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Executive simmary

General study data

The study was conducted among students enrolled in lower secondary schools (grades 5 to 8) «
their parents fronCentre North-East and SoutMuntenia Regions of Romania, in schools where the share
of Roma children was at least1®%. In fact, they repreated the target population of the study which was
subdivided into 3 categories:

1 Roma students (antheir parents / guardians),

1 non-Roma students (and their parents / guardians),

1 early school leavers (stients who have not been attendsafpool over the past 4 weeks prior to the
study) / students having at least 20 unmotivated absences (and their parents / guardians).

A sample of respondents was selected for each target group. The surveys were conducted as a p
(Wave 1 on the first yeaof implementation of the project, respectively Wave 2 in the third year of the
project, resorting to the same sample of students) in order to have a longitudinal perspective on stud
progress and to compare school abandonment rates from one resear¢h a@other among the sample of
monitored students.

Data were collected duringpril - May 2011 (for Wave 1), respectivelpril - May 2013 (for
Wave 2) by means of fade-face questionnaires applied at school or at home.

Samples selected for Wave 1:

1 Roma students (and their parents / guardians): 700 subjects, representative of the Roma stude
target population from the counties involved in the proj€entre North-East and SoutMuntenia
regiong;

1 non-Roma students (and their parents / guardia®3® subjects, representative of the 4Rwma
students target population from the counties involved in the prdpecttle North-East and South
Muntenia regions);

1 early school leaers (who have not been attendswhool over the past 4 weeks prior te gtudy or
students gatheringt least 20 unmotivateatbsencegand their parents / guardians): 29®jects
81% of the respondents from akke 1 were also interviewed itWave 2 Some of the initial

respondents could no longer be identified (due to family emigration, change of residence etc.) or simg

refused to follow up with thé&Vave 2questionnaire, therefore they were replaced with other students
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meeting similar criteria.

The maximum acceptable error for each of theRoma / noARoma studentssamples is oft+ / -
3.% at a95% probability level The sample of early school leaveasnd their parentsguardiany c an 6t
calculated considering the fact that their choice wagther randomizegnor stratified because ddck of
official data on soci@lemographic categories for secondary level early school le&¥ersover, there is no
framework for field identificatiorthat would allow for a random selection. However, the sample allows
benchmarking against the representasamplesof Roma / norRoma students selected throughout the
research. The sample resuleharing Wave 1was poststratified (weighted)taking intoaccount the actual
size of theRomapopulatiaV/ other ethnicityaccording tahe National Institute of Statistics (NIS). The share
was calculated based on the stratification criterion (rural / urban residency and casatgtio between

the actual poplationsize,according to official dateand the sample in each stratum.

Summary results - Wave |

V The first conclusion that clearly emerges from the survey data is that school absenteeism and drop
rate are significantly higher among Ronsaudents The educational cumulative process of Roma
students (evaluated throughout the research based on grades obtaitstematics and Romanian
Language and Literaturas much weaker than that of n&oma students hence the educational
opportunitiesfor Romastudentsare definitely lower. According to our dataout of 3 Roma children
(35.9%) has gathered more than 20 absen@ssppposed to 1 out of T®n-Romastudentg11%). At
the other end 8 out of 10 norfRoma students7/{.7®6) had a maximum of 10 unmotited absences,
while only 1outof 2 Roma students (4®0) is in the same situation. In terms of class performance, a
quater of norRRoma students (234) had grades above 8 Mathematics and Romanian Language
and Literatureas compared to only 5% of Rarstudents (1 in 20$3.8% ofthe Roma student§ out
of 10) attained anverage grade iMathematics and Romanian Language and Literaitirmaxim §
as compared tonly 26.8% of thenonRomastudents

V The statistical analysis carried out showed theg gap between school absenteeism and school
performance is maintained even when controlling the effect of certain fundamental variables such
level of parental educatigrresidency cultural capitalof the family (operationalized throughout the
researchby the number of books owned by the family),-pobool preparation (the number of years

attendingkindergartens and nursery schools). In other words there is a gap beheesucational

10
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opportunitiefor Roma and noiiRomastudentsdespite similar social conditions (parents with identical
level of education, similar cultural capital and preschool preparaimiar rural/ urbanresidency, as
observed in all counties involved in this project. Basically, one of the findingst iRd¢inaa children do

not benefitin the same way from the Romanian educational system (including preschazatio,
despite identical attendance periods and similar family and social capital. Under the circumdtances
quality ofthe education receivelly a Roma student as compared to aRoma one (evewhen they
study in the same classroom), the occurrence of covert discrimination mechanisms, the unequ
treatmentgiven by teachers as a manifestation of existing stereotypes against Roma studdreseall
matters become extremely relevant.

V Another significant finding was thatdut of 50 Roma students (2.5%) declared tacknow Romanian,
while 3.9%stated that they weramiliar with it enough to get by and all these Romstudentsare
enrolled inlower secondary education (grades)S Only 3 out of 4 Roma children (72.6%) know
Romanian very well, according to their own statements. Data also revealed that ant@$d1Roma
children (22%) spokéhe Romanilanguageat home before going to schaid the same proportion of
Roma students stat¢o know their language very well.

V  The results of the report confirm that school is not a friendly environment for all students, regardless

their ethnicity. The survey data show that many parents consider that the unequal treatment of Rol

children is aschoolmatter (15.2%) and the sleaof Roma parents who feel this way is significantly

higher than that of neBRoma parents (17.3% vs. 12.5%). At the same time, at leastt df 10

interviewed parents (12%) thinks that Roma students are treated worse than-Renmemnes in

school- amag Roma parents the share is significantly higher (1&3%pposed t8.9%).

V  The research revealed that Roma childeeausuallyseated irthe last two desks rather than the first

ones, compa&d to nhorRoma students 23.9% of nonRoma students occupy the last or penultimate

desk (if there are at least 3 rows of desks in the classroom) compa&8éd®o Roma children, which
might be an indicator of educational discrimination. There is also a tendency for Roma students
share a desk withanother Roma studentJnder the circumstance# is recommended that the
interventionplanned & ensure equal opportunities to Roma childveraimed at fighting the negative
attitudes against Roma amopeers or teachers and increadingjr empathytowards thaunfavourable

social conditions Romatudentsare faced with and #t are beyond theicontrol. Also, monitoring,

11
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reporting and discoaging any ethnierelated discrimination case from n&oma students and
teachers are more than weined.

V  Survey data confirm othdssuesrelated toRoma community and studentisat havealreadybeen
perceived, but nogyet supported by evidence. Thuke sarcer and poordamily resources (material,
educational and social resources, as welladiges)play an important paras far aghe existing gap in
terms ofequal access to educatifox Roma childrens concernedThe income and material resources
are clearly lower among Roma children and the percentage of Roma students who come fresn famili
that canodot provide a mi ni sonificandyth@gheptlaatydmpacingoh i v i
their educational process. It is disturbing that in the schools where the study was conducted alme
every third Roma student (29.2%) has livatleast once over the past moyitie experience of gog

to schoolfeelinghungry because themasnothing to eat at homeaccording to theiown statements.

