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Abstract

1. Introduction: social exclusion and social inclusion of ethnic minorities
There are several aspects of the concept of social exclusion and social inclusion. We find them in compliance with other authors (Room 1995, A. B. Atkinson 1998, R. Atkinson 2001) on social, economic, cultural, and political levels.
On the social level, there is a conflict between two developmental trends of the (post)modern society. On the one hand, we can point at the general problem of social integration identified by Durkheim, respectively at the weakening of social solidarity; on the other hand we can point at individualization and anomic trends of the modern society. In this respect, Bauman’s hypothesis (2000) on the crisis of identity of the (post)modern society and on the functional need of social exclusion of minorities for the sake of identity confirmation and solidarity within the majority society, is significant. Minorities therefore serve as an ‘external enemy’ so that the members of majority can identify themselves socially and can integrate. Then it is possible to estimate a fatal tendency of the majority society towards a social exclusion of minorities, which impacts interethnic relations in ethnically heterogeneous societies of today. 

Against this ‘pessimistic’ hypothesis there is an ‘optimistic’ one about the central role of citizenship in the (post)modern society. It is also based on Durkheim, who sees in the socially associative potential of citizenship a possibility of solidarity reconstruction and of the integration of modern society. This hypothesis is later developed (e.g. Flora, Heidenheimer 1981, Dahrendorf 1991). Civil rights, equal opportunities and equal life chances superpose barriers of cultural, property and other social inequalities.
On the economic level, the main axis of the integration of minorities is represented by access to markets (especially to labor market), and by the possibility to take part in equal (fair) market contest. However, for labor markets in the (post)modern society is typical dualism (Berger, Piore 1980), which originates as an answer of social groups to economic insecurities and risks of modern society. In an even bitter race for jobs in the (post)modern globalized economy, the qualities of human capital, as well as of social and cultural capital (or socially and culturally defined ports of entry) are crucial when penetrating the primary segments of labor market.
 In the (post)modern society, work force with low human, social and cultural capital is more and more marginalized for many reasons. 

On the other hand, the process of globalization gradually changes the role as well as the character of the secondary segment of labor market. If insecure and low paid jobs in this market do not provide people with good prospects of a meaningful existence, but contrariwise, they demand and request further flexibilization and adaptation, then there is a better alternative for the marginalized work force – that is an escape into the informal gray economy, or the change of the secondary segment of labor market into a ‘gray zone’ of economy. Naturally this way, the position of being marginal is then fixed, more or less, permanently.
 

On the cultural level, the integration of ethnic minority does not on principle require an entire uniformity and assimilation to the dominant culture. Yet the ‘structural integration’ of minorities conditions also a certain level of ‘cultural integration’, which relies on mutual acquaintance, as well as on respecting the culture of minority and majority. There are usually higher demands on the minority, and on their capability to ‘operate’ with the majority culture, which involves also command of language and respecting the basic social norms (for example work ethics). This ‘cultural capital’ also provides for better opportunities on the economic level and becomes part of human (intellectual) and social capital: a certain level of cultural integration is a prerequisite of structural integration (Szalo 2002). 

On the political level, ethnic minorities are usually in the system of representation democracy in a disadvantageous position compared with the majority. Therefore it is significant to ask, to what extent there are possibilities of representing their interests, and to what extent minorities have possibilities to participate in the public policy making process on government level, whether central or local
, and how these possibilities are used.
The inclusion or integration of ethnic minorities into majority society is in the scope of the concept of citizenship possible only by guaranteeing and realizing equal rights (civil, political, cultural, and social rights), as well as by assigning the same duties to all citizens, regardless of differences in ethnic or national origin. 

The coexistence of minorities and the majority society can, as a result of a varied degree of participation and integration of minorities in the above-mentioned levels of social inclusion, acquire various forms – some authors speak about ‘models of integration’ (e.g. Castles 1993, Cross 2000). There can be than defined a model of ‘pluralism’ (as a policy of common citizenship that retains the cultural diversity of minorities), a model of ‘assimilation’ (a policy of adaptation of minorities to the values and models of behavior of the dominant majority culture), and finally ‘differential exclusion’ (as a policy of neglecting the rights and claims of minorities to common citizenship). By analogy, these models can be depicted as multiculturalism, assimilation, and segregation (apartheid). There is indeed one more solution, which rules out the coexistence of minorities and the majority – and it has been employed in history and is still employed towards minorities nowadays – that is the policy of rejection of coexistence, implemented by ‘expulsion’ or ‘liquidation’ of a minority by the majority society or by ‘escape’, ‘emigration’ of the minority.

