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Abstract

This study gives a comprehensive account of a cross-country comparative survey that was run in
Spring 2009 among 14-17-year-old second-generation migrant and Roma students attending
the finishing year of compulsory education in ethnically diverse communities in eight
participating countries of the EDUMIGROM research project. By enquiring about earlier
school results, liked and disliked subjects, positive and negative experiences with teachers and
fellow students, plans for advancement, and the practices in interethnic relations in and outside
the school, as well as by asking detailed questions about various aspects of self-perception,
desires concerning one’s longer-term future, and attitudes and feelings toward others in the
neighbourhood and the larger community, the more than 5,000 questionnaires that emerged
from the survey provide ample ground on which to explore how ethnic and social differences in
schools and their immediate environments shape adolescents’ daily experiences and career
paths in education, and how these factors influence their social relations, the development of
their identities, and their ideas about adult life. The focal aim of the research was to deepen our
existing knowledge on how ethnicity — mostly in an interplay with a set of social, economic,
gender, and cultural factors — shapes distinctions in the everyday working of schools, and how
such distinctions gain justification in differently assessed school performances that, in turn,
become the bases for departing advancements. At the same time, it was an equally important
goal to reveal some less explored associations of how these distinctions leave their marks on
interethnic contacts, identity development, aspirations, and strategies that, after all, conclude in
diverging prospects for youths from different ethnic backgrounds. By selecting schools in
multiethnic working-class communities, the scope of anticipated differentiations by social status
was reduced on purpose: the survey intended to explore how differences are shaped in
education among young people from diverse ethnic backgrounds who live in each other’s
proximity and who, by and large, share similar conditions in socio-economic terms. However,
the research revealed that strong currents of institutional selection are at play, accentuating the
differences within the community by establishing a high degree of concordance between
students’ ethnic and social backgrounds. As a rule, young people from higher-status families
from the majority study in better and more prestigious schools and classes than their peers from
ethnic minority backgrounds whose relative social disadvantages are increased by often being
confined to conditions that deprive them from acquiring even the basics of knowledge and skills
that are necessary for later successful advancement in education and beyond. Whether selection
by ethnicity is a spontaneously emerging outcome of “white flight”, or it is caused by early

tracking or the setting up of classes with different curricula, or whether it follows from a



deliberate school policy to segregate minority children into special units and classes, ethnic
separation and segregation proved to impregnate all aspects of adolescents’ lives. Discussions
in this study show that, by being concentrated into less favourable settings and arrangements,
young people from ethnic minority backgrounds attain poorer school results, have less
opportunities to advance on the secondary and higher levels, and face greater risks of dropping
out than either of those of their same-ethnic peers who have been fortunate enough to escape
segregation, or — even more — than their peers from the majority. At the same time, the harmful
implications of segregation also manifest themselves in frequent occurrences of discrimination
and broadly perceived injustices both within the walls of the schools and outside of them.
However, the picture is not this bleak in all in its aspects. Despite all negative experiences, the
school is a friendly place in the eyes of the great majority of young people, without distinctions.
They usually find friends among their classmates and engage in a variety of activities that
involve peers from different ethnic and social backgrounds. Likewise, they find teachers whom
they trust and who support them — although the trustfulness of ethnic minority students certainly
increases in schools where the staff is mixed by ethnic belonging. A positive way of relating to
school is also reflected in longer-term aspirations. Ethnic minority adolescents do not differ
from their peers from the majority in their dedication to the studying that most of them consider
the sole firm path toward a prospering adulthood. Despite great departures in their actual
prospects, the majority of adolescents across the prevailing social and ethnic boundaries that
otherwise divide them trust themselves as well as their families and communities to gain enough
inspiration and strength for progression toward a future living that is better than now and to
attain a social standing that is based on fair recognition and genuine inclusion. However, the
degree of success does not depend only on their efforts. Our survey results point toward
important variations in the sharpness of ethnic inequalities and marginalisation that at closer
scrutiny reveal the significance of the prevailing welfare arrangements and the substantial
impact of historically forged routines in interethnic cohabitation in how larger-scale social
relations allow for ethnically ““blind” integration or continue to reproduce ““minoritisation” and

exclusion along ethnic lines.



INTRODUCTION

This study gives a comprehensive account of the major results of a cross-country comparative
analysis of the data that emerged from a series of community-based surveys run in the spring of
2009 among 14-17-year-old youth in eight participating countries of the EDUMIGROM
research project. The comparative approach provides an opportunity to explore some general
trends that have arisen from the diversities that characterise the prevailing structures of social
and interethnic relations in education and the communities-at-large, the institutional forms and
daily practices of schooling, and the longer-term prospects of adolescents from different social
and ethnic backgrounds. Additionally, the chosen perspective provides us with a chance to
revisit some of the issues at the core of the project and helps to reveal the overarching
similarities, as well as some important historical, cultural, and political differences, in the
values, perceptions, attitudes, and aspirations among young people and their families from
ethnic minorities and those who belong to the respective majorities in various European
societies. These general inquiries follow a widely-shared experience of the societies in question:
whether looking at opportunities in education or participation on the labour market, at income,
wealth, or the general standard of living, people from ethnic minority backgrounds' tend to
experience remarkable disadvantages in comparison to those from the majorities. The trends that
seem to prevail everywhere suggest that ethnicity is a powerful dimension of social
differentiation that often carries with it denigrating meanings in those arenas of social relations
and fields of distribution that, at first glance, appear to be regulated by a set of principles and
logics of rights, entitlements, and participation that are free from distinctions of culture and
identity. The often hidden power that ethnicity exerts to shape social, economic, and cultural
relations, and to mould attainable positions in the social hierarchy are manifested by a large set
of facts. This study will contribute to the recognition of such deep divisions by showing the
potency of a general rule in the area of schooling: even if students come from the same
community, share similar conditions of everyday life, and use the same services and institutions,
differences in ethnic belonging bring about significant departures in their circumstances and
longer-term prospects. As a rule, young people from ethnic minority backgrounds tend to gain
less, tend to advance less, and tend to suffer more limitations in their opportunities than their

peers from the cohabitating majority.

! We are aware that in official language (administrative documents, government reports, statistics, etc.), the accurate
wording is “minority ethnic”. At the same time, in everyday parlance, members of the groups in question are
referred to as “ethnic minority” people. For better legibility, we use the latter format in this study, and turn to the
administrative terminology only in reference to official sources and in certain table headings.



While these trends seem to generally prevail, they are far from being self-evident. First,
those in the focus of our study are not newcomers in the societies where they live: apart from a
tiny layer of new immigrants, the students who were approached by this survey come from
families that have been settled for at least one generation and are deeply embedded in their
respective home countries by now. Here, embeddedness means equal citizens’ rights in the first
place: if taken from a formal perspective, there are no reasons for enjoying any less from the
provisions of the given welfare states, provided most of these provisions are granted on the basis
of citizenship. In this context, it is important to ask questions about the processes that make the
content of citizenship differentiated and that build on ethnicity as a strong factor in this regard.
Compulsory education, as one of the most powerful arenas of principally equal entitlements and

obligations, offers a window to gain insight into the forces at play in such differentiations.