The share of noRomastudentdiving the same experience is three times smaller (10%). The main
income source for a quarter (25.p% the interviewed Roma families is represertgcdhild benefits

as compared tondy 11.1% of noARoma families. For 1 out of 3 families of Rorsmdenty32.4%)

the main source of revenug the social supporta siuation faced by onlyp.7%6 of the nonRoma
families! The focus group part of the research revealed that presarflgmaniathere still are cases

of students who refuse to attend school because of the dleltméhen wearing their clothes. The
guantitatve data support thiséd, as 1 out of 20 Roma students ¥b). ®ften or very often fesh sense

of shame because bfs / herclothes, in comparison with only 28 of the nonRomastudents There

are other variables regarding the financiadlfare o f t he st utbae cleary sndichta the | vy
tremendous gap separating Roma and -Roma children. The data and resea@mnded
recommendati on I's that the i nter v ashodldtake intd o
consideration theifinancial living conditions as well, as a necessary measure in ensuring a normal
educational process.

V  The educational capital is also lower among Roma children famalgee29.% of the parents of Roma
studentdall into the "no school or primary educatjaat mo$" category,as opposed tonly 3.4% of

the parents of neRomastudentgthe analysis took into consideration the parent / guardian with the
highest education level in the family). While nearlp@ of 10 Roma parent$4.1%) had more than
secondary edwtion, only lout of 10 norRoma parentsl@.@%) has the same educational status. The

difference is huge and cleariydicatesthe hiatus between the two categories of students in terms of
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family support throughout the educational process terms of guilance through the school system,
helping with homework, understanding school difficulties, helping to develop the cognitive skills in the
first years of life by enriching vocabulary, stimulating the associstaindeasetc. In this particular
case the mommended intervention consists oihtpensatory measures suchaéterschool additional
training in order to counterbalance the lack of family support, as one can easily imagine the kind «
help astudentenrolled in lower education may receive from p#&ewith primary education, as
compared with the assistance provided by a family where at leastfahe parens has an upper
secondaryr faculty level education.

V  The research also showed major differences as to the amount of forrsahpat educatiomeceived

by Roma children compared to r®oma In this respectthe data speak for themselves: only 4.9% of
norntRoma children did not attend kindergartens, while the share of Roma children in the same situatic
IS 26.7%. Moreover, among those who wentkbodergarten, the ratio of néRoma children who
attended it for just one year is 8.2%, while that of Roma children is significantly higher, up to 26.4%
Unfortunately there is no data available as to the qualitthefpreschool educatioreceived

V  Theimportance of preschool training is essential to scholastic performance and success in adult life, :
common fact to all experts e sociology of education. In light of the findings set out in the present
report the huge gap separating Roma and-Roma studentsn terms of school performance, school
leaving raé and so oris hardly surprising. The difference iarms ofpreparation is gesent from the
starting point(the 1% grade) and it will onlybe perpetuated throughout all subsequent classes and
educational l evel s, hence |l argely affecting
accumulation of kawledge. Therefore, compensatihg insufficient family support for Roma students
with extensive and intensive peehooleducation measures ligghly recommended. Certain programs
have already been implemented in this respect, but there should be a AeWehabmprehensive
intervention aimed at all Roma childrém top priority for Romania.

V  The cultural capital of Roma and n&oma families presents significant differences, as revealed by the
indicator we relied on throughout the research, namely the number of books (other than textbooks)
the student ds househogd(d4.7%)Toftha Roma faniiliescowd maxirhumd@
books, while the percentage of ABoma families with up to 10 books is 37.7%. The survey indicated
that every 4out of 10 households (39.2%) of nddomastudentshave minimum 26 books, situation
encounterednly in 1 out of 10 households (10.2%) of Roma students.
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V  The valuesand aspirations that characterize Roma paregtmvdiansare less likely to prevent early
school leaving(ESL), as 1 out of 10 Roma students (BMas never encouraged with the famous
dictumi k nowl edge i s power -®Romastudentsrea simiaesitusitiorais af %).0 f
Apparently 9 out of 10 parents of n&omastudents(90.9%) wish for their child tenrol in upper
secondary educatiomhile only 7 out of 10 Roma parentisink the samesay(71.9 %). Only 1 in 20
parents (5.6 %) of neBRomastudentssay that they want "a little", "very little" or "not at all" for their
child to pursughe upper secondary educati@s compared to 1 in 7 (194 parents of Roma origin.
Undowtedly,par ent s' aspirati onceompletogd stuliesnage alsohredlected irc h
the support they provide throughout schooling. Thereim@e efforts are required from mentors or
advisors in order to improve Romnstudenté p e r sop thevialuewokeducation, which they do not
fully grasp due to family context.

V  Throughout the surveys data were gathered both from Roma arflomeastudentsas well as from a
sample of early school leavers siudentswvith more than 20 unmotivated amees (thus presenting a
high risk of dropout). Naturallythe specific profile of teenagers in this situation also suggests the
causes of the phenomendrhe research clearly shows that the profile of Roma students is definitely
closer to that of early ool leavers or teenagers at risk of dropout. All the differences between Roma
and norRomastudentsrevealed in the present reperthat support the idea ddbwer educational
opportunities andncreased risk of dropping out for the first categergre even more acute when
comparing norRomastudentswith early school leavers @tudentswith more than 20 unmotivated
absences. The degree of marginalization is more severe as far as thesesesaageicerneanost of
themaresdaed i n the rear finasid bumanasoakl ahdwvalues capita imlowery 6
when compared to the group of Rostadentsstill attending school.tlis worth mentioning that 7794

of the young peopleetected among the sample of early school leavers or those gathering over 2
unmotivated absences are of Roma descent. These data support the conclusion thstudRortsa
present a higher risk of dropping out of school.

V  The research also analysed the datien between the percentage of Roma children in schools and
various aspects of school environment. Such data show that there is a higher concentration of Ro
students in schools where the share of children who have attended three years of kindsrgarten i
maximum10%. At the same timéhe share of children who have attended kindergarten for less than a

year is higher in schools with significant Roma children presence.
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V Moreover, the research revealed that schools with higher percentage of regisi@m@dtRdents have
fewer facilitiesi such as physics / chemistry laboratories, gyms, computer labs, computers, toilets insic
the school orcentralisedheating systenii based orthe information provided bgchool headmasters /
headmistresses.

V  Schools witha high percentage of Roma students have fewer opportunities to benefit from the

assistance of a school counsellor, but, on the other tlaydre more likely to have Roma teachers.

V  The survey also tested the relationship between the percentage ofsRoleatsenrolledand their
motivation tofurther their educatianThe overall sample reveals that there is a greater propensity for
continuingthe uppersecondary education in schools with maximum 10% Roma stuidafitsough in
this case the statisticadsociation is rather low.