There must be met certain prerequisites on the side of the minority as well as on the side of the majority society for integration of minority. First of all, this concerns human, social, cultural and political potential of both of these parts of society (minority and majority), and second, the strategies employed when building mutual relations between the minority and the majority society. Integration will depend on the degree of consensus about the strategies of integration: on the consensus about the  preferred model of integration.

2. Questions and data

Therefore we deal with the two questions: first, what potential – human, social, cultural, and political – is there for the integration on the part of Romani minority. But  mainly we pay attention to the second point: to the strategies of integration in the field of public policy.
 

In the policy making process the potential of the policies to integrate minority is being created  at the three levels: at the level of agenda setting, at the level of decision making and at the level of implementation (see  Kovacs in this volume). The consensus between majority and minority about the principles or the preferred model of integration which will be examined in this paper is a critical condition determining both the definitions of the problems as well as the objectives of the solutions which would be accepted.  
To clarify the questions that are of our interest, we used mainly empirical research based on semi standardized interviews (and questionnaires) in ten localities (cities) in the Czech Republic. We interviewed about 100 members of the majority and of Romani minority in each locality; the total sample being 1,000 members of the majority and 1,000 members of Romani minority. The localities were chosen according to a typological key, so that there would be represented localities with conflict relationships between the Romani minority and the majority, but also localities in which relationships are rather harmonious and the minority is in fact integrated, and finally localities that can be considered the representatives of partially harmonized type of coexistence. Respondents were selected using the ‘snowball’ technique in the localities where the majority and Romani minority neighbor.
 We have also monitored the “objective” indicators of living conditions of  Romanies in these local neighborhoods as well as the role of public policies aimed at Romani minority there.

The following sections deal with the main areas which form an “integration potential” of Romani community: a) human, cultural, social and political capital of Romani community itself, and their socio-economic position as well as social disadvantage and deprivation, b) consensus about the mode of inclusion of Romanies into society (real and potential  role of public policies).

3. The scope of the problem: social exclusion of Romanies

The socio-economic position of Romanies 

The socio-economic position of Romanies can be understood as an indicator of the structural aspect of social integration.  According to the position at work, Romani population is substantially differentiated today. Approximately half of Romanies are unskilled or trained manual laborers. About 15% of Romanies in economically active age have the status of qualified laborers, and over 10% have also an even higher socio-economic status – this concerns mainly the category of lower skilled labor. One fifth of Romanies above the age of 20 have not worked yet; or their socio-economic status cannot be deduced from their position at work.

In the process of social mobility of Romani population after 1989 we can trace processes of social differentiation; in Romani population, the category of ‘losers’ of the economic transformation has grown (represented by the unemployed and underemployed, above all by the long-term unemployed). On the other hand, the category of ‘winners’ is disproportionally small. If we accepted the hypothesis on parallel ‘ethnically’ differentiated social stratification systems within one society, and if we traced the social stratification through the optics of Romani community, then we could observe that the previously formed ‘Romani socialistic middle class’ (on this term, see Vašečka 2000:156) partly disintegrates in the nineties, and contrariwise, a large category of long-term unemployed welfare benefit dependents is formed. The entrance of Romanies into the ‘old’ or ‘new’ middle class defined from the point of the majority society (and the same applies to the categories of skilled labor force) is far too slow and little assertive. On the other hand, the positive shift in the structure of qualification/education might tempt one into certain optimism for the future. However, this has not proven much in the position of Romanies on the labor market, which can negatively influence certain distance of Romanies as regards the importance of education for their life chances.

In the Czech Republic, there is not noticeably a different social group that would be definable by its distinct social trait, whose specific unemployment rate would be higher than that of Romanies (unemployment rate of Romani is according our data  43 per cent).