Second, there are remarkable historical differences among the minority ethnic groups that
we studied: as much in the context of their group-specific relationships as in the forms of
togetherness with the respective majorities. In the vast literature about the diverse flows of
immigration that differ in their historical, cultural, political, and economic origins, one would
assume that post-colonial migrants experienced with the institutional settings that were once
shaped by the one-time colonisers would adapt relatively easily to their new home country and
their disadvantages would fade over time and generations. Regarding the situation of minority
ethnic groups in countries where the processes of economic migration have induced a high
degree of ethnic diversity in recent decades, one would work with different expectations. On the
one hand, relatively low efforts to become integrated into the mainstream matched with quick
advancement in material terms can be hypothesised to characterise the conditions of people from
minority ethnic backgrounds. On the other hand, the fragile routines of interethnic mixing and
cohabitation, coupled with expectations on the part of large groups of the majority toward a
quick return of the “newcomers” to their country of origin, would probably wield a relatively
high degree of mutual estrangement between the minorities and the majority. Finally, one would
expect to see the blended impacts of “socialist” heritage and post-socialist transformation in the
case of Central Europe’s largest “visible” minority: the Roma. Being aware of their long-
standing marginalisation and sharp residential segregation while a massive rise in participation
in education and employment during the last phase of socialism were not powerful enough to
change, and acknowledging also the new trends of heated interethnic rivalry, the diffusing of
“anti-Gypsy” sentiments, and the widespread attempts at social exclusion on ethnic grounds
during the past two decades of post-socialist transformation, one would anticipate a rather

strained state of interethnic relations in and around schooling, along with the simultaneous



efforts of Roma communities to attain socio-political representation for assuring their

recognition and inclusionary citizens’ rights.

As we will see, these different histories and constellations bring up important deviations,
and one certainly should not neglect them when scrutinising the state of the involved socio-
ethnic groups. At the same time, it is important to underline that the influences of the departing
histories of migration and traditional interethnic cohabitation do not work out as clearly as the
hypotheses might suggest. Here it seems that the structural arrangements of power and the
prevailing distinctions by group-belonging largely override the diverse histories and keep
minorities, in general, at the lower end of the hierarchies — whether looking at the distribution of
career opportunities, material well-being, or participation in politics and policymaking.
Nevertheless, the three traditions of post-colonial and economic migration and post-socialist
transformation importantly colour the picture: despite often similar trends of ethnically-
informed selection in schooling, opportunities for becoming citizens in the full sense of the term
seem to show a great variance with significant relative advantages for children of “old” migrants
in countries with century-long experiences of migration and the drastic exclusion of the most

deprived Roma groups in Central Europe.

Third, the minority ethnic groups in the focus of our study are not homogenous at all. As it
will be shown, they are deeply structured along the lines of social standing and material
conditions, and there are also internal divisions concerning their attempts to strive at shaping
how they cohabit with the majority. In light of these differences within their own communities,
it remains important to address the factors and forces that are at play in shifting these internal
partitions into the background by underscoring a more pronounced division with more socio-
political importance for the working of society-at-large: the distinctions that largely homogenise
minority ethnic belonging in contrast to the majority. Against the kaleidoscopic arrangements of
advantages and disadvantages, it is then of key importance to find out why and how does
ethnicity come so much to the forefront of social differentiation in and around education that
turns out to be more powerful than relations of power and knowledge that are otherwise known

as the key structuring features of modern society.

Schools offer us a useful window to look at the puzzling potency of ethnic divides. First,
this window allows us to follow how ethnicity is converted into a base for creating systemic
selection. Although there are substantial differences among the investigated school systems as to
the institutionalised manner by which students are kept together under the umbrella of

comprehensive instruction or tracked from an early age, selection according to ethnicity seems



to imbue all of them. As we will find out, the quality and content of teaching substantially differ
among schools according to their ethnic composition, and this difference leaves its imprint on

performance, advancement, and future aspirations.

Second, the window that schools open to investigate ethnicity as a powerful dimension of
social, economic, and institutional structuring allows us to gain an insight into how ethnic-
belonging shapes the ground of institutionalised departures in education by assigning differential
contents to otherwise alike building blocks of knowledge and skills, thus contributing to the
legitimisation of taking ethnicity as a meaningful base for future deep social divides. As we will
see, the struggling of schools with language and cultural differences leads to a hierarchical
ordering of what is to be considered truly “important” for society. This way schools, as
significant transmitters of cultural values, prepare the soil for differential advancement and
convert these values to unified scales of performance as if it was produced from the same

sources and with the same techniques.

Third, schools, as institutions of shared experience, provide us the opportunity to gain an
insight into the formation of interethnic relations at a rather early stage. Through the lens of the
day-to-day working of educational institutions, we can follow the process in its making: we can
see how efforts at mixing or inclinations for ethnic enclosure countervail or reinforce the
departures that schools designate by differentially acknowledged performance, and thereby
underline or, for that matter, weaken the aforementioned legitimising functions of education in

forging social distinctions.

At the same time, we also have to be aware of the limitations that focusing on schools
imply. First, we may lose sight of those who dropped out of education prior to concluding the
primary level of compulsory schooling. It is well known that compulsory education does not
work perfectly: important groups do not gain access to or leave behind schooling at a very early
age. These groups of children are mainly from minority ethnic backgrounds and belong to the
poorest segments of their community. Hence, we have to keep in mind that those students
incorporated into our study belong to the relatively well-settled, well-performing, and well-
integrated parts of their respective societies. Thus, we do not have information about children of
undocumented migrants or drastically-excluded groups of some Roma communities. Second, the
chosen age-limits also have some restrictive implications. Our survey does not speak about
ultimate differences but tendencies that point toward them. Keeping that in mind, a lot depends
on efforts of the various welfare states to reach out to marginalised youth and try to raise their

educational attainment and qualification by targeted programs, and we have to interpret our



results as probabilities: differences experienced in performance and advancement point toward
certain departures; however, these departures might be lessened in importance and consequence
by those corrective measures that fall outside the “normal” school system, and thus also fall

outside our view.

The ways the schools were selected country-by-country increase the explanatory power of

our study, while also putting limitations on the level of generalisations.

It was an important presumption of our study that schools are shaped by the communities
where they are embedded. First, the composition of the community matters: since most children
at a compulsory age of schooling actually attend one or another educational institution, the
profiles of these institutions and the differences among them speak in a meaningful way about
cohesion/separation within the community and also about how these fundamental characteristics
of interethnic cohabitation become institutionalised. Second, the construction of the survey gave
us the opportunity to learn about the institutional means of fixing differences, thereby making
them the strong foundations of the above-indicated legitimising process that converts these
differences into “measurable” and straightforward ‘“comparable” performance and attaches
differential ways of advancement and educational careers to them. At the same time, the chosen
communities where the fieldwork took place do not represent the societies-at-large. Therefore,
one has to be very careful in drawing and phrasing conclusions. We cannot speak about “the”
French or “the” Czech schools, even less about French or Czech societies as such. Instead, our
results refer to multiethnic communities where, due to their significant presence, minority ethnic
groups have a decisive contribution in shaping the conditions and relations of daily life and
where their attendance also significantly influences the life of the local institutions —in the first
place, schools. What follows from this is a remarkable variation in the actual socio-economic
composition among the country-specific constituents of our comparative sample, which is then
further accentuated by inter- and intra-school selections much in line with the prevailing patterns
in the given country. These multi-layered processes of differentiation and selection have to be
kept in mind in reading all the results of the study that are framed by the structures that historical
and contemporary processes of interethnic relations have produced in the formation of urban

communities.