V  The survey data show major discrepancies in terms of family, institutional and social support (startir
from birth and then throughout the educational process), as well as educational opportunities betwe
Roma and nofRoma studets. There are several explanations for this situation which is the result of a
mix of factors. One of these is simply due to the fact that schoolsthaakffective mechanisms to
facilitate school integratiofor Romastudentslt should be noted that aloma children included in the
study were identified by their teachers as being of Roma origin (practically the Roma stuelents w
identified using the hetesidentification method). Therefore the studésdcher relation was always
i nf |l uenc e dconstant awarenesh @ teacliing to Roma children. The responses gathered fro
Roma students and their parents / guardians indicate they do not go through the scholar system hic
their ethnicity, as it so frequently happens in other cases identifiedgthrotiner programs and
researches conducted in the fi el deresults aRwaegc s
recommendation emerges: therearsurgent need for an ample intervention in order to rebalémee

educational opportunities eten Rona and norfRoma students

Summary results- Wave 2

A. School dropout

Collecteddata showthat the proportion of students who left school over the two years elapsed from
the completion of Wave 120112013) was 19.7% (the percentage applies to the randmelgcted
students). Basicallyabout 1 out of 5 students surveyed in 2011 had left school by 2013. The presen
statistical analysis (as well as the results presented below) only includes the students who have be

identified during both waves of researctdavhose school dropout was verifiable.
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Amongthe nonRoma students interviewed in botesearch waves onlydut of 14 (7%) dropped
out, while the same share among R@nhalentgaises to 31% almostl out of 3 Roma children left school
only two years fier being interviewed. From another point of vieaver 80% of the students who dropped
out between the two research waves (22Q13) are of Roma origin. Therefore, the odds of dropping out
of school in the next two years were 6 times higher for a Retndentenrolled in lower secondary
educationin 2011, as comparedo a nornrRomastudent- in schools fromSouthMuntenia, Centreand
North-East regions witha 510% share of Roma studen&nrolled (see Table81. Dropout rate among
sampled Roma and ndRomastudenty

According to research results there is a significant correlation between school dropout and:

- Limited family supporflow educational and cultural capital of parents / guardians);

- Unfriendly, nortrinclusive school environmerthe degree to which the student is pleased to go to
school, the extent to which he / she feels integratedsegngin the classroom, nemvolvement
or low participation in preschool education);

- Low gradeqself-representation aneducatiorvaluing);

- The transition from one stage of education to anoftiex highest dropout rate is registered after the
completion of the 8 grade);

- Pertaining to a vulnerable group.

The strongest indicator explaining school dropout is the way studentsvpesckool: 64.1% of the
early school leaverdid not likegoing to school, compared to 12.3% who dropped out despite the fact they
perceived school as a friendly environment whibiey liked to go(see Table 93. Correlation between
school attractivenesd risk of school dropoutAlso, sudent academic performance influences the risk of
dropout. Students with higher grades are less likely to drop out of school than those eithrémessee
Table 82.Correlation between average grades in MathematidsRomanian Language and Literature and
school dropoyt

Whenintroducingthe ethnic variable the correlation clearly indicates that Retondentswith low
grades present a higher risk of school abandonment thafiRema studentswith similar grades. One
possible explanation lies in the family support in continuing their educédiem Table 83Correlation
between averaggradesin Mathematics and Romanian Language and Literature and current school
situatior). At the same time here is a correlation betweechsol dropouandp ar ent s 6 | ev el

namely the higher the level of educat the lesser the dropout risk (see TaB& Correlation between
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level of education and risk of school dropout

Moreover, he cultural cpital of the family (represented by the number of books held at home) is
also correlated with the school dropout rate, namely the greater the number of books the student was abl
find at home, the smaller the dropout r{skeTable90. Correlation between the number of books at home
and risk of school dropout

The inequality generated by famityschool relation is also reflected by the positive correlation
bet ween the familyds financi al S | thewadia of studentsvimod t
tendto drop out of school are those coming frpoorer familiegseeTale 88. Correlation between family
financial capacity to support educational expenses and risk of school dropout

St u d espiratoréal lexel ohow muchtheywant to attend higischool also influences the risk of
school dropoufsee Talke 94 Correlation between level of aspiration to enrol in upper secondary education
and risk of school dropout

Another variable that ipositively correlated wih the dropout rate is theeat assigneth the
classroom an indicator of the degree of integration or +ieclusion at schol (see Tabl€2. Correlation
between classroom seating and school dropoul rRateschool education is another influencing acas
far as school abandonment is concerned, since the extent of school dropout among children who attenc
kindergarten is significantly lowdseeTalde 89. Correlation between kindergarten attendance and school
dropouj.

B. School performance

There were three cohorts sdimpledstudents whaat the leavingxaminationwith the exception of
students who were enrolled in th& §rade duringVave 1 (see Table98. Share of sampled students into
categories defined by the National Capadixamination. Data show a significant variation of national
assessment results between 2011 2a6d3 (see Table99. Distribution of students based on scoring
intervalg, as he introduction of video surveillance in 2012 generated a significantly higleeofratudents
with grades below %1 Mathematics and Romanian Language and Literatar013 the proportion of
students with grades below 5 was reduced compared tg 2Qh&r as a consequence of deceasing the
difficulty level or as a result of a higheon-participation ratedue to failing to pass thé"@rade etc.).

Since 2012 (the year when video surveillance was introduced) the rate-pamni@ipation of youth
in the national assessment examination (despite being enrolled in"tgeade and meimg the age
criterion) increased(see Table Q0. Share of sampled students failing to sit the National Capacity
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Examination in 2011, 2012 and 2Q1%& is a virtually ignored phenomenon for which there is no official
data. The reasons why the rate ofuilto graduate frofower secondary school rose sharply in 2012 and
2013 compared to 2011 remains a matter of debate. However, the students who do not sit the natic
leaving examination may enrol upper secondary scho@$§terresittingtheir class examinations abding
declared promoted.

The survey data show that students who do not sit imdkienal leaving examinaticare at higher
risk of dropping out than those who dseeTable 101. Comrlation between sitting the National Gagity
Examination and current school situadiot is difficult to say exactly whether nesitting at the national
leaving examination generates the school abandonment risk or if it is the latter that determines the stud
not to sit the examination. ik a matter worthy of ghoroughinvestigation. @ta also indicate that a higher
ratio of students coming frommgher educated familiesit at the national leaving examination ahet they
also obtain better resul{see Tabde 102. Averagegradesin Mathematics and Romanian Language and
Literature at the National Capacity Examination in categories defined by parental education
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I ntroduction

The present research makes a significant contribution to the general understanding of the ea
school laving phenomenon and, in particular, to the challenges faced by the Roma children in Romani
We strongly believeahat the data gatheredroughoutthe present study could turn out to be a useful tool in
substantiating the need for future public prograamsl initiatives intended to improve the access to
education for Roma children.

This study proposed an innovative research desiganayysingthe results of two representative
samplesof Roma and nofiRomastudentsenrolled in lower secondary education, in a compardativéhe
mirror" manner. The data were collecteg means ofjuestionnaires applied both to thidentsand their
parents / guardians. At the same time, in order to increase the quality of the somp#aia were collected
from a third sample ahdolescentsuprepresentative) who have already left school or present a high risk of
doing so, after gathering over 20 untiwated absences throughdbe previous semester (the survey was
carried out from Avril to May 2011). For a better characterization of a possible weighting of Roma children
in schools and in order to capture any situation of school segregation, headmasters were also interview
The selection area for the students participating in theéysivas represented by schools with secondary
level education and a significant percentage of Retudentgat leat 5- 10%) from Centre North-East
and SouthMuntenia. As a matter of fadhe samples adtudentsvere selected from a pool of similar gdc
profiles, thereforghe differenceshat resulted can be attributed to a range of fadtbrsr than thetudend s
area of origin.

The samplesonstructed in thgrevious quantitative studies conducted in Romaing coveed
school attendance of Rongaildren weredesignedstarting from the general population, resorting to data
stratification based on the distribution of Roma population and Roma communities. This researc
complements these studies by focusing on the "arena" whesedbmulation of kowledgeoccurs, namely
in schools. The focus was both on the quality of education received by students from vulnerable groups a
even more importantly, on capturing the dropout risk among these categories of students. Therefore
samples used in thigsearch were built upon the distribution of students in schools (the sampling universi
comprised schools with a percentage of Roma students of at led§t9%) by selecting children who are
currently attending school. A sample of children who have t#foal or are at high risk of doing so and
were registered asuglents in the sampled schoolss also selected (in a nroendomized manner). A team

of experts pplied the questionnaires to students and their parents / guardians (the child's legze
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represetative). The cata were also collected following a series of interviews with the headmadsters
headmistresses.