Table 1  Romanies – their social position in relation to education (in %)
	 
	Employed
	Underemployed
	Unemployed
	Not active
	Pensioners
	Total

	Incomplete elementary ed.
	3.7
	9.4
	13.1
	13.5
	30.8
	12.9

	Elementary ed.
	47.7
	65.9
	59.1
	60.0
	53.3
	56.3

	Skilled/high school
	38.1
	17.6
	22.6
	21.1
	13.3
	24.4

	A-levels/univ. degree
	10.6
	7.1
	5.2
	5.4
	2.5
	6.4

	 Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


n = 860;  notes: the association is significant at level .000 (contingency coefficient CC = .301, Cramer coefficient Cr = 182)
The finding that the chances of Romani employment are more related to the qualities of human capital rather than to the ascribed social characteristics is considered significant. Whereas age differences, according to our findings, did not impact the chances of Romanies to work; differences are sharply graded chiefly by attained education: for economically active persons with incomplete elementary education, the relative indicator of chances to work is 0.28, for economically active persons with elementary education it is 0.81, for skilled labor it rises to 1.69, and for persons with A-levels or university degree its value is already 2.00, all compared to average value 1.00. 

Next to social capital, also the cultural capital (indicated by knowledge of Czech language) determines the chances of Romanies to get permanent full-time jobs: 84% of full-time employed Romanies declared good command of Czech language, whereas among the unemployed and underemployed this was slightly over 50% (55%, respectively 52%). 

We can also trace that in localities such as Ostrava, Chomutov, Přerov, Ústí n.L., in which the general rate of unemployment is high, Romani unemployment is also high. In contrast, localities with low unemployment such as Český Krumlov and Pardubice show low unemployment of Romani population.
Feelings of discrimination by the employer are stronger in those categories of Romanies, who are more disadvantaged on the labor market, or more struck by unemployment (even though the differences are not so distinct). Therefore, it is difficult to distinguish, to what extent we deal in the cases of ‘discrimination’ with a real racial undertone, or – on the side of Romanies – with a feeling and stereotype intensified by the actual higher risk of unemployment resulting from other factors.

However, the declared experience with discrimination on the side of Romanies does not match with the rate of unemployment in the locality. For example, it is the highest in Prague, where there is low unemployment, and also in Vsetín, where unemployment slightly exceeds the Czech average. On the other hand, the experience with discrimination is low in Chomutov and Přerov, towns with high unemployment rate.

Table 2  Romani experience with discrimination by employer in ten localities (in %)

	
	Yes
	No
	No answer
	Total
	Unemployment rate 

	Brno
	38.0
	51.0
	11.0
	100.0
	8.2

	Český Krumlov
	17.0
	60.0
	23.0
	100.0
	7.2

	Chomutov
	28.0
	65.0
	7.0
	100.0
	16.5

	Ostrava
	34.0
	39.0
	27.0
	100.0
	16.4

	Pardubice
	32.0
	47.0
	21.0
	100.0
	5.9

	Prague
	48.0
	47.0
	5.0
	100.0
	3.5

	Přerov
	28.0
	44.0
	28.0
	100.0
	14.0

	Uh. Hradiště
	21.3
	68.1
	10.6
	100.0
	6.5

	Ústí n.L.
	33.0
	58.0
	9.0
	100.0
	14.3

	Vsetín
	47.0
	39.0
	14.0
	100.0
	9.5

	Total
	33.3
	50.9
	15.8
	100.0
	8.7 


n = 947; notes: the rate of unemployment according to the Ministry of Work and Social Affairs (MPSV) in June 2001, in the table as the rate of unemployment for the Czech Republic

Worse conditions on the labor market thus do not necessarily mean for Romanies a bigger threat of discrimination. We can propose a hypothesis that disadvantaging (if we were to prefer this term to discrimination) on the labor market is quite stable – as it has deeper social foundation than the current development on the labor market. It is therefore a comparatively stable factor of disadvantaging of Romanies, even on a relatively favorable labor market.
The profile of employment and unemployment of Romanies is shaped by the structure of local labor market, and also by the route of their migration in the past years. For example, we can trace a high proportion of unskilled workers (helps) in areas such as Chomutov, Ostrava but also Vsetín (75-80% of economically active persons). In contrast we find relatively higher proportion of skilled labor force (and not only for manual laborers) in Prague, Český Krumlov, Pardubice, Brno and also in Uherské Hradiště, and in contrast we find lower proportion of categories of  unskilled laborers in Pardubice (only 37% of economically active people), in Český Krumlov (55% of economically active), in Prague (58%), Brno and Uherské Hradiště (slightly above 60%).