In sum, this comparative study aims to reveal how ethnicity influences life at school in
communities where ethnic diversity is an important feature of everyday relations. It is aimed to
show how social differences, often appearing as ethnic deviations due to cultural attributes,

influence the structuring of institutions of compulsory education, and how these structures



contribute to make ethnicity a significant dimension for the distribution of opportunities and
actual prospects for urban youth. By the way of comparisons, it is intended to show how
different degrees of inclusion in interethnic relations impact the advancement of minority ethnic
youth, and also to reveal the marks of these relations on how ethnic minority adolescents see
themselves, frame their identity, and figure out their paths toward adult life. With this
broadening of the scope of the discussion, it is our aim to provide an insight into how ethnic
differentiations are reproduced, partly by institutional distinctions along ethnic lines and partly
by the recognition of these distinctions as they become built-in elements of the ways of thinking
and acting of those affected. In this sense, our study hopes to make a new contribution to the
understanding of ethnicity as a significant, perhaps increasingly significant, dimension of social

stratification in contemporary European societies.

The discussion is built up in line with our survey: the major chapters will be organised

according to the key topics of the comparative questionnaire.

The first chapter intends to make the reader acquainted with the major demographic and
socio-economic characteristics of our comparative sample. Wherever macro-level statistics are
available, the sample and its country-specific constituents will be compared to the societies-at-
large. This way we will be able to situate our communities on a larger map and see how far
advantages and disadvantages as experienced in schools are the derivatives of prevailing social
inequalities outside school, and/or how far are they actually the products of the working of the

educational institutions.

The second chapter discusses performance as the core aspects of life at school. It will look
at how different ethno-social compositions affect individual attainments, and will explore how
voluntary ethnic separation and involuntary segregation among and within schools influence
variations in the measurable results of students, and how the emerging differences in
acknowledged performance induce, in turn, significant departures in subsequent educational
careers. The widely experienced intersectionalities of class, gender, and ethnicity in shaping

performance will be scrutinised in the context of varying ethno-social arrangements.

By a close inquiry into patterns of advancement, the third chapter aims to explore how and
when ethnicity gains importance above other distinctions in navigating students toward
adulthood. The discussion will also attempt to reveal how early departures in adolescent
pathways influence their future opportunities at the envisioned entrance-points to the world of
labour. Students’ varying choices on advancement will be revisited, partly as ethnically

informed differences in their prior performance, and partly as institutionalised routes of



departure that are considered in their social “reading” as the foundations and also legitimisations

of ethnically informed social inequalities in adulthood.

The fourth chapter will look at life in school from a different angle. It will put into focus
various relations in and around school, and explore how ethnic distinctions inform these
relations or may conclude in balanced interethnic relations or diversions toward separation and
enclosure. In this context, teachers’ views on ethnicity and their efforts to implement policies
that are driven by different notions of ethnicity will be revisited through their students’
assessments. We will follow how they assess their teachers’ efforts, whether they experience
injustices or open discrimination on their part, and how they evaluate the role that teachers play
in shaping their future careers. Similarly, peer-relations, a constituent of key importance in the
everyday life of schools, will be looked at as to their overt and covert ethnic contents. The
frequency and the substance of interethnic encounters will be analysed from the perspectives of
both majority and minority ethnic students, and the differences in these perspectives will also be
explored against the prevailing structures of schools that provide opportunities for healthy
mixing or, for that matter, strengthen tendencies toward separation and mutual exclusion on
ethnic grounds. By looking at harshly selective structures as the embodiments of institutional
discrimination, cognitive reflections on interpersonal and institutional discrimination will be
scrutinised as acknowledgments for and rationalisations of ethnic discrimination as a “natural”

fact of life.

The fifth chapter will pull together the threads of the preceding discussions by looking at
the multifactor process of identity formation. Taking into account that adolescent identities
represent a transient phase between rather non-reflexive concepts of the self in childhood and
carefully maintained crystallisations in adulthood, the discussion pulls into focus the role of the
schools in shaping the cognisance of the self. The importance of ethnicity in this process will be
weighed against those of gender and social background, and how varied institutional
arrangements in favour of interethnic mixing/ethnic separation leave their mark on adolescents’
self-perception, feels of inclusion, and self-respect will be also scrutinised. Knowing that
identity-formation may be deeply informed by religious and cultural differences, efforts will be
made to reveal how the departing histories of the investigated ethnic communities influence the
prevailing patterns of feelings of belonging, togetherness, and “otherness”. In the second part of
the fifth chapter, adolescent identities will be looked at in relation to visions of adult life.
Desires for attainable social positions, partner-relations, future family life, and the broader
socio-geographic environment will be “read” partly as imprints of valued/devalued identities,

and partly as signals of accepting/refusing assigned positions in the greater society. Fears as



their counterpoints will be looked at as voiceless, telling signs of suffering and discrimination
that might inform us about the internalised limitations on aspirations, and that might signal early

ruptures in self-reliance and feelings of being secure and accepted.

Besides summarising the main findings of our comparative explorations, the closing
chapter will make an attempt to draw a few conclusions, with relevance for considerations in
policymaking that aims at improving the state of ethnic minorities, be they from “immigrant” or
Roma backgrounds, and puts into the focus values of social inclusion. In this discussion, we
hope to contribute to the refinement of the widely shared picture about minority ethnic groups
that portrays them as disadvantaged en masse in comparison to the majorities. While our
findings certainly do not challenge such an overall assessment, they significantly qualify them.
First, the degrees of disadvantages vary to a large extent among communities and countries. It is
our aim to show that the historically-shaped and diverse arrangements that our research
embraces matter to a large extent in this regard. Second, our study sheds light on the importance
of educational structures. It will be the task of the concluding chapter to show that relatively
inclusive arrangements versus deeply selective ones leave their mark on all aspects of adolescent
life: not only do they influence performance and advancement, but they also deeply engrain the
patterns of interethnic relations and the involved experiences about the “Other”, while they
simultaneously inform in a decisive manner how members of various ethnic groups see

themselves and the opportunities that are open for their members in adulthood.

These broadened discussions about the role of ethnicity in schooling hopefully provide
insightful contributions to two large-scale debates with immediate relevance for policymaking.
On the one hand, they might enrich our knowledge about how education prepares students for
later social positions by converting ethnicity into a powerful factor of differentiation and thus
twisting cultural diversities into differential positions on a hierarchy built around the measurable
aspects of knowledge, skills, and preparedness. By pointing out the complexity of interests,
factors, and self-governed processes in the background, we hope to provide a deeper
understanding of the close relationships between family background and performance and better
see the limitations that policies confined merely to teaching methods (but leaving aside the
structural aspects at play) entail with regard to genuinely reducing inequalities in education. On
the other hand, our study hopes to give new insights into the everyday life of young people in
ethnically diverse communities. This way, issues of multiculturalism and social inclusion do not
remain confined to the narrow discussions about institutional arrangements and teaching
methods, but can be addressed in the context of relations of interethnic cohabitation in their

communities-at-large. In this broadened context, social inclusion can be framed as an important

10



aspect of citizens’ rights, and the formation of these rights comes to the forefront, in turn, as a
matter of intercultural learning and as a case for making mutual experiences a foundation of

daily life.