Another matter of interest for this research was that of capturing the explanatory meclanibms
early school leaving phenomenon from a comparative perspective among both Roma -&amaon
students The decision was made considering the Aketbwn status of Roma minority students as a
vulnerable group subjected to educational exclusion, as statidtitaalclearly indicate their higher risk of
leaving school, being more frequently absent from school, gettingr Igreeles and so on. In additjon
although some mechanisms explaining early school leaving have been highlighted (particularly in tt
Western eeaand less in Romania) however,stnot very clear whether ¢se mechanisms function in a
different way as far aRoma and no#iRomastudentsare concernedit should be pointed out that the
insights on the early school leaving phenomenon provideddyyrédsentstudy apply not only to the Roma
studentsbut also to other students included in the vulnerable groups category (students from families facil
difficult financial situationsstudents from rural areeg.).

The identification of Roma people wakvays one of the thorny issues in conducting studies focused
on the vulnerable group of Roma people, as there is awelln reluctance among Roma people to declare
their ethnicity (due to multiple and complex matters that shall notllwelled with preently, but mostly
revolving around stigmatization, negedi stereotyping, discriminatiortc.). Thereforethe matter was
handled by resorting to the hetedentification method when selecting the Rostadentswvith the help of
their teachers; evethought hi s opti on is not without risk (se
situation, it was the proper choitall necessary arguments are provided within the report.

It should also be mentioned that the early school leaving phenomenon wasagseecific
operational understanding in accordamgth the logic behind this study. Hence, all students who have not
actuallybeen attendingchool over the four weeks prior to the assessment of their situatieringkided in
the category of studentropping out. This choice, along with the advantages and disadvantages of thi:
definition i as compared to the EUROSTAT one ahé other definitions put forwaid was argued
throughout the report. The sampenciple applies tahe definition of school dropdwand its understanding
in the official Romanian documents (the annual evaluation of the education system drafted by the Minist
of National Education,The Rules of Organization and Functioning of Rieiversity Educational
Institutions- ROFPEI).

As a final remark, the theme of the present studgrly school leaving can be framed as a matter
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of analysis in the more general framework of problems associated edlitloational inequality of
opportunity In a nutshell, theeducational inequality obpportunity manifests itself in the quality of
education provided, the rate of school absenteeism and early school leaving. It is tal espaEtt worth
mentioning,as most of theanalysesand researches that led to relevant results explaiB®g have
originated in sucha paradigmatic keyPractically all variables relevant to the analysis of educational
inclusion inequalities equally apply to tBSL phenomenon.

The first part of the study focuses BBL characteristics in Romania and summarizes¢rordance
with the aim and purpose of this report) some of the "cornerstone” theories explaining the educatior
inequality of opportunity, relevant ESL studies and definitions, as well as some explanatory mechanisr
regarding the phenomenon, accordinghe specializediterature. The next section of the report presents
the research methodology, followed by andepth analysis of the survey, while the final section is
dedicated to a summary of the results and, consequently, a set of recommendatienskenbinto
considerationn the light of the findings.
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Empirical and theoretical foundations of the study

The early school leaving phenomenon in Romaniaspecific aspects

In 2012ESL reached 17.4% Romania thus placingr countryon a disturbind" place among the
28 EU Member StatésMoreover, the previous year the ESL percentage was similar (17ridigatinga
stagnation in the process méducingESL in RomaniaOne of the main objectives of the Europe 2020
Strategy is reducingSL levels kelow 10% across EU and below 11.3% in Romania by 2020. Given the
current |l evel and, the 0166 gpab seeéms fare faom sbéing tachievedd Under the
circumstances it is necessary to review the current national strategies to prevent and &adieaian
dropout andESL

Both concepts of abandonment and early school leaving origmtite same phenomenon (truancy,
school normattendance), but were given different definitions and understandings. Early school leaving i
clearly defined by EUROSTA®Nd refers to people aged-28 who have not completed the compulsory
education (10 classes) and are entolled inany form of education or "training". Therefore, in 2012.8%6
of people aged 124 in Romanidave not completed their 10 grades of colsmy education and were not
receiving any form of education or training. :
situation, school dropout refers to school fattendance among younger peoplégr to reachingtheage of
consent Beyord this point, however, there is much confusion in Romania as far as the institutiona
approach to school dropout is concerned, from political decmsimkers to school levels (school
headmasters and teachers) and especially parents. It is preciselycthaif la uniform institutional
definition (in official policy documents)f the dropoutconceptthatrendersthe effective eradicatioaf the
phenomenomore difficult The study'O'l o0 al £ p"eonductetb t oAHjen Si a Cmpr eu
from UNICEF? showsthat in everyday practice school administrations evaluate dropout cases in differen
ways in accordance with: 1) the definition from the Rules of Organization and Functioning-of Pre
University Educational Institution§ROFPEI)i which refers to stucentswho exceed by at leasty2ars the
corresponding age fdhe respective educational level without graduating it and without attending school; 2)
another definition from a public official document (The Annual Report on the National Education drawn uj
by the Ministry of National Education) according to which school dropout is represented by the ratic

between students enrolled at the begig of the school year and #eostill registeedat the end of the same

! Available athttp://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu
2 available ahttp://www.unicef.ro/publicatii/escoalapentrutoti
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school year (thus an early school leavea udentenrolled at the beginning of the school year who is no
longer registered at the end of the school year); or 3) a persoragiseition in accordance with a personal
interpretation of schoa@bandonment (g. sometimes students who have not attended school for a period of
30 consecutive dayare considered early school leaverEhe dficial definitions are ambiguous, thus
having a negat i v e ahilithm aact quickly ant appropsaajely sad®ahabandonment
situations {hese aspects willat be arguedchere, as they are alreadyentioned in theaforementioned
study). The lck of uniformand adequatéefinitions that shouldact asbenchmarks for the Romanian
public policies contributesin itself to the perpetuation adcarceapproacks to the school abandonment
phenomenonProviding schoolrepresentativesvith the right tools for goroper identificationof school
dropout wouldundoubtedlyincrease their capacity to ensure an inclugdecatimal proces and equal
educationalopportunitiesfor the disadvantagedjyroups From ourviewpoint, an adequate definition of
schooldropout should allowfor an easyidentification of abandonment cases, pronmpporting of such
cases and tailoredinterventon to ensure the renrolmentof the child in the educational systeRrom this
perspective, weonsider that atudentwho has not been attending school for a period of dmesecutive
dayswithout notifying the institution abouhe objective motifs leading tabsenteeisnisuch aslinessand
so on) could be considered as a dropout case.