In our view, the hypothesis on the fact that Romanies (resulting from more factors – see above) rotate permanently on the secondary labor market, and at the same time use actively the available possibilities there, is confirmed. When it is possible, and in their opinion beneficial, they accept at least some temporary and unstable jobs that this market offers. Yet they are indeed the first to be made redundant when their employers have troubles. As a result, the frequency of previous unemployment of Romanies is high even in places where labor markets do not show an extremely high rate of unemployment. In any case, we observe that the majority of Romanies is, despite high specific rate of unemployment, an active population.
Material deprivation of Romanies
We used, as an indicator of subjective experience of poverty, the classic (modified) question of H. Deleeck from the University of Antwerp. The question was changed for the respondents – Romanies – to a five point scale instead of six point one (which is usually used), as the original scale proved rather complicated during the questionnaire testing.
About half of Romanies declared that they fount it difficult to make ends met, 21% found it very difficult – exactly this category is regarded as poor when researching subjective poverty. The risk of poverty is for Romanies more than double in comparison with the majority population. In the majority population, the number of poor people researched this way in 1998 was 10% (Ekonomická očekávání a postoje – Economic expectations and attitudes 1998); in the majority population in the vicinity that we researched, the number was over 8%.

We found a significant difference in the degree of subjective poverty of Romanies in the relation to the position on the labor market, where the unemployed are the most deprived group – in comparison with employed Romanies the proportion of poor people among the unemployed is four times higher.

Table 3  Subjective poverty of Romanies in relation to the position on the labor market (in %)

	How do you find it to make ends meet?

 
	With great difficulties
	With difficulties
	It depends
	Easily
	Very easily
	Do not know/no answer
	

	Employed
	8.7
	21.0
	51.1
	15.5
	3.2
	0.5
	100.0

	Underemployed
	15.9
	48.9
	28.4
	4.5
	1.1
	1.1
	100.0

	Unemployed
	34.9
	31.0
	27.4
	4.8
	0.4
	1.6
	100.0

	Not active
	25.5
	34.0
	28.2
	7.4
	3.7
	1.1
	100.0

	Pensioners
	22.0
	43.1
	25.2
	8.9
	0.0
	0.8
	100.0

	Total
 
	22.5
	32.6
	33.3
	8.6
	1.8
	1.0
	100.0


n = 870; the association is significant at level .000 (contingency coefficient CC = 0,345 and Cramer coefficient Cr = 0.184)

Although the proportion of the unemployed Romanies approaches 30% of adult population, and similarly the subjective experience of poverty was found with 20-30% of  Romani adult population, the declared dependency on welfare benefits is even higher: 46% of Romanies classified themselves as social assistance benefits recipients (up to the subsistence minimum). It can be therefore it can be estimated that the dependency of Romani households on social assistance benefits is approximately threefold in comparison with the majority population in the vicinity, and the same applies also in comparison with the whole majority population.

The position on the labor market is a determining factor of Romani dependency on welfare benefits, where the overwhelming majority of the unemployed and economically not active are dependent on welfare benefits, whereas it is only 15% for employed Romanies. Apart from this it is indicative that almost a third of pensioners – Romanies – are dependent on social assistance benefits. Their low incomes in the past, and short or fragmented job career allowed them very often to obtain only minimum pensions. Also, it seems that the effect of the welfare system eliminates at least to a certain extent  material deprivation of Romanies. Subjective experience of poverty was actually found only with approximately 20-30% of respondents – Romanies, regardless of the rather long-term dependency of almost half of them on welfare benefits. 

The position on the labor market is the decisive factor of Romani poverty. This does not concern only unemployment, but also low paid jobs, underemployment, non-employment and low entitlements resulting from the system of pension (and welfare) schemes because of insufficient work history of many Romanies – pensioners. Poverty is indeed found also with the employed, economically not active, and with pensioners. The total of the above mentioned characteristics of the current or past position on the labor market then creates in the Romani community a powerful stratum of permanent claimants for welfare benefits.<
In summary it can be noted that the subjective experience of poverty and the dependency on benefits are differentiated – on the condition that we take into consideration mainly the differences between larger groups of Romanies, especially according to the qualities of human and cultural capital – according to education, command of Czech language, health and in line with this, according to the relationship  to work (current and past). 

In dependency on the different character of previous migration, there can be observed evident differences in the socio-economic position of Romanies in various localities in the Czech Republic.