With these implications, we hope to contribute to a resurgence in the debate on
multiculturalism and will attempt to show that, beyond institutional arrangements and
regulations, it is the drawing of the wider relations in the community into the working of the
schools that can point toward meaningfully informing interethnic relations at schools and that
can thus become the foundations of new approaches in instruction and assessment more in

favour of cultures outside the mainstream than before.

11



I. COMMUNITIES AND SCHOOLS IN A COMPARATIVE
PERSPECTIVE:
ABOUT THE INTEGRATED SAMPLE

By applying a comparative perspective, this first chapter aims to look at the major demographic
and socio-economic characteristics of the communities and their schools that hosted the
questionnaire-based surveys among students in the eight participating countries of the
EDUMIGROM research project. The discussions that follow will be based on the analysis of the
data of the comparative sample that was put together — after clearing, harmonising, and properly
preparing the variables for cross-country processing — by merging the individual datasets that

were set up by the national teams.

The creation of such a sample requires justification. After all, one might ask: does it make
sense to speak in general terms about people from “majority” or “minority” ethnic backgrounds
if one knows that these concepts comprise groups that, if looked at in their national context,
remarkably differ by their history, culture, status, and living conditions? In addition to the
conceptual considerations, important methodological questions also come to mind. Since the
country-based samples emerged upon selecting certain communities, and within them, certain
schools that embody, in a nutshell, specific majority/minority relations prevailing within the
context of the given nation-states, can one owe any particular meaning to a cross-country
comparative sample that unites such locally-bound relations? The answer to these questions is

certainly not self-evident.

The conceptual design of the study seems to be justified by widespread experiences. After
all, it is both earlier research and the major lessons of our national surveys that provide strong
arguments for considering the divisions by ethnicity a pronounced feature of European societies-
at-large. Repeated cross-national studies on school performance and educational advancement
run in the 35 OECD countries have demonstrated that, despite important differences in the
educational systems, the established ways of instruction, and the socio-economic environment of
schooling, massive disadvantages for minorities from immigrant and Roma backgrounds prevail
(OECD 2006, 2008, and 2009). The authoritative results of these studies also were unanimously
confirmed by the in-depth investigations on the school experiences, interethnic relations, identity
formations, and future aspirations of our nine community-based surveys (Fucik et al. 2010,
Thomsen, Moldenhawer, and Kallehave 2010, Felozuis et al. 2010, Messing, Neményi, and
Szalai 2010, Kusa et al. 2010, Swann and Law 2010, Magyari and Vincze 2009, Ohliner 2009).
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In other words, ethnic differentiation seems to cause deep and lasting divides in European
societies that bring otherwise differing “majorities” into similar situations in their relationship
with the equally and similarly forged disadvantaged situations of “ethnic minorities”. The
enduring prevalence of this significant divide by ethnicity provides the justification for the
abstract concepts of “majority” and “ethnic minority” that embody important power relations

behind the unequal distribution of knowledge, opportunities, status, and livelihood.

The answer to the question on methodology seems less straightforward. The cross-country
sample certainly should not be regarded as statistically representative in any sense of the term.
However, it carries rather strong implications from a qualitative perspective. It demonstrates
variations in the state of inclusionary relations, points to largely concealed mechanisms and
patterns of marginalisation and exclusion, and makes it possible to go beyond the varying
degrees of ethnic inequalities by comparing their varied manifestations in communities of
cohabitating majorities and minorities. Assuming that the selection of communities and schools
was meaningful enough to bring forward the prevailing forms and major traits of interethnic
cohabitation in each of the eight countries, the analyses on the basis of our comparative sample
that emerged from information about these distinctive communities should reveal significant
associations, indeed. This sample allows a peek at the differences by the historic formations of
socio-ethnic relations, and it also renders certain lessons about the affects of differences in
schooling on how these relations open up or restrict convergence in the short- and longer-term
prospects for majority and ethnic minority youths. In more concrete terms, by also revealing the
overarching common features of the approached diverse “ethnic minority” communities as the
factors that produce apparent differences in their economic and social standing and relations to
the majorities that they cohabitate with, it is hoped to provide a suitable contextualisation of the
relative nature and the historically-informed character of the disadvantages that adolescents from
“ethnic minority” backgrounds experience in educational advancement and career opportunities
in comparison to their peers from the majority. As will be demonstrated, these disadvantages are
grounded in established structures in and outside education while also working toward the
continuous reproduction of exactly these structures. At the same time, the disadvantageous
positions of youth from ethnic minority background in school highly influence larger-scale
interethnic relations, and also leave their marks on identity development and aspirations for a
longer-term future. Hence, it is of utmost importance to sort out those factors that convert
“ethnicity” into ascribed (low) social positions or, contrarily, open new paths toward social

inclusion by stripping the notion of “ethnicity” from its demeaning contents.
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Before entering the details, the major traits of the comparative sample have to be
introduced. As indicated above, this sample unites the data of eight independent studies that
focused on majority/minority relations in schools in selected ethnically diverse communities.
Though the country-level samples were constructed along identical lines, the implementation of

the survey concluded in rather important differences with regard to the ultimate compositions.

In the first step, in each country, one to three urban sites were chosen where minority

populations made up a substantial proportion of the local community.
Of course, “substantial” has different meanings country by country.

First, assessments on what should be considered as “substantial” depend on the proportion
of the selected minorities in the given society-at-large. Thus, in the Czech Republic, where the
overall proportion of Roma is about three per cent, sites with a five to seven per cent Roma
population count as a “substantial presence”. However, in France the same ratio would be
considered rather low for people from immigrant backgrounds who are estimated to make up

close to 10 per cent of contemporary French society.

Second, a lot depends on the historically-shaped composition of the urban communities.
For example, Roma tend to live mostly in rural settings in Central Europe, and thus a relatively
low ratio of Roma might count as “high” in urban conditions: hence, it is not by chance that
people from a majority background represent by far the dominant group in the country-specific
samples of all the four Central European countries — despite the fact that, in each case, the

selected sites were all relatively densely populated by Roma.

Third, and yet again in reflections on the historical long dureé¢, how people reside does
make a difference. In communities characterised by sharp ethno-social segregation, the “site”
might mean densely populated minority communities: this was the case, for example, in
Germany where two large ethnic communities in Berlin were chosen for hosting the greater part
of the survey. At the opposite end of the scale, the two selected urban communities as entities
represent a high degree of interethnic cohabitation in Hungary — where separation appears in less
visible forms but greatly affects the composition and the overall quality of the schools that

provide compulsory education.

The actual selection of the communities followed a careful consideration of a number of
quantitative and qualitative aspects. The main guiding principle was to attain a fair
representation of ethnic diversity in its impacts on patterns of residential relations and the

quality of communication and contacts among people from different ethnic backgrounds. At the
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same time, the communities had to be large enough to provide different options for schooling
and, especially, to have an ample group of young people of school-age whom this survey
intended to investigate. Along these lines, established multiethnic urban communities with a
shared history of generations of ethnic minorities and the local majority were selected in each of
the participating countries. Due to the prevailing differences in the socio-geographic
distributions, it was well identifiable multiethnic residential segments in large cities in the West,
while smaller towns with sizeable Roma populations and their (sometimes rural) multiethnic

surroundings in Central Europe that ultimately hosted the research.