In addition to the state of confusion and misinterpi@taof school abandonment dafion, there is
an even higher state of perplexity amongsthavho provide the educational services as to the causes and
risk conditions generating the dropoutp until now no monitoringand early warningystem of tudents at
risk of dropping ouhas been developed sthootlevel (there might besome exceptionthat we have not
yet identified, despite the numerous studies and the interactions we have hatbwetiis of schoolsYhe
ROFPEI definition recommendinghe declaration of abandonmennly two years after the student has
ceased to attenschool leads toa delayed intervention at tardy stage The @usesfor school dropout

originate in amix of conditions such as

% The causes were retrieved from several studies and analyses among which:

1) "Studivdi agnostic privind sptovhSianeabantpoul d{ akg&edlha"dhxi s
diagnostic study of school dropout and early school leaving in rural areasiducted by Soros Foundation in 2012,
available at http://www.soros.ro/ro/program_articol.php?articol=339

2) "STUDIU NATIONAL i ROMANI A. Analiza situati ei copiilor af'l ati
( Tr ans| a"NATIONAL SNUDY e ROMANIA. An analysis of the situation of children outside the education system
in Romania), conducted by the Instite of Educational Sciencés 2012under the auspices of UNICEF

3) http://www.uis.unesco.org/Education/Documents/O0SCI%20Reports/romasiareport2012rm.pdf

4) 0OEARLY SCHOOL LEAVI NG. Lessons from resear c hanfCommisgion!l i ¢
and available at http://www.spd.dcu.ie/site/edc/documents/nesse20i8darttleavingreport.pdf
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Poor economic condition®e f t he studentds family that

a) require an early engagement of the student in remunerated activities, thus favouring schc
absenteeism,

b) cause a sense of discomfort at school (because of the clothes, availaboldg efc.) which turns

into anunfriendly environment that predisposes to abandonment,

c) increase the chances of frequent illnesses or inadequate treatwteaksin turn havea direct
impact on school absenteeism,

d) do not ensure the minimum necessary conditions for home stu@euricity, heat, idividual

study table, quietnesgtc.).

Family structurein the sense that:

a) students from families with many siblings are prone to poverty (hence, thprasisusly

described),

b) older siblings are forced to take care of the younger ones, as parents do not have the time to do s
because they have to work harder (hence the risk of truancy).

The cultural capitalof the familyunderstood as:

a) a low level of education of thgarents, sometimes associated with specific cultural norms, poorly
credited education, incapacity to guide the child through the school maze, consequently &
intergenerational mechanism perpetuating the lack of interest in school that predisposes
abandoment,

b) the influence of the educational model provided by other siblings and family members wh
di scourage the studentds participation in sci
c) early marriages, a cultural element that characterizes some of the Roma communities,

d) the custom oteaving school at the end of the eighth gragterural areas.

. The Influence of the community early school leaving prevalent in the community, lack of safety at

and on the way to school, great distance from home to st¢httwdse are also favoring uses of
dropout.

5)
6)

7

A communication study from the European Commission to the European Parliament, available at
http://ec.europa.eu/education/scheducation/doarlycom_ro.pdf

AO scoala pentru ta@ti( Tr ans| ad ©m & s s &Nl d,®tbdy Eonducted by IAgentia Impreuna with the support of
UNICEF, available at http://www.unicef.ro/publicatigzoalapentrutoti.

Voi cu, B., (coord.i)mpu20®0).,a ARacwbS$aeregposi bile cti de
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E. Unfriendly non-inclusive school environment there are some schools that deliberately resort to
ethnical/ social segregation (dasp the legislation banning isuch as the Ministerial Order No. 1540
from the Julyl9", 2007which doesnot include regulatory measures such as sanctions) and tther
do so unintentionally, simplypy nonreacting to abandonment situations and placing the entire
responsibility on the family (although there is a legal procedure for handling cases ofrabantiby
contacting family, referring the case to the local Directorates of Social Assistance and Child Protectio

which, in turn, must conduct an tailored analysis of each such case and so on).

It should be pointed out that the aforementioned mix afide causes for school dropout varies
from one case to another, depending on the personal situations of each of the students at risk of dropy
out. Sometimes the cultural influence of the family is more important than the poverty factor, in certai
cass it is the community that plays the predominant role or in other cases it is the school that leads to h
dropout rates through nemesponse and negligence.

Above all a proper management of students at risk of dropping out requires 1) the
IDENTIFICATION of cases at risk of dropping out in due time, 2) the precise and tailored to the situatiol
UNDERSTANDING of the causes that increase the risk of abandonment and 3) the early, tailored at
adequate INTERVENTION to lower the risk and ensure the educhtieiméegration of the student. All
these elements are currently missing from the Romanian school managé¢heestatement is general and
is supported by our preliminary analysis conducted in segeraolsand the studies cited above. School
managemenand teachers are poorly trained to diagniosa precise ad custom manner the causes of
school dropout, they do ngossessomprehensive data on the situations of early school leavers, their
reaction is often delayed by several months after the drajwoutredor sometimeseven inexistent. This is
one of the reasons why the dropout rate and the percentage of students outside the educational sy:
increase one year after another in Romania. In this resihectdatais both eloquent and extremely
worrying:

U during the 20082009 period the proportion of prescheaged children (3 6 years) not enrolled in

the education system represeni&d 20% of the totahumber of children of that age;

U in 2009, 56 105 children of primary school age- (X0 years) representing 6.48% of the total
number of children of this age, were nat@led in the education system;
0 in 2009, 48 188 secondary school age children-(12 years) representing 5.45% of the total

number of children of this ageere outside theducation system;

25



I MINISTERUL
o EDUCATIEI ¥.

fe CERCETARII

TINERETULUL

J o |$| SPORTULUI

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale OIPOSDRU Roma Education Fund
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013 Romania
$IPROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

U the categories of children most likely to face school abandonment are the Roma children, boys
particular and children from disadvantaged families (families with low socioeconomic status,
monoparental or broken families, children witlsabilities or other illnesses). No significant
differences between rural and urban dropout at primary / secoledatyhave been registered:;

U the evolution of theshareof students outside the education system from 2005 / 2006 up to 2009 /
2010:

2005/ 2006 | 2007/2008 | 2009/2010

Shareof childrenof primary school age(7-
10 year9 outside the education systédmmo 3,33% 5,43% 6,48%
longer attending school

Shareof children of secondary school ags
(11-14 years) secondary school age childrg
Source Data processing of NIS data made by the Institute of Educational Séiences

3,84% 5,68% 5,45%

The data indicate that the percentagechildren outside the educational systismextremely high in
Romania famely thatl out of 20 children d primary or secondargchool age lefthe education system)
and moreover the situationhas been worsening over yedEsen more disturbing ithe rampantevolution
course ofdropout rate at primaryeducation level since2006and upto 2010 itnearlydoubled (from 3.3%
to 6.5%)-, while at secondargducation level iseems tdiave reached a stal®8o, which is not the least
reassuring.

