioned aspect of the Czech 
educational system in the expert discussions on the sources of inequalities among pupils of 
different ethno-cultural background. It is pointed out that pupils at Czech schools are at the 
very start exposed to a competitive environment, in which good grades as a promise of better 
career chances are the main motivating factor. At the same time, it is stressed, this system 
presupposes parents’ assistance in the pupils’ preparation for school at home (home-works, etc.), 
besides the systematic pre-school preparation in kindergartens. And it is here that the limited 
capacity of many Roma families to effectively work with their kids at home on a regular basis 
often clashes with expectations of the schools. 

b) System and nature of grading: The achievement oriented character of the Czech educational 
system puts strong emphasis on grading as the major evaluation of performance in schools from 
the very beginning. As grading (marking) has been established as the major motivational tool on 
the part of teachers, there is an assumption among some experts that the teachers also readily 
use it as a disciplining or punishing mechanism (subjecting to it, e.g., a lack of concentration in 
classes, omissions to bring school-aids to class, etc.). As such transgressions are on average 
more frequent among Roma children – also due to a different pattern of socialization or lack of 
parental support (1.c) – this aspect of the Czech educational system is sometimes seen as one of 
the sources of early inequalities in school performance. 

c) Accent on discipline: This not only concerns behavioural discipline but also ‘mental’ 
discipline: the above-mentioned stress on abstract thinking from early school years, and also 
stress on memorizing as a way of learning. Such accent (although somehow weakened in the 
style of teaching in Czech schools during the past two decades) corresponds to the two points 
above (2.a, 2.b), and it is believed to disadvantage children from specific (Roma) cultural and 
social environment. 

d) Affiliated expert system: the character of schooling as described above may well be 
supported by expert bodies (pedagogical-psychological counsellors, special pedagogical centres) 
which evaluate children’s learning and behavioural dispositions, and which may tend to evaluate 
these in line with the conventional school expectations (as described). 

 

3. The impact of separation by social and ethnic belonging on inequalities 

Ethnic/territorial segregation by the types of basic schools: The logic of catchment areas 
(each school belongs to and serves a particular city area, a school district) along with the above 
mentioned concentrations of deprived, and sometimes a largely Roma population, in particular 
city parts affects the character of individual schools and also the reproduction of educational 
inequalities. First, the Basic Practical Schools (smaller classes, lower standards, teaching 
assistants, etc.) for pupils with learning and behavioural difficulties are often located in, or close 
to, such deprived city areas, and more readily ‘attract’ locals as the right school for them – 
regardless the low standards (and sometimes also because of these). Second, regular Basic 
Schools in such areas often also adopt lower educational standards compared to schools from 
other city areas. Third, many such schools (basic or basic practical) in these areas have acquired 
a reputation of a Roma school (they are close, parents attended them and older siblings still 
attend, the teachers understand the kids, they are safer for their kids, less demanding/stressful, 
etc.) which motivates many Roma parents to place their children right there. Fourth, by the 
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same token, many local non-Roma parents strive to place their children at a school in a 
different catchment area, and possibly, with higher educational standards. Fifth, some Roma 
families with higher socioeconomic and educational status or ambitions follow the model of the 
non-Roma parents and send their kids elsewhere. 

 

4. Some key issues stemming from the survey 

a) Subjective feelings of discrimination/injustice and of happiness with/in school: Our survey 
data show that Roma pupils on average feel equally or even less (especially those from basic 
practical schools, who also show a higher level of ethnic sensitivity) subject to discrimination or 
unjust treatment than their non-Roma age-mates (with the exception of ethnicity-related 
discrimination), and the Roma pupils also report a slightly higher level of satisfaction with 
school and with their schoolmates. There seems to be a discrepancy between these subjective 
feelings of satisfaction and the generally worse performance at school among the Roma 
students – although among them performance and happiness correlate stronger than among 
non-Roma students. We assume that this logical inconsistency may be related to the stronger 
sensitivity indicated by Roma children to the quality of personal relationships, especially with 
teachers, but also with other students (see 4.c). While they seem to appreciate more than non-
Roma children the “familial” or friendly atmosphere in school, they also tend to be in general 
less critical about the school environment (more inclined to see the atmosphere in school 
among classmates and with teachers as better rather than worse). To the extent to which they 
may also perceive the evaluation of their performance – relative to other pupils in class – as an 
expression of a personal attitude of the teacher towards them, they may feel more disliked (by 
the teachers) and therefore out-sided (in the class) if they perform worse than their class-mates, 
that is, worse than the class average. It may be the case, in other words, that while the majority 
of Roma pupils, who display the best and average performance, in class show more satisfaction, 
the relatively worst performing are more consistently unhappy than the relatively worst non-
Roma pupils. 