Table 4  Social position of Romanies in ten localities 

(the percentage from the total of respondents is given in each column)
	 
	Employed
	Unemployed
	Benefits
	Poor

	Brno
	30.0
	24.0
	53.0
	32.3

	Český Krumlov
	55.1
	12.8
	17.0
	10.4

	Chomutov
	12.0
	40.0
	67.0
	40.0

	Ostrava
	17.7
	38.5
	56.0
	52.1

	Pardubice
	32.1
	15.5
	23.0
	13.1

	Prague
	29.7
	25.3
	45.0
	36.6

	Přerov
	15.0
	45.0
	56.0
	27.5

	Uherské Hradiště
	22.7
	25.0
	59.6
	38.6

	Ústí nad Labem
	26.3
	32.3
	47.0
	34.0

	Vsetín
	15.3
	26.5
	47.0
	12.2

	Total
	25.2
	29.0
	46.4
	29.8


n = 870

In a nutshell, the socio-economic position of Romani minority is in comparison to the majority really marginal; especially as regards the access to formal labor market. Nonetheless, the position of Romanies on the labor market is markedly differentiated, and there is a bigger majority of adult Romani population who work. Indeed, among employed Romanies there is only a small number of cases of welfare recipients, and their material deprivation also is not so manifest as is in the case of Romanies who do not work. In fact, their proportion is identical with the proportion we find with the majority population. There are substantial differences in positions on the labor market and the material standard of the members of Romani community among the localities in the Czech Republic; this is dependant on previous routes of mobility of Romanies. The worst situation is in regions, in which there was the process of ‘socialistic industrialization’ under way in the past; and which are after 1989 in contrast exposed to processes of economic decline and social disintegration. The concentration of Romanies, who are the mostly struck part of population by these processes as they are the most vulnerable, actually intensifies the social disequilibrium and tensions in these regions.  

4. The potential of Romani minority itself for integration 
Insufficient human, cultural, social, and political capital is generally understood as the main problem preventing the social integration of Romani minority. This presupposition holds truth in many cases, yet at the same time we can observe in this regard an inner structure of Romani ethnic as well as a positive developmental trend. 

Most of all, it is important to notice the development of human capital indicated in the structure of education of Romani ethnic in the period of ten years between 1991-2001.

Table 5   A comparative example of the structure of education of Romanies and the results of Census in 1991 (in %) 

	Maximum attained education 
	Romani respondents

(2001- research)
	Romani nationality (Census 1991)
	Difference from Census

	Maximum elementary education (incl. the category without education)
	69.4
	88.3
	- 18.9

	Skilled without A-levels
	20.7
	9.7
	11

	High school without A-levels
	3.6
	0.4
	3.2

	High school with A-levels 
	4.6
	1.1
	3.3

	University degree 
	1.7
	0.4
	1.3

	T o t a l
	100
	100
	


Source: Census 1991 (‘Sčítání lidu, domů a bytů’, SLBD) – ‘Romani Nationality’ (Selection requirements: age - 20 years old and above) 

The proportion of Romanies who did not attend school or did not finish elementary school is very low at present, even though this most problematic group is not insignificant (15%). In contrast, 30% of Romanies have higher education then elementary school. It is also essential to notice that mostly grew the number of Romanies with completed secondary education and university degree (approximately four times). A class of Romani intelligence has been created, although not a numerous one, yet it is already well visible; including traditionally socially valued professions of lawyers and doctors. Higher proportions of Romanies with university degree can be found mainly in large cities – in Prague, Brno, and Ostrava. 

Table 6   A detailed structure of education of Romanies (in %)

	
	Did not attend school
	Special school
	Unfinished elementary education
	Elementary education
	Skilled without A- levels
	Skilled with 

A-levels
	High school without A-levels
	High school with 

A-levels
	Univ. degree
	Total

	T o t a l 
	2.9
	15.8
	10.1
	40.6
	20.7
	2.4
	3.6
	2.2
	1.7
	100.0


n = 863

A significant number of Romanies gradually manage to strengthen their cultural capital, which is signaled chiefly by the command of the language of majority. About 40% of Romani respondents in the Czech Republic declared certain problems with the use of Czech language, out of which only one fourth (in total 10%) had major difficulties. The aspiration and effort for cultural adaptation are considerable: only 18% of Romani families speak solely or mainly Romani language at home, 28% speak both languages on the same level, but 21% speak predominantly Czech, and 28% speak only Czech (10% of respondents did not answer). Thus about a half of Romanies use also in private more the language of the majority rather than their own language. This change also indicates the loss of cultural identity: about one fifth of Romani respondents actually admitted that their children could not speak Romani language.