The implications othe current situation ateroad, so wehall only focus on some of them. The age
pyramid isreveasing as theRomanian populatiors confronted with amccelerate@dging process amithe
declining birth rate anthcreasingemigrationtrend (seethe 2011 nationalensusdatg and this will be a
dramaticchallengefor the pension system over the negtddeswhen entire cohorts of badlyoomers from
thed 6 0 s a(thd resblf7o0tkeggressive proatalist policiesmplemented by the @nmunist regime)
will reach the retirement ag®eanwhile the productivecohortsof working agepopulation are gettg
Aithinnero and, C 0 n s etloeugeowingl nymber ofnpansidners @009 thera svdrea i n
already5.7 million pensioneramid 5 million employeesas compared to 8.1 millionmployees vs. 3.5
million pensionersn 1989).As thetrendwill naturally continue sustaininghe cohors of young peoplé

4Fartu'Hnic, Ci prSTeDIUNATIONMAL AROMANRAL2ANndl i za situa™ ei copi
educa’Hi e "{TranslBtodns© nN'MRTEONAL STUDY¥ ROMANIA. An analysis of the situation of children outside the
education system in Romatjaconducted by the Institute of Educational Sciences in 2012 under the auspices of UNICEF,

available ahttp://www.uis.unesco.org/Education/Documents/OOSCI%20Reports/rornasiareport2012rm.pdf
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perfecting theiskillsand competences to the highest possible level in order to béughhe productiveon
the labour marketand able to paythe increasingly high social contributisrehould be a national priority
However, in Romania the situation is regarded with a certamdifference, as the quality of human
resources is not properly increased and, in addition, there is a rising dropout rate which also translates in
loss of badf needed human capital. Cutting down on scramndonmentequires a new realitpased
strategy, which is also one of the conditions imposed by the European Commission in geteunthe
next programming cycle fund¥he situation was alsacknowledgd by theMinister of National Education
(MNE), Remus Pricopie, who stated that:

"At the present timed®ania hasa strategy tdight early school leaving, but it is an older one, and
our country has an obligation tevelopa new onéoy the end of thigear (2013 SN) a condition imposed
by Brussels beforealidatingtheuse @ Structural Funds fothe20142020period (OSPHRD. The strategy
currently in force is from 2008009andbothdata and contextave changed considerably

There is a major disepancyin terms of capitalizatioof education between Roma and the majority
population grougn Romania The RECI Overview Report fdRomania (Bennett, 2010) shewhat over
80% of unschooled children arRomaand that at least8% of Roma children remaiuneducatedThe
Presidential Commission &port from 2007 revealedhat 28% of the Roma population is functionally
illiterate.F1 eck and Rughi nbased of 2 quangtagtive stady they aandudieat only 9%
of young Roma adults (280 years) are high school graduates and 2% have a university degree, compare
with 41% of young nofRoma adult and27% RomaThe 2007EUMAP Report (quotedby Surdy Vincze
and Wamsiedel2011) pointed out thahe participation rate garimary educatiotevel was94% amongthe
majority populationas opposetb 76% amongthe Romapopulation.The gap is even morprominentwhen
referring tosecondary education level (69% participatioom the majority populationfespectively only
17% fromthe Roma populatig or higher education level (5% vs. 1%he same study shows a striking
discrepancyegardingthe preschooéducationlevel participation registered 66% amongthe majority of
the population against 20%f the Roma populatiorA recentsociological surveyrevealed thaschool
participationof Roma childreraged 6is about5 times lower than the national average (Surdu, Vincze and

Wamsiedel, 2011). All these data unambiguously supperinequality of access to education of Roma

5Statement available athttp://adevarul.ro/educatie/scoala/rapalnandonukcolarromaniacrestereoricopietoamnascolile-
raportezeinternetabsentelel 519a744f053c7dd83fb5d4fc/index.html
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children compared tdhe nonrRomaones

This study presents a set of results which are very well adapted to the context described above:
analysis of the causes of dropout / early scherting a highlight of the educational exclusion mechanisms
of Roma chidren (one of the most vulnerable categoriestwdiesnts in terms of school droyt) and a series
of solutions andecommendedhterventions to reduce further school dropout or early school leaving based
on solid factg all of them relevant elements thattuld contribute to improve the future national strateyy f
decreasing early school diay.

In the following sections we will briefly present the explanatory mechanisms for early school
leaving as highlighted by various previous studies and advancewnrresearch hypotheses in line with
the analysis theme. However, first of,al brief discussiomegardingthe operational definition of early

school leaving is required.

Towards an operational definition of theESL phenomenon

It is important to considdnow early school leaving has been understood and defined by scholars o
"policy makers", since the definition has a direct effect on the degree of efficiency and effectiveness of tl
intervention selected to fight the phenomenon and on grasping its.dxtemt the very beginning it should
be clear lhat the present research did m@proachESL according to the official EUROSTAT or other
public agenciesd6 definition of the concept. We
nonparticipation in the education system with a special focus on its clearer manifestation among Ron
children. Therefore the scope of this study goes bey®8H according to a standard definition (e.g. the one
given by EUROSTAT), broadening its meaning to other examples ofaditipation such as school
dropout. Anywey, early school leaving and drogt ae intimately related, since one could not keachool
early without droppingut first; however the main difference between the tploenomenas that someone
who dropped out of school is not necessarily an early school leaver: on on¢gheaméaningo fear | vy
terms of schoochbandonmenrtas to be clarified, and on the other hand someone who dropped out of schoc
can always reenrol in the education system after a while, therefore it is imperative that the length of non
attendance period prior to d@ming an early school leaver or a permanent dropout case be clearly defined
Essentiallythe efforts to define thESL phenomenon revolve around these considerations.

In Westernspecializedliterature there is no unanimous definition of the "early sth@avers"

concept but there are several operational definitions (Traag, van der Velden, 2006). One ESL understandi

is that of a person who isalking away fromany form of education without obtaining the qualifications
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such studies could have granteain, which is actually dropping out. Another way of defining ESL is
leaving school before completing the compulsory education levels established by law. The level «
education attained may be another way of defining ESL. In the Netherlands an earlylsatieplis
someone who did not attain the minimal educational level necessary andy&eep a job. Still, all these
definitions raise a series of issues as to the realistic and particular aspects of this phenomenon. Henc
person leaving school at a tan point prior to the completion of compulsory education, but then re
enrolling in the education system, can be considered an early school gaveo¥er a person who left the
formal school system, but continues higers apprenticeship at the worlpé, can be registered as a school
leaver?

In order toovercome these difficulties EUROSTAEsorts to amore specific definition. Thys
according to EUROSTA® therate of early school leavingncludes the share o& specificsegment of the
populatiord, aged 1824, that meetsboth of the following requirements(1) has completed one level of
education ISCED 2in Romania ISCED 2 is equivalettt lower secondary educatiergradess-8) and (2)
has not been attendirany form of educational ottraining course (over the pastt weeks preceding the
surveyEU LFS®). Education angrofessionatraining includeinitial education and continuingocational
training (CVT).CVT includes trainingwithin the company, apprenticeship, on the job training, seminars,
distance learning, eveningassesetc, as well as othermore generalcourses:foreign language, data
processing, management, art / cultimealth / medicine

According to theMNE and NIS, the dropout rate indicator represents the difference between the
number of students enrolled at the beginning of the school year and that of students still attending schoo
the end of the same scholar year, expressed as a ratio to the number of studiedsagrihe beginning.
Although EUROSTAT does not use this indicator, it is useful to evaluate the effectiveness of the educati
system (since comprehensive educational inclusiorcentralobjectivefor all educational policies) and to
provide a syrtetic picture of the flows of students within the same educational level. According to this

definition the ideal dropout rate is close to 0; a high droprate indicates a low level of educational

® http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/refresh Pattien.do?tab=table&pcode=tsisc060&language=en

" Exceptwhen no answer is given to tearvey questions related to "the highest level of educatteined "and "participation in
educatioal and training courses."

8 The European Union Labour Force SurvéyU LFS) is a statistical sampling, coordinated the 27 EU MS, two candidate
countries and three EFTA States pursuant to Council Regulation (EEC) No. 577/98 of 9 March 1998. EU LFS provides quarte
data on the results of labor force participation of thpuytation aged 15 years and persons outside the employment field. All
definitions apply to persons aged over 15 years living in private households and refers individuals enrolled in the military
community or individuals included in the institutions /addishments collective welfare.
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inclusion. In 2010, the dreput rate accordmto the e@finition given aboveeached 1.9%a 246 decrease
in 2009- the first year since 2000 when a decrease of this particular indicator has been recorded) .