In the second step, the local schools were contacted to gain their consent and cooperation.
The survey was designed to enquire among students either in the concluding phases of primary
education or in the starting year of secondary education (the selection of the actual types of
schools was largely dependent on the school system of the country). The choice of this second
level further influenced the composition of the country-specific samples. By and large, in larger
urban settings with delimitations that circumscribed the chosen communities in which ethnic
minority groups had a substantial weight, students from minority backgrounds made up a
decisive part of the student body also of the selected schools. However, this was also a cause for
country-specific differences. There are countries where students are mostly confined to the local
units (e.g., in France), and it is rather exceptional to leave the given school district. In other
countries, families exert a high degree of freedom in searching for the school that they consider
the most appropriate for their children, and the ultimate ethnic composition of the local
educational institutions is shaped as an outcome of such intense moves (e.g., in Hungary). Yet in
other cases, minority ethnic schools are set up on purpose: it is people’s choice whether they
want their children to attend “ordinary” schools or ones that are ruled by their own people and
culture (e.g., in Denmark). These differences are strongly influenced by historical and cultural
factors, and the actual structure of the school system reflects, on the one hand, the patterns that
have evolved over time, while on the other hand, it works in itself as a basis for providing

institutional arrangements for the embodiment of ethnic and cultural differences.

Taking into account all the above, it is justified to ask: are there certain overarching
characteristics that comprise the experienced diversities? In other words, can one provide certain
characterisations that are accurate and meaningful enough to address the combined populations

that the comparative sample represents?

? Since we assured all our interviewees and also the participating schools and other institutions that we would
maintain their anonymity, we will not disclose the names of the locations of the research. Instead, we will refer to
them by the pseudonyms that have been introduced in earlier publications (see e.g. the Survey Reports), and that
still indicate one or another important characteristics of them.
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In broad terms it can be said that our “unusual” sample represents the teenage population
of ethnically diverse communities in selected schools that are qualified by the presence (if not
domination) of ethnic minority students who end up there after being navigated through various
routes of selection. In other words, this qualitatively constructed sample opens a window to
ethnic selection in education from two perspectives. First, it renders information on how
conditions in school and schooling become institutionalised upon ethnic selection. Second, it
makes it possible to reveal how ethnic differentiation in schooling forges departing opportunities
and how it becomes an important factor in young people’s self-perception and views about the
“Other”. In brief, this is a sample built up on the ground of acknowledged large-scale ethnic
selections in our educational systems, and that renders new insights into certain personal and

group-level consequences of such selections.

It is important to underline that the constructed sample of the survey does not speak about
interethnic relations in general. Due to its specific focus, it brings up, instead, the varied
formations and relations of ethnic mixing (or, in contrast, of ethnic profiling) in schools — and
this was the focal issue to explore in the EDUMIGROM research project. Majorities in these
schools are not majorities-at-large; instead these are majorities in the proximity of ethnic
minority people. Thus, we can say that — by its grip in schools that are affiliated with
communities having high proportions of minority ethnic people — the sample is suitable for
revealing the conditions and relations of daily life of families with school-age children from
different ethnic and social backgrounds. It has to be emphasised that this way our study brings
up just a segment — though a very important segment — of ethnically diverse communities: it
reflects on the life of young and middle-aged families with school-age children. This limitation
has to be observed in any discussions that aim to address certain general features of the involved

neighbourhoods, their people, and their institutions.

The selected communities through a comparative lens

In the light of the above, perhaps it does not come as a surprise that the ethnic compositions of
the investigated communities show great variations in a number of important aspects. First, one
has to take into account the historical differences. In each country, selection was driven by
certain shared considerations. In line with the established common principles, due to their size
and their historical role in shaping the currently prevailing patterns of interethnic relations, the

minority ethnic groups put into the focus of the local studies enjoyed substantial visibility
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perceptibility in all our countries. Although it was a generally agreed upon aim to choose from
among “visible” groups who have been living in the given country for at least one generation,
even these specifications turned out to be broad enough to arrive at some 25 different ethnic
groups in the overall sample. What is more, ethnic borders proved to be rather soft: people with
mixed ethnic backgrounds represent substantial proportions. They make up 13 per cent among
the parents, and no less than 22 per cent among the students belonging to such groups. The latter
proportion indicates how migrants and Roma find their ways toward being included: mixed
marriages among the parents are an important way toward this end (the benevolent effects are

manifested in relatively better socio-economic status — as we will demonstrate below).

Second, the composition of the communities is greatly influenced by how ethnic minorities
and majorities live together in the given country. Although a certain degree of residential
segregation characterises all the involved communities, its extent and depth differ to a
substantial degree. By looking at the neighbourhoods where the interviewed students come
from, one notices a great range of diversities, indeed. Some of them are genuine ethnic enclaves,
while others represent a high degree of ethnic mixing. On the whole, it is mostly the “new” EU
member states where residential segregation turns out to be exceptionally intense: while the
proportion of those coming from closed (either majority- or minority-dominated)
neighbourhoods is between 40 and 49 per cent in the “old” member-states (with Hungary joining

into this group), it jumps above 60 per cent in the Czech Republic, Romania, and Slovakia.

Third, it is the positioning of the selected schools in the community that influences the
picture of the socio-ethnic relations hidden in the background. For the most part, the schools
were local units, and in this sense it is justifiable to think that they bring up a fair representation
of families with children in their neighbourhood.3 However, in some cases, a school with
outstandingly high proportions of minority ethnic students was selected on purpose — either
because, yet again for historical reasons, such schools are customarily incorporated institutions
in the given country (this was the case with two Muslim schools in Denmark, or with the
selected vocational streams in France); or because certain institutions — though originally set up
with other intentions — bring up country-specific features of educating ethnic minority children
(e.g., the Basic Special Schools in the Czech Republic or in Slovakia where Roma students

appear in unusually high concentrations). Since these “minority schools” are attended by broad

? Reports from the schools testify to this statement. On the average, the proportion of students attending a school
outside the institution’s catchment area varied between 7 and 33 per cent, which means that even schools with
special programmes attract mostly students in their immediate neighbourhood. This is true even for the outstanding
case of North City in the United Kingdom, where the compositions of the three schools picked for the survey reflect
a rather high degree of boundary-crossing movements across catchment areas; still, “outsiders” constitute a minority
with an only 40 per cent representation among the attendees.
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circles of ethnic minority students in the locality, their student-bodies rather poorly reflect the
features of the immediate community where they are situated. However, the relatively low
number of these institutions with a low proportion of students in the sample as a whole does not
substantially skew the overall composition — which we will consider as by and large

representative of the child-rearing segment of the chosen communities.