The social potential of Romani community lies particularly in the degree of their acceptation by the majority and in the relationship with majority. As an indicator of this elementary degree of acceptation and at the same time of self-confidence in social relationships can serve for example experiences with discrimination from the side of the majority society, judged by Romanies themselves. 

Table 7 Assessment of individual experiences of discrimination from the side of the majority 

(answers ‘Yes’ in %)
	By employer
	33.3

	At institutions
	36.0

	In public (and social life)
	55.8

	My children at school
	26.7


Wording of the question: ‘Have you ever experienced that non-Romanies suppressed your rights (discriminated you) because you are Romani origin?’

Even if 10-15% of respondents did not answer this question (in case of discrimination of children at school it was even one third), it seems that discrimination in public is the key form of Romani discrimination. In contrast, rather lesser part of Romani minority (yet not by far insignificant) encounter discrimination within the system of  institutions, either in education, or  employment, or public assistance etc.


One can also note that the potential of political participation of Romani minority is low, and the same applies for their trust in the majority of institutions of the majority society; with the exception of school system. Particularly low is the trust in institutions representing power and control by the majority society: the police and laws are not at all perceived by Romanies as institutions that would protect them.

Table 8  Trust of Romanies in some institutions of the majority society (answers ‘Yes’ in %)
	
	Trusts a lot (1)
	Trusts less (2)
	Trusts – total (1+2)

	Trust in schools
	40
	34
	74

	Trust in public institutions
	15
	44
	59

	Trust in government
	3
	40
	43

	Trust in courts, laws
	14
	28
	42

	Trust in police
	6
	40
	46


Romanies are little interested in voting – only 25% show interest in parliamentary elections participation; on the other hand 42% decline to vote (34% were undecided). Obviously, the little trust in institutions and political representation expresses a low level of integration of Romani minority in political and civil dimension. The consequence of the low political participation is also the low degree of participation in expression of needs, in formulation of problems and policy agenda detting both at the national and local level.

Romanies themselves become self-aware of this disadvantage. As we could see in the results of the international research carried out by International Labour Organisation
 in the five post-communist countries (BG, CZ, HU, SK and RO) at the beginning of 2002, 70% of Romani respondents conditioned Romanies’ becoming equal citizens by ‘employing Romanies in local bureaus of public administration, 63% conditioned this by ‘employing Romanies in central bureaus, and 52% by Romanies’ representation in the government’.

5. Agenda setting and the role of public policy
Measures regarding the support of integration of Romani community have a chance to succeed if they are based on an agreement about the right strategies of coexistence from the part of Romani minority as well as the majority. We noticed a low participation of Romani in agenda setting and policy making in general. Would it be possible to find consensus in problem definition and on the principles of public action aimed at integration of Romani community ?


On the level of general principles of the solution of coexistence, both Romanies and members of majority reject the solution of mutual relationships based on segregation principles (separating the Romani minority or Romani leaving – emigration). In contrast, they support from major part jointly the principle of mutual understanding, which is the basis of the multicultural model of coexistence. However, from the side of the majority society, there is an even stronger demand that Romanies adapt to the majority (the principle of assimilation model of coexistence). It is interesting that the majority of Romanies on principle accept this demand.

Table  9  Opinions on the solution of coexistence of Romanies and non-Romanies – the majority (in %)

	Opinions on the solution of coexistence of Romanies and non-Romanies
	The majority
	Romanies

	
	Yes
	No 
	No answer
	Total
	Yes
	No 
	No answer
	Total

	Learning to understand one another
	84.5
	7.8
	7.7
	100.0
	80.9
	3.6
	15.5
	100.0

	Romances should adapt to the majority society
	79.1
	11.3
	9.6
	100.0
	52.1
	23.9
	24.1
	100.0

	Romanies should live separately from the majority society
	15.4
	70.4
	14.3
	100.0
	3.5
	78.1
	18.4
	100.0