b) Gender issue: Our data have shown that while the school performance of female students in 
general correlates considerably more strongly with the socioeconomic status of their families 
(the higher the status, the better the performance) than among their male age-mates, the 
difference in school performance is also much greater between non-Roma and Roma girls (the 
former score better) than if we compare Roma and non-Roma boys. In other words, the data 
present Roma girls as the most family-environment-sensitive segment of the sample – which 
also means the worst performing one. The relatively strong correlation of the female students 
(in general) with their family background can be accounted for as an effect of the combination 
of different rhythms of personal maturation between genders and prevailing gendered patterns 
of socialization in families (and perhaps even more in Roma than non-Roma). The data were 
collected among 14-15 years old students, at which age (Roma) girls may bear more household 
responsibilities, but may also more readily adopt ‘adult-like’ life-styles and attitudes which they 
encounter in their environment (and although the declared perception of adult gender roles 
does not differ among Roma and non-Roma respondents, the available models may be working 
subconsciously – which might be also supported by the relatively strong correlation of the girls’ 
performance with their mothers’ level of attained education). To the extent to which girls 
become earlier emotionally independent of their parents, they also set their life strategies more 
independently (take fuller responsibility for their life careers) at an earlier age. This may well 
result in either an earlier determination for further achievements, on the one hand, or in an 
earlier resignation towards a further educational and professional career (“enjoying life” 
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instead), on the other hand. And this “choice” is likely to be amplified or catalyzed by a family 
environment in which responsibilities are demanded or expected for either a further educational 
career in general (in families better situated) or for helping with the household (cooking, 
cleaning, shopping, taking care of younger siblings, etc.) instead of spending time with “vain” 
studying (in poorer and sometimes single-parent families). As many of their mothers have done 
(or have had to do), girls from families of lower social-economic status may also be habitually 
expected, after finishing compulsory education, to stay home – as they may well come from an 
environment where female unemployment is the norm, or less stigmatizing and financially 
harmful than male unemployment. 

c) Sensitivity to personal relationships at school: In relatively larger numbers than non-Roma 
pupils, the declared Roma ones reported that they are either liked or disliked by particular 
teachers. We can see this as a sign of their stronger emotional dependence on (and sensitivity 
to) the quality of personal relationships at school. For many Roma children – even at the older 
age of 14 and 15 – the case may be that school remains as a kind of extension of their home 
and neighbourhood environment (see also point 4.a on the subjective feeling of happiness at 
school). These survey results may also reflect the specific atmosphere at “Roma basic schools” 
(standard or practical) with the combination of a more relaxed but at times more strict attitudes 
of the teaching staff. To the extent to which these data indicate somehow different – less 
differentiating, that is – expectations towards the school environment among Roma children, 
they also may partly account for the massive early drop-out of Roma students from secondary 
schools (including vocational) during the first months, or even weeks, spent in a more 
impersonal (alien to them) milieu. 

d) Aspirations for further study: The survey data show a relatively high level of declared 
aspirations for further (but more distant in time, see below) study among Roma students, that 
is, relative to the kinds of schools (with low standards) most of them attend. These aspirations 
(57% of them declared the goal of studying at a university or another institution of higher 
education) decreasingly reflect both their average performance at basic school and the 
educational and social-economic status of their parents as these variables go down the scale. 
Neither does this level of declared aspirations match the more immediate choices of further 
educational careers after finishing compulsory education (see 4.e). In some cases, this may just 
indicate a rather vague knowledge of which professions require a university degree, and also a 
lower level of familiarity with the standard career paths that the educational system offers (the 
necessity to gain a General Certificate of Education, for example), both especially found in 
families where high education careers are not a priority. The major problem, however, is that 
these declared aspirations are soon easily abandoned even by the more motivated Roma 
students as (if) they enter the secondary level of education or even before this point. And, while 
the declared Roma ethnicity of respondents does not negatively correlate with their aspirations, 
it does with school performance: that is, other conditions and circumstances (family background 
etc.) being the same, Roma children (girls especially) perform worse at school than non-Roma 
children (girls especially). 

e) Ethnicised culture of immediacy: Our data indicate that the “culture of (an orientation to) 
immediate goals”, which is often ascribed to Roma, may well work on a two-dimensional scale – 
not only temporal, but also spatial/social. Temporal: A) The just-noted stronger discrepancy 
among Roma respondents between more imminent career choices (predominantly vocational 
school) and more distant goals (the 57% aiming for possible university study at the same time). 
The fact that among non-Roma respondents choosing a particular type of secondary school is 
more congruent with their prospective aim to study, or not to study, at a university may indicate 
less of an immediate wish or a vague idea, and more of a “life-plan” habitus among the latter 
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(non-Roma students); B) Earning money has been reported by Roma students as the primary 
reason for planning to leave the educational system altogether (not continuing at the secondary 
level) immediately after finishing compulsory basic education. What may be at work here are 
several “incentives” – more strongly felt dependence on money/consumption as the right source 
of personal identity and self-esteem, the felt need or expectation from others to help the family 
financially, but also a stronger sense of an uncertain future (the habitually internalized feeling 
of “whatever I do, I will end up unemployed anyways, or as a day labourer at best”). 
Spatial/social: A) The above (4.b) noted stronger sensitivity to personal relations at school 
(especially the teacher-pupil relationship) indicated by the Roma respondents’ responses; B) This 
seems to be supported by the fact that Roma respondents, while identifying reasons for 
choosing a particular secondary school, more often they mention the influence of personal 
authorities (mother and father, teacher, older sibling, priest, other adult from abroad) than did 
the non-Roma respondents, and mentioned less frequently the more impersonal and abstract 
guides like the reputation of the school, possibility of graduation, good job opportunity (but also 
personal interest or consummating/developing what they are best at in school today). Among 
the more impersonal incentives to choose a particular secondary school mentioned more often 
by Roma respondents than by the non-Roma ones, we find more “immediate” reasons like 
closeness of the school building and the possibility of vocational qualification, or “extra-
career/professional” qualities like the inclusiveness of the school and availability of religious 
education (“to go where I will feel fine and treated well”, rather than to go where I can pursue 
my interests and develop my skills, which will help me in my further career). To the extent to 
which “feeling fine” and being “treated well” can be more immediately (almost in a bodily sense) 
experienced than pursuing one’s interest, and especially career, the temporal and the 
spatial/social axis of the culture of immediacy meet right here. 
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