With all the above differentiating factors in mind, a few common denominators had to be
established to characterise our sites by their ethnic divides. In accordance with the focal
questions of this study, it was of key importance to see the position of the chosen minority
ethnic groups at high risk of being “othered”, and follow the lives, interethnic relations, school
career, and future outlook of students from such backgrounds in comparison to groups that
hypothetically face smaller degrees of endangerment. This consideration has led us to set up
three categories with regard to minority background. In the discussions that follow, we
distinguish among students who belong to the majority, children from those groups whose other
than “white European” background can be seen at first glance — calling them “visible”” minorities
— and youth of “other” migrant backgrounds who “visibly” do not appear as strangers but whom
the majority still seems to keep at a distance for not belonging to them in full.* These three
categories are present in all our countries, though the actual proportions naturally differ for all
the reasons that have been discussed so far. In sum, 59 per cent of the surveyed students come
from families where parents and children all belong to the country’s “ethnic majority” ; families
where both students and parents are from “visible” minority background represent 28 per cent,
while the remaining 13 per cent come either from “mixed” backgrounds or from families of
“non-visible” minorities. The highest proportions of “visible”” minorities turned out to be present
in the Danish and French samples (61 and 58 per cent, respectively) where — as it was pointed
out above — the very specificities of the school system have led to the “aggrandisement” of the
picture of ethnic minority students and families; at the other end, the lowest proportion of such
people is shown in the Czech Republic (13 per cent in both cases), where this is largely due to

the relatively low ratio of Roma in the urban population.

While they are diverse by ethnic affiliation, “visible” minorities in the focus of our study

have a few important characteristics in common. First of all, they are all settled minorities, in the

* It is worth indicating here that the group of “other” minorities comprises students from “mixed”
(majority/minority background) and those from “immigrant background”, whose families have left behind another
European country or have rather recently arrived from one of the overseas developed countries (United States,
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, etc.). It has to be noted that Eastern Europeans make up half of the group,
followed by immigrants from the “developed West” (from overseas or Western European descent) with a share of
35 per cent, while students with “mixed” identities represent 15 per cent of the group. In the light of this
distribution, we can probably justifiably use the category of “white immigrants” to denote this group.
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sense that their family histories point far back into the past. Eighty-seven per cent of the
respondents belonging to this group were born in the country where they currently live. In other
words, they are of immigrant background but cannot be considered migrants any more — we call

. . 5
them “second generation migrants,”

though in a more accurate phrasing, we should name them
“at least second generation migrants”. Such a phrasing would be all the more appropriate
because in no less than 73 per cent of the cases, both of the parents of students from “visible”
ethnic background were themselves born in the country where the family currently lives, and the
corresponding ratio — 67 per cent — is not substantially lower in the case of “other” minorities
either. In this context, it should be mentioned that there is a great divide between the “new” and
the “old” member states in our sample. In the case of Roma in the former group, being settled in
the country dates back for centuries; hence, the parents were also born there. The picture is
different in the “old” member states (all with recent histories of intense cross-border migration),
where only some 845 per cent of the parents were themselves second generation immigrants,
while the majority of them arrived relatively late (mostly in adulthood). However, even is these
cases, the family’s history in their new home country dates back at least 15-25 years — a
substantial period for adapting and integrating. Hence, it makes sense to state that the picture
that will be introduced next can be considered as a measure of social inclusion: differences in
attained positions and living conditions in comparison to the cohabitating majorities show how
far minority ethnic people can go by overcoming the temporary but natural obstacles of

resettlement.

Families and children

A quick look at some basic demographic characteristics of the investigated communities reveals
a few rather important peculiarities: country by country, it is families with high numbers of
children that determine the profile of the local society. True, it is minority groups in the first
place that carry this characteristic.® However, as it is clear from Table 1.1, local majorities also
live in relatively large households, indicated by the fact that the proportions of families with

three or more children is higher among them than on average in the respective countries.

> It is interesting to note that the proportion of “newcomers” is somewhat higher among young people from “other
minority” background: nearly every fifth student among them was born in a country different from where they live
now. Upon closer scrutiny, it becomes clear that this difference is largely due to the recent and intense migration of
Eastern Europeans to the West.

® Romania is an exception in this regard. This is mainly due to the fact that Roma students attending the concluding
years of primary education come mainly from the upward-striving and relatively well-off segments of the minority
community (those from poorer backgrounds dropped out in earlier years) where one way for upward mobility has
been to deliberately limit the number of births.
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Table 1.1
Proportion of households with three or more children

among all child-rearing households

Proportion (%) of households with three or more children among all
Country child-rearing households
National average Average Majority Minorities
in the investigated communities
Czech Republic 8.7 25.1 16.4 49.2
Denmark 17.3 54.2 24.5 68.9
France 16.7 53.7 35.4 58.7
Germany 11.8 433 32.2 51.2
Hungary 14.6 29.3 234 51.2
Romania 10.9 30.1 323 22.4
Slovakia 14.8 25.6 20.5 37.0
United Kingdom 16.7 37.5 27.9 56.7

Sources: OECD Family Database 2009, except for Denmark, where the data come from the National Statistical
Database 2010.

While the numbers of children are outstandingly high, the household formations seem to
follow the mainstream: it is two parents with children that primarily dominate the scene. In each
country, this is the type of family in which close to two-thirds of the respondents live.
Interestingly enough, intra-country differences among the three large groups reveal an even
stronger prevalence of this pattern among “visible minority” families than in their counterparts
in the majority. It seems that the burdens and challenges of accommodating amidst the new
circumstances require stronger family bondages and support than for majority members: in each
country, single-parent families are much below the share of the respective rates among the
majority. It is worth noting, however, that this latter formation is rather frequent among other

migrant groups: many of them are refugees, asylum-seekers, or economic migrants who have not
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yet succeeded to re-unite the family; hence, it is often the task of the only parent to cope with the

new situation.

Another interesting and stable feature is the low occurrence of extended families and other
formations: regardless of the cultural traditions that one might assume to differ greatly by
ethnicity, the frequency of this formation is around 22-27 per cent in all ethnic groups — the
local majorities included. It seems that adaptation to the new conditions probably starts with
“modernising” the form of family cohabitation. Irrespective of their roots and origins, these
urban groups all have left behind other patterns than that of the nuclear family.” Unfortunately,
we do not know the age-structure of the families, neither is there information about the age of
the parents. However, an indirect indicator might be the high proportion of those households in
the sample where all the children live at home: it is only in 28 per cent of the cases that some of
the siblings of our respondents have already left. This fact seems to signal that, for the most part,
parents might be relatively young. As for separations, there are two exceptions to the general
rule: the first relates to Roma families, where the respective ratio is 34 per cent. This figure is
the indication of a well-known phenomenon: the very early start of — forced — adulthood in the
affected communities that frequently concludes in teenage separation from the parental house.
The second departure is demonstrated by the relatively small families (one to two children) of
those immigrants who arrived rather recently — in adulthood — and whose elder child already
lives apart in 49 per cent of the cases. This latter case suggests that, perhaps due to the many
years devoted to the move and resettlement, these parents of teenage children might be older

than the majority in the sample.

On the whole, the communities are constituted by people with a shared history of lasting
cohabitation. It is especially young people for whom the given country is their homeland: only

six per cent of the students in the sample were born somewhere else.