	Romanies should spread out in the majority society
	63.1
	21.1
	15.9
	100.0
	64.0
	15.6
	20.4
	100.0

	Romanies should go to somewhere else
	14.5
	65.9
	19.7
	100.0
	7.7
	71.2
	21.1
	100.0

	The majority society should do more for Romanies
	12.5
	72.0
	15.6
	100.0
	67.1
	14.5
	18.5
	100.0

	Romanies themselves should try to improve their position
	90.1
	2.3
	7.6
	100.0
	64.3
	11.1
	24.6
	100.0


Fundamentally different, however, is the opinion of Romanies and the majority on the responsibility for the solution of mutual coexistence. Whereas the majority univocally demand that Romanies themselves try to improve their position (90 %), and only 13% of the majority agree that the majority society should do more for Romanies, Romanies themselves acknowledge the need to try and improve their position (67%), but they also demand more distinct help from the side of majority (64%). 


On the level of the principles of coexistence thus exists a potential for forming a multicultural society. It seems, however, that the demand for the adaptation of Romanies to majority is even stronger. The strategy of assimilation was implemented systematically in the past, and it is evident that great part of Romanies themselves have accepted this imposed form of coexistence with the majority as a real chance and strategy for the improvement of their position. This evidences mainly the spread of Czech language in Romani households, as well as highly positive attitudes of Romanies towards mixed marriages (only 12 % of Romanies declare that they would mind if their children married a member of the majority), and finally the statement of their nationality – in Census in 1991 approximately 33,000 Romanies declared their nationality, in Census in 2001 it was only 11,000 (on estimate, this covers about 5-7% of members of this ethnic in the Czech Republic).


The majority society recognizes the right to cultural identity, political participation and Romani support from the side of the majority. These should in their view continue to have or receive a real institutional form. At the same time, Czechs at the end of the nineties support the constituted roles of Romani counselors in the local sections of state institutions and of Romani educational assistants at schools.

Table 10  The support of the rights of minority and measures for its benefit by the majority (in %)
	
	Definitely yes
	Rather yes
	Not decided
	Rather no
	Definitely

no
	No answer
	Total

	Participation in the solution of their problems
	41.6
	28.9
	20.5
	19.7
	17.3
	4.0
	100

	Representation in local councils
	28.7
	28.7
	20.5
	9.7
	9.4
	3.0
	100

	Own cultural life
	55.7
	28.8
	8.3
	3.1
	2.2
	1.9
	100

	Romani assistants at schools
	33.4
	34.5
	16.1
	7.6
	5.2
	3.2
	100

	Classes in Romani language
	17.3
	21.5
	20.5
	19.7
	17.3
	4.0
	100


Wording of the question: ‘Would you agree to have, as ethnic minority of Romanies, the right to…’

Czechs from great part share towards Romani community quite tolerant and friendly attitudes. These attitudes are even in concordance with Romani demands on their political participation and representation in state institutions. On the other hand, they do not concede to their own greater engagement in the interest of improving the social position of Romani minority and their integration. According to 60% of Czechs, the state takes sufficient care of Romanies, over 20% even declare that the state takes greater care than it should. Also, more than 70% of Czechs decline that the majority society should do more for Romanies than it does nowadays (with this option agree only 13%). About 18% of Czechs answered Yes to the question about the employment of affirmative action
, 20% was undecided, and 63% rejected this idea.

We observe – even though unsystematic – still by far not insignificant institutional effort to support the integration of Romani community: in all ten localities, in which the Romani minority respondents were interviewed, there were backed projects on the support of leisure activities of Romani community; in nine localities there worked Romani speaking assistants at schools; in eight localities there were backed projects aimed at the improvement of coexistence of the majority and minority; similarly in eight localities there worked civic associations focused on the cooperation of the minority and majority; in eight of them there was a committee on the local level for the matters of Romani community; in eight localities there were operational preparatory classes for Romani children of pre-school age; in seven of them there were  Romani staff – educational advisors at elementary schools; in seven localities there worked Romani curators (social workers); and finally, in five localities there were backed projects on further education of Romani adults.

In principle, the majority creates with their attitudes space for the employment of the potential of integration for Romani community itself, and it can be expected that this space will be used by some part of this community. However, major part of Romani community find themselves in a poor socio-economic position – this involves particularly access to jobs and education. The majority population does not admit that the change of this position and the integration of Romani minority is also in their own interest and that it demands from their side special effort and support. They rather expect that Romanies will make their own effort to assimilate and adopt to the majority and to their demands and will be successful in doing that – after all, no one prevents them from doing so.