Another definition used in Romania is the one mentioned in the Rules of Organization an
Functioning ofPreUniversity Educational Institutions (ROFPEI) which states thia¢ 'student who does
not attend the daily classes for the years of compulsory education, surpassing by more than two years
appropriate age class, is in the situation of dropping but.

All these definitions (ROFPEI, MNE and NIS) have major shoniogs that makéhem difficult to
use. A recent paper (Duminickt and Il vasiuc, 201
exercise as tthe extentto which they are being us@dthede facto school management. A set of dilemmas
arising when resorting to the ROFPEI definition are presented as follows, thus rendering it not onl
impossible to use, but even counterproductive for monitoring schoetttemdance:

1. In order to poperly estimate school dregut, should the calculations be done for each class
separately? For example, a 10 year silslentmay be in a state of abandonment as far as Yrgabe is
concerned, but not in relation to th& Brade (as he exceeded by two years fhgrade age criterion, but
not the 29 ond. Should wecalculate droput by class and thenytto calculate the overall dropt at the
primary education level, the summing up would not be acceptable, as the gf@aipdents who dropped
out in relation to each class are not mutually exclusive., firste should be an identification of a group of
students common to all groups and to the specific ones in relation to each class and only afterwards
themup. Sucha procedure would be very difficult and subgzttb error in practice.

2. According to the definition only students are taken into consideration; can a child still be
consideredstudentif he used to be enrolled in schpblut hasndt b e eowerthetpasetwa i n
years? Since the school only provides primary education level, how can we know the situation of studel
from lower secondary education, which is necessahen calculatingd™ grade abandonment? An
integrated monitoring system of alletbe data would be required to tackle similar situation and presently
there is no such thing in Romania.

3. When does the age criterion stop being relevant? The definition states that are to be taken ir
account students who have exceeded the twolye#rcorresponding to the age class, but an ad literam
interpretation would also include a 50 yedd personregistered at the respective schdbht ceased to
attend schoolhenenrolledin the 2" grade as a dropout case to be taken into consideration. Obviqusly

identifying all such persons would be an impossible endeavour.
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4. How should dropout rate be calculated? The definition states that a student should be included
the school abandonment categqwith the insurmountable ambiguities already highlighted), without
actually indicating how to calculate the dropout rate. In this, @sstudents at risk of dropping out should
be balanced with respect to the students still attending school. $tihcluding all students who were
enrolled at least once in the education system and have reached the age of 20 by now, but only atter
school for 2 years, dropout rate increases because it includes a very large cohort of adults. In such case
they tobe balanced to the number of students currently attending Sclicm, at which level (primary,
secondary or tertiary)? This kind of ambiguity is not acceptable.

5. Which is the sawe for calculating school dropt: the responses provided by headmaster o r
ot her school deci sion makersé or independent fii
based on school reported data? A r ec e nsthatrséhgok ar
decisionmakershardly ever apply the MB or ROFPEI definitiong out of 81 interviews with school
representatives, there were only two cases indicating the ROFPEI definition as a benchmark and none
of MNE.

It shoud be noted thathe lack of an operational definition for monitoring schoon-attendance
does not allow for an adequately substantiated intervention to fight these undesirable phenomel
Complying withthe ROFPEI definition would mean waiting for two years after a student has ceased t
attend school before introducing hinher into the dropoutategoryand, consequently, become part of the
priority target group suitable for intervention. The studies conducted so far resorted to tdefie&ions
that suited their specificity and met the objectives of the research.

In our view, given the utility andn-time capacityto intervene fompreventing and correcting early
school leaving, we consider thah appropriateESL definition should refer to someone who has not
completed the compulsory education levednd has not been attading school for the four weels prior
to the moment of theassessmentAccording to he definition we are putting forwartie student who has
not yetcompletedthe compulsoryeducation cycle, but is enrolled school (recorded in the catalogue) and
has registered an interrupted string of absences over the 4 weeks prior to the assessment is considere
early school leaver, thus becoming the subject of a corrective intervention. We believe that this definitic
would be both desirable and operationalgolicy makers in charge wittpovernment policies in the field of
education, but has its limitations. One of these is that someone in the situation presented above could ec

re-enrol a year later, thus leavitige early school leavers category, another one refers to the fact that it doe:
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include people who are following other forms of professional trajnsugh as apprenticeship in a
workshop in order to practice a profession. However such casesair@mer in school are rare enough

not to infringe upon the intervention for correcting early school leaving. In this framework we consider the
the definition we have put foravd is more appropriate to be usedaamonitoring tool for the early school
leaving plenomenon and its correction. Basicallgontinuous monitoring of thé€ESL evolution in

accordancevith the proposed definition would leadda@rompt responsiom thepublic authorities.

Theoretical perspectives on equal opportunities in education

Educatia is actually the main vehicle providing or blockithg expressiorof equal opportunities as
a social phenomenoin(this respect seldatos , 2006 ¢chapterVIl). The concept of equality of opportunity
has itsorigins in the conceptof "life chances'and refers to the opportunities thatlividualswith a certain
position in a certain cultural are@ave ata giventime to obtaina certain social positioRrom a functional
point of view the equality of educational opportunity can be perceived aegneeto which children from
a specific population cohort manage to gain a certain educational statuduaéianal status is acquired
by anindividual on the basis afertainsocial criterigthat have to be mettheentireeducationaprocess that
theindividual has to go througto and the constant evaluatiomsterms of school performante is being
subjected toln our research the equal educational opportunity matter will be approach from one specifi

aspect of education, namely the early schealing phenomenon.

Cultural apital theory

One of the most popular explanatory theories on equafitgducational opportunity is that of
cultural capital thatwas first put forward by Bourdieu and Passeron (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977
Dimaggio, 1982, Blossfeld and Shavit, 1993, p.6). Accordinthitdotheoryparents with a higher level of
cultural capital §lso measuredy means of theeducation levelprovide theirchildrenwith the necessary
skills for social integration and academic succesanguage skills, attitudes amtegrationstylesi to a
higherdegree than parents with lower cultural capitdlis creates, from the very beginninglisadvantage
for children from familes with low educational status, which decreases the chan@adémicand life
succesdor the latter.It should be noted that according tastltheorythe advantagesf children coming
from families witha higher cultural capitahave nothing to do whtthe genetic inheritance. On the contrary,
severalrelevant studiebave demonstrated the negligible influence of genetic inheritance in passing on the

cultural heritageacademic performance of studehts/inglittle to do with the genetimheritance (Ekson
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and Jonsson, 1996, p-13). This shows that the persistent gap between academic performasca
prerequisite for later success and expression of equal opportunérasng children from families with

different parental statusan be more accusdy attributedo social factors

Economic constraints theory

A complementary thegrto the previously presented emvas formulated by Boudon in 1974 and

refers to economic constraints (Blossfeld and Shavit, 1993, p.7). According to this theory a good educati

requires substantial financial resources, which means that children's academic success depends on

financial resources of their family. The family is the atexidingon whether the child should continue his

education from one educational cycle to another and the economic cost / benefit caltutatddved costs

and estimated benefits from the transitioratnew stage in the education process. For parents with scarce

financial resources investing in their children continuing education can easily turn out to be unprofitable :

compared to families wht sufficient material resource8Vhat should be emphaed is that each of the

perspectivespresented so far brings its own contribution to explaining the educational opportunity

phenomenonThese two approachase not mutually exclusive, but rather complementary to one another.