Strong bonds to the country also characterise the majority of their parents, among whom
only approximately one-quarter were born outside the borders but, for the most part, even
members of the latter sub-group had migrated in the early years of childhood (the proportion of
parents arriving in adulthood is only 13 per cent). In the light of these data, one can say that the

studied ethnic groups chiefly consist of settled minorities that had accommodated themselves in

"1t has to be added that welfare policies might play a great role in invoking the sweeping dominance of the nuclear
family formation. After all, support schemes, training programmes, job placement, and the wide range of benefits
all tacitly assume that it is parents and children who live together, and the principles of access are adjusted
accordingly. Furthermore, recent stringent rules in immigration policies have attempted to slow down the inflow of
kin from the countries of origin — which might be another factor that manifests itself in the spreading of the nuclear
family model.
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their new home country decades, if not generations, before. Such a long history of being at home
in the new environment makes it an interesting feature to mention that the involved ethnic
minority groups still have preserved their distinct features in comparison to the cohabitating
majorities: they live in bigger households, have more children, and the frequency of living in the
close proximity of relatives is rather high among them. However, the explanations behind these
distinctions vary. Most probably, it is religion and the traditions of organising all major
relationships around the family that provides the reasons behind the very high fertility rate in
Black African and Caribbean families, while — with a decrease in the importance of specific
traditions and religiosity — it is primarily deep poverty and the pressing need for contributions of
“all hands within reach” that raise the number of children in Roma families significantly above

those in non-Roma families in the communities of Central Europe.

Parents’ education

Being aware of the close associations between students’ educational careers and their parents’
educational attainment (OECD 2007 and 2008), it was of great importance for us to collect
detailed data about the level of schooling of both the fathers and mothers of our respondents. At
the same time, these data are significant indicators also of the social composition of the
communities behind the schools that are in the focus of our inquiry. Although a lot can be
learned from the distributions that will be discussed below, they have to be read with great
caution. No less than 30 per cent of our respondents could not or did not want to reveal the level
of schooling of their fathers, and though they were somewhat more informed about their
mother’s educational attainment, the proportion of missing information still was as high as 24
per cent in this regard.® A closer analysis of the missing data revealed that it was mostly students
from poor households who could or did not want to indicate their parents’ education. Therefore,
one can assume that the “missing” levels of education would concentrate toward the lower end
of the educational hierarchy; thus, the picture below is most probably more favourable than what

a full-scale distribution would show.

In comparing parents’ education to the mainstream patterns in their country, one has to
face insurmountable difficulties. Although recent OECD and Eurostat studies have suggested

new classifications to provide interchangeable categorisations for Europe’s very diverse

¥ Around these averages, there is a substantial difference according to the respondents’ ethnic background: ethnic
minority students seemed to be less informed than their peers from the majority. The proportion of missing
information at 35 and 29 per cent respectively might reflect the difficulties of the former group of students in
translating educational attainment between the systems of the country of origin of parents and their current home;
furthermore, they indirectly indicate the troubled and unsettled conditions that these families often face in their
daily life.

22



educational systems, cross-country comparisons of attained educational levels of the populations
are very rarely produced, and the available data are highly aggregated. Hence, Table 1.2 below
has to be read as indicating gross tendencies. Since one can assume that parents of our 14—17-
year-old students are dominantly between their late 30s and mid-50s, a proper comparison
would require a breakdown by age. However, comparable data are available only for the much
wider cohort of the working-age population. Furthermore, one can assume substantial
differences by gender — however, comparative data-sets separating male and female data for the
adult population are unavailable. Hence, Table 1.2 below compares our samples to the gross
statistics of the working-age population as a whole, and indicates the internal differences by the

aggregate categories of majority and ethnic minority belonging.

Table 1.2 reveals an interesting pattern across its fields. The communities where ethnic
minority people make up a substantial group are characterised by a remarkable polarisation
according to the level of education of the adult population. While it is people who have
graduated from secondary education who make up the majority in all the involved countries, this
level is rather underrepresented in the investigated communities. Instead, a bifurcated pattern
seems to prevail in them: while it is low educational attainment that dominates the scene, the
proportion of men and women with a degree in higher education is also remarkable. With the
exception of France, the latter supersedes the proportions shown for the entire population. This
dual pattern characterises as much the local majorities as the ethnic minorities. However, the
relative advantage of the former above the latter is clear: the dominance of low educational
attainment is more pronounced for the minority groups than for the local majority, and the case
is just the opposite with regard to the proportion of those with higher education where the lead is
taken by the majorities. An interesting exception is presented by people in North City in the
United Kingdom (though due to the outstandingly large proportion of missing information, the
data have to be read with caution). In this case, the proportion of poorly educated parents
corresponds to the national average, while the ratio of those with a degree in higher education is
much above the average ratio with ethnic minority adults lagging behind those from the majority

by only a marginal rate.

The demonstrated patterns have evolved as results of different historical processes. First,
as the data show, migration has shifted toward relatively highly educated groups. While the
great boom of the 1970s of inviting guest workers to fill thousands of low-paid unqualified jobs
was built on the inflow of poorly educated groups from the developing world, today’s migration
is driven mainly by people with high qualification — and among them, by men with valuable

degrees in the first place. As the data from the “old” member states show without exception,
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newly arrived fathers are better educated than their established counterparts. Seemingly, the
pattern holds less for women, among whom the duration of being settled does not make a
difference. This perhaps reflects another aspect of the process: migration is a family endeavour
and its success hinges on men’s prospects to find honourable and well-paid jobs in the new
environment. At the same time, living in a community that is dominated by people whose social
standing — at least as indicated by educational attainment — is toward the lower end of the social
hierarchy indicates that the newcomers have not yet finished their “mobility project”. As we will
see below, neither their housing conditions nor the living standard of the families correspond to
what established groups of highly qualified people are characterised by. In this sense, they are in

a lasting transient state, and it is often the children who are expected to accomplish the process.

Another important characteristic of the prevailing educational patterns refers to Roma
groups in Central Europe. As to their prospects, the length of the time living in the society in
question simply does not matter: they have always been confined to the lowest ranks of the
educational hierarchy, and this deprived position seems to be reproduced in an unchallenged
manner generation after generation. While the above described trend of highly educated people
being on the move prevails for the majorities, being born where one lives or moving in
geographic terms does not conclude in upward educational mobility for the Roma community.
The intergenerational reproduction of their educational disadvantages is shown in the sharpest
way by the Hungarian case where inclusion of Roma into the sample was the highest among the
four countries and where the rate of missing information was the lowest. These data demonstrate
that even secondary level graduation is a rare exception among Roma adults (only two per cent
of the fathers and nine per cent of the mothers were reported to have such an attainment), while
the proportion of those with no less than elementary education is as high as 55 per cent for men

and 63 per cent for women.
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Table 1.2

Level of education of parents, in comparison to the population,* by country

(Intra-group percentage distribution by highest level of educational attainment)

Level of Group Czech Denmark France Germany | Hungary Romania Slovakia United
education Republic Kingdom
Majority 43 31 69 53 47 55 22 31
At most, —
Minority 65 55 68 69 90 60 60 31
non-
graduating Together 54 46 68 61 51 57 33 31
vocational | Population 10 17 33 17 22 n.d. 14 31
training
Majority 33 19 22 25 36 34 52 18
Secondary- |y ri ority 19 16 19 17 8 35 31 26
level
. Together 25 18 20 21 26 34 46 21
graduation
Population 76 47 41 52 59 n.d. 72 39
Majority 14 50 9 22 17 11 26 51
Degree in —
Minority 16 29 13 14 2 5 9 43
higher
Together 21 36 12 18 23 9 21 48
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education

Population

14

36

26

24

17

n.d.

14

30

Within-group totals

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

* “Population” refers to the working-age population (25-64 years of age).