Conclusion
The position of Romanies in the majority society in the Czech Republic – if we are to judge this ethnic as a whole – is similarly as in other societies, a marginal one. Despite this, it seems inadequate to approach the ethnic minority as one whole. Firstly, their socio-economic position is markedly differentiated (even though there predominate groups with low social status). Secondly, the identity of members of this ethnic with their own ethic is unclear (putting aside a more profound inner ethnic and generic differences of this ethnic). Before 1989, Romanies were treated as socially not adaptable category of population and assimilation by means of incorporation into ‘working population’ was forced on them, and in here they were forced the role of unskilled labor force. After 1989, the socio-economic position of part of this ethnic worsened
; on the other hand there opened up new possibilities to enforce social, cultural and political demands for civil rights, as well as chances of economic and social advance – on the condition that the members have sufficient human, social and cultural capital. Next to this, there also opened possibilities of life on welfare benefits, whose amount actually comes near the income of households of unskilled laborers, and also opportunities in gray economy, or even perhaps illegal activities. 

Part of Romanies – notably those who have lived with the Czech majority for longer time – have adapted to this development. Those with sufficient integration potential follow the path of assimilation most often; they adapt to the majority society and look for their place in its social structure. Romanies who do not have this possibility, occupy a marginalized position, they make use of welfare benefits, which very often top up incomes from informal economy. At present, Romanies are not really involved in the implementation of the interests of Romani community by political means, and their potential in agenda setting is weak.

The majority society is on the level of principles welcoming towards Romani minority and their integration. Still, the assimilation model of coexistence and of Romani integration predominates, and it is enforced by unequivocal demands from the side of the majority, and their acceptance by the majority of Romanies. However, the Romani minority has one important claim, which is not taken by the majority: they expect larger help and support in their incorporation into the majority society. They also realize that political representation and participation in policy making is a conditions to demand such help. 

Of course, there are localities in the Czech Republic with substantially different levels of Romani integration. In two out of ten localities that we researched, the degree of coexistence was exceedingly better than elsewhere. In these cases this was a result of long-term development, in which, on the one hand, improved potential  for integration on the part of Romani community; on the other hand, there was an open local policy on the part of local authorities, who – although they did not formulate any special measures for the benefit of Romani community – accepted positively Romanies’ attempts, they negotiated and cooperated in solving their problems. This ‘civic’ model can operate with success in the Czech Republic even in the future; however in the near future,  it has not enough potential to integrate effectively a larger part of Romani ethnic in the problematic localities – in which the integration potential of Romani ethnic is low and their social position is marginal. These localities are indeed predominant in the Czech Republic. Above all, representation of Romani in central and local policy making bodies and participation in agenda setting (i.e. formulating problems and direction and principles  of action) for public action is necessary prerequisite for their social integration.
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� On the role of human, social, and culture capital, cf. especially Bourdieu (1986)


� Beck (2000) speaks of ‘Brazilianization’.


� For example, the need to exceed the 5% minimum of votes for a political party to be represented in the Parliament blocks on principal the possibility of Romani ethnic demands be enforced politically in the Czech Republic.


� Also Romani emigration from the Czech Republic and Slovakia, which is underway now at the turn of the century, can be understood to be such solution.


� Also informal individual and group strategies of various segments of majority as well as minority society might be distinguished. 


� The research was backed by Phare project: ‘Inter-ethnic Relationships’ (CZ 9901.01).


� However, we can be skeptical towards these numbers, because in regard to the snowball technique of respondents’ selection, this does not concern strictly representative research based on random selection requirements.


� Similarly, the author of this article encountered a young ethnic Romani woman who works on the position of a Romani advisor and considers herself Romani, yet does not speak the language of Romani minority.


� The Challenge of Roma Human Development Project (1,000 respondents in each participating country, representative sample).


� Wording of the question: ‘Do you think that there should be measures taken in order to level the Romani position in relation to the majority, for example advantages in schools or at work?’


� This worsening does not concern the standard of material living as such, but rather life chances and access to them – i.e. education, jobs and housing. In this respect, the importance of education is more significant; yet in this area Romanies are still - despite some progress - distinctly behind.