Source: Education at a Glance 2008. Paris: OECD (2008)

26



As a more detailed breakdown of our data reveals, patterns of parental educational
attainment show great variations according to ethnic affiliation. The differences in Table 1.3
reflect departing histories. Though the proportions of poorly educated males and females are
higher in all minority groups than in the majority, there are substantial differences among the
former, ranging from the relatively low rates of 23-25 per cent among the Eastern European
immigrants and those from mixed backgrounds, to the outstandingly high proportions of 56 per
cent among fathers and 62 per cent among mothers in the Muslim groups. The picture is more
colourful among highly educated parents: though for the most part, the ratios among the various
minority groups remain below those for the majority, there are a few important exceptions.
Black African and Caribbean women perform better than the “hosting” majority, and the case is
similar for Asian and Black African/Caribbean men. These achievements reflect different
models of mobility. A comparison of the “newcomers” — i.e., those who immigrated as adults —
with inborn peers of the respective ethnic groups reveals that it is to a large extent the best
educated groups among Black Africans and Caribbean who provide the continuous source of
migration, while among the Asian groups, it is the speedy upward mobility of less educated

migrants that raises the proportion of well-educated people to a relatively high level.

At the same time, there are two large groups that stand out for practically being deprived
of access to higher education: the Roma in Central Europe and Muslim parents in the “old”
member states of the West. In the former group, the best that men and women can attain is the
acquisition of some vocational qualification (42 per cent of fathers and 36 per cent of mothers).
For people from the Muslim world, traditional gender differences induce further divides: though
the 10 per cent rate of fathers holding a degree from higher education is the second lowest
among the studied ethnic groups, it is still double that of the corresponding rate among mothers

of the same ethnic group.

Another important feature of the patterns of parental education is the rather high degree of
congruity between the attainment of spouses: in 56 per cent of the cases, they are identical,’
while the remaining 44 per cent is equally distributed between the “traditional” configuration of
the father having a higher level of attainment, and the “non-traditional” where the mother holds

the educational lead in the family.

The overall outcome of the described tendencies is a remarkable divide between majority

and minority ethnic people that is further refined by skin colour to the detriment of the “visible”

? Interesting exceptions to the rule are those highly educated Muslim and Eastern European men whose wives are
significantly less educated. These traditional divisions of roles are assigned in 72 per cent of the respective Muslim
families, and 62 per cent of the Eastern European ones.
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groups. As a comparison of the first and the last two rows of Table 1.3 shows, the proportion of
very poorly educated fathers is close to four times higher among those who “visibly” differ from
the majority than for the dominant “host” group, and the respective multiplier is nearly twice
that for mothers. At the same time, men and women in the “visible” groups have just half the
chance to get into the highest educated echelon of that of their same-sex majority peers. “White”
immigrants have a better outlook: though poorly educated people are somewhat overrepresented
in the case of both sexes, the differences are significantly milder than for “visible” immigrants

and are powerfully countervailed by the near to equal share of highly educated people.
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Table 1.3

Parents’ level of education by ethnic affiliation

Ethnic/national background

Percentage of fathers with

Percentage of mothers with

No more than primary | College/University No more than College/University
schooling degree primary schooling degree

Majority 12 24 13 23
Roma 44 1 48 3

Eastern European 23 20 25 16
Asian 40 26 45 18
Muslim 56 10 62 5

Black African/Caribbean 31 30 35 28
Immigrant from a developed country (“White”) 40 24 39 17
Mixed ethnic background 23 21 25 22
“Visible” ethnic minorities together 46 13 49 12
Other (“immigrant white”’) minorities 21 22 21 20
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In conclusion, it is worth noting that the popular stereotype of immigrants as uneducated
has to be thoroughly revised. Though there is a constant influx of such groups, they are certainly
not the only ones: rather substantial parts of the immigrant communities represent the opposite
end of the educational scale. Two important minority ethnic communities are exceptions to such
a division: apparently, Roma and those from the Muslim world have little chance for educational
improvement. Whether they had settled generations before or arrived relatively late, members of
these two groups are confined to the lowest educational positioning in what are now their home

societies.

It deserves an additional note to point out that parental education does not only influence
individual careers but works also as a strong structuring factor of the school systems as such.
Our data reveal that the higher the proportion of poorly educated parents, the higher the rate of
ethnic minority students in a given educational unit, and vice versa: highly educated parents tend
to send their children to schools dominated by the majority. These associations reflect the
conviction that education is a powerful path for upward mobility which, in turn, requires a high
degree of integration into the dominant society. At the other end of the spectrum, it is more an
outcome of external forces than a sign of a choice: children of poorly educated parents gather in
“ethnic minority” schools largely because such schools are abandoned by anyone who has the
opportunity and the power to act upon other options.'® As an outcome of these trends, while
families where neither of the parents have more than elementary-level schooling represent 17
per cent on the average, their ratio is only five per cent in schools where at least 80 per cent of
the students come from the majority , and the corresponding figure jumps as high as 36 per cent
in those units where it is ethnic minority groups that are in exclusivity (i.e., children from such

backgrounds form 80 per cent or more of the student body).

The shaping of departing school profiles is no less remarkable at the other end of the scale.
While families with secondary or higher parental educational attainment represent 57 per cent
on the average, the corresponding proportion is 71 per cent in majority-dominated schools,
while dropping to 45 per cent in schools where ethnic minority students have the absolute
majority. As we will see, these departing educational profiles influence in many ways how

schools work and how students envision their educational careers. This is easy to understand: on

' This tendency seems to prevail despite the fact that some of the minority-dominated schools have come to
existence by choice: this is the case with the two Muslim independent schools in Denmark that were founded with
the explicit will of the Muslim community to preserve their culture. However, even these schools are attended by
children of relatively poorly educated parents. As the data show, the proportion of students coming from a parental
house with adults having only elementary education is 15 per cent higher, while the ratio of those from families
where at least one parent holds a university degree is 23 per cent lower than in mixed Danish schools.
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the one hand, educated parents exert a high degree of control on the quality and content of
education, and in this regard, a high-performing parental educational environment in itself has a
strong pulling effect. On the other hand, educated and successful parents provide role models
even for those students whose own parents might have given up schooling at an early stage —
hence, the environment might be a strong factor in individual mobility aspirations. Given these
multifaceted implications, it is not only educational background taken individually but also the
“parental educational environment” that we have to consider in our search for factors behind

variations in performance and advancement.

Employment

The relatively low standing of the investigated communities in comparison to the main trends in
the respective societies is clearly indicated by some data on employment, and even more, by
those on access to regular full-time work. Country by country, rates of both male and female
employment fall substantially short of the corresponding indicators of men and women in the
comparable age-brackets. Taking into account that, given their life-cycle and age, our parental
generation is at the peak of employability, it is worth comparing the data of our study to the
aggregate OECD statistics on men and women in their late forties and early fifties. As Table 1.4
indicates, the relatively good access of this cohort to employment is demonstrated to a limited
extent in our communities: the rates of parental employment fall 10-30 per cent below the

national indicators.

Table 1.4
Rates of employment in the 45-54-year-old male and female population, and among fathers

and mothers, by country

Country Men Women Fathers Mothers
aged 45-54 in the community
Czech Republic 90.2 85.3 74.5 72.2
Denmark 90.