Modernization theory

It is important to note thaeducational mobilitycan be explained by other factors besitisily
characteristics. There are other elememiart of the social structurewhich limit thisphenomenonsuch as
the eduation system or, more precisely, the extent ®fciaverageSimilarly, the level of industrialization
can be another important fact@tarting fron thesefactors andaking into consideration thmodernization
theory (Blossfeld and Shavit, 19930.7) some authors suggested that the industrial revolutiat
characterized th@9" century entailed the nedd increase the amount of higkskilled labour force and
generatedthe extension of the average of the education systerfihe new societyinfluenced by
industrialization changed theriteria for access to education based onddatralidea of personal merit
Hence the assumion that educational mobilitincreass following the expansiomf industrializationand
strengthenin@f modern society.

A corollary of this conclusion wouldbe that thehigher thelevel of industrialization and
modernizatiorthe higherthe educatioal mobility (Erikson and Goldthorpe, 1993, p-23). However, this
conclusionwas undermined both by academics and by the results of empirical studies. Fiesgréhat

least two other important variables than influencethe effect of industrialization on social mobility:
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culture andhepolitical system.

Culture understood as a system of valuesrms, beliefs is an elemetiiat conditionsparent®
supportf or t heir chi lyoungpedplé seduotahnt Do nteinalucationocnbtnt i r
In order tosomehowjustify the failure of the industrialization / social mobilityheory, the idea of
finational exceptionalitywas invoked It refers precisely taountryspecific cultural elements that block or
stimulatethe social flow from one layer to another. Political factors have been citedcsve as far as
social mobilityis concerned, particularlin the context of Eastern Eyrean countries where Communist
governments stimulatethe vertical social mobility ofthe members of the working class (Erikson and

Goldthorpe, 1993, p.187).

Cultural reproductionhtesis

According tothe cultural reproduction thesighe education systeimas the roleof maintaining the
hegemonyand privilegesof dominant social groupsThe educatiorsystem reflects the class structure and
helps legitimize theinequality in access fob opportunities” (Blossfeld and Shavii993 p.7). In this case
the role of the schoolvould be that ofmarginalizng and excluding vulnerable groups and ensutirg
success of childreaf elites. There is a radicalersionof this theorystating that thequality in educational
opportwnities are maximally preserveédSpecifically, sincethe dominant social groupS p r e cthau d e
dominated ones from getting a high social statius latter camnly climb the social hierarchyhenalmost
all childrenfrom the "high class" will have occupied similarsocial position iaicluded theeducational
level) to that of theirparentsor, in other wordswhen thelegacy statusmias beerentirely passedrom one
cohort toits successors, the-salled ‘teiling effect” In such a context certain positions becow&cant"at
thetop ofthe social hierarchythaefore the vertical mobility othose situatedt the basibecomes possihle

Social capital theory and its role @agual opportunities education

Another useful perspectivie understanding the phenomenonegjual opportunitiegn educations
the one focusing on the concept of social cap{faléman, 1988)Social capital in education iglevant
from the parenthild relationship perspectivalVhen the relationship between parents and children is
problematic for various reasqgrfamily resourcex an 6 t &sappatrioehechildd s d e v eThisp me
is the case ommonoparental familiexchildrenremainingat home duringheir parents' emigratigras well as
large families, where parents' attention is divided among sevechildren. More specificallythe huma

capital (education, knowledggtc) of a family (parentsadultswithin thefamily etc.)has a lesser impact on
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the further development of the child if it is not backgby socialcapital,namely byparental involvement

in the child's developmenstarting from preschool and continuing later(bg helping out witthomework

for instanceg. It can be assumed that a child whose parents possassrahuman capital (such as an upper
education level) could be more advantagsdcompared to someone with higher humapital if in the
latter caseparents are disinterested too busy to devote their time and attention to the education of their
child or simplyif one of the parents is absent from the fang. operational dimesion of social capital
that can be the capturedtime survey dataefers toparental expectations féie educational attainment of

the child or the perceptioras tothe importance of school visits to monitoh e ¢ hi | dpbogress ¢ a d ¢

Explanatory mechanisms for ESL - Research hypotheses

Our fundamental assumptidn at the very heartof this studyi is that behind the educational
inequalities affecting Romatudentsand the kgh rate of early school leaveemong themthere is a
marginalising and uair education systemunable to compensate the lack of support from family /
environmentwhich originates in economic, human, cultural and socigbital shortage. Theesearch
guestionsve startedvith were 1) Are thereanydifferences between Roma amah-Romastudentsn terms
of ESL risk?And if so,which is the explanation for tf#s2) What is the role and effect thie wayschool
resourcesare organised(such as existence of stimulating communication charbetiseen parents and
teachers,degree of school segregation, degreetezcherinvolvementmanifestation oftereotypes and
discrimination etc.) on the ESL phenomenon amosigdents from vulnerable groupsspeciallyRoma
children)? and 3) What is theonnectionbetween socialconditionalities such asfamily type and
characteristics (defined bthe educational status of parents, time andterial resourcesperceptionon the
importance of educatioetc.) and the risk afarly schooleaving?

There areseveral explanatory mechanisrfar ESL identified in the specialised iterature and
previousy conductedstudiesthat we assume to be generally applicable to Roma studentgell. However,
there aresome specifiaspectof Roma children situatiom Romaniathat increas¢herisk of early school
leaving among them The most relevanaspects are thechool inegration difficulties originatingn the
language barrier (language at school dd€férom the mother tonguepand in the marginalization /
discrimination in class (school segragatis thevery expression of such a phenomendn)addition the
influence ofearly marriage on ESL, especially among girls, should ladésconsidered, although a fairly
recent studySurdu, Vincze, Wamsiedel, 2011) concludledt the influence of marmg on school leaving

is low (only 6.6% ofthe interviewedparents indicated), despite the fact thaall recorded droput cases
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referred to girls.
In analysing thexplanatory mechanisms of early school leawirggshall rely on the five categories
identified byAudas and Willms (2001):

1. Individual effects originatingi n each persondés specific char
academigerformance, healthngagement imcademic and school activitiaad participation in
anti-social behaviour;

2. Family effects include variables such as soeexonomic status of parents, parenting style,
household compositionamda r ent s & par t,socialgapaital;i on i n schoo
Peer effectsreferto environmenttheo |l e of young peopl eds f;rier

4. School effect: includethe quality of teaching and available resources, school size, effectiveness
and equityof schoolpolicies and practices, school climated engagement eéachers, school
segregation;

5. Community effects the extent to which students are affectedtiysocial proximity in which
they live and the broader effects of the social, economic and histori¢ehturesof thear
neighbourhoods and communitiedn important element in this case is the role local labo
market conditionplay in encouraging or discouragiegrlyexit fromschool.

Certain mechanismisicreasingthe risk of early school leavirgmongcertain categories of students

operate at the |V of each of the abowmentionedfactors. In thenext section we shall focus dhose
mechanisms and we shalilvance a set of hypotheses that we aftbrwardsuse inthe presentesearchin

our approach wevill rely on thestudyconductedy Traag VaberVelden (2006).

1. Individual effects

Previous studies have shown that there is a high risk of early school leaving among boys. Th
originates inthe different type of sodalization anddevelopment of certaigenderspecific traits. Studies
have confirmed that children who exhibit increased aggressive-sauiél behaviourin the early school
yearshave a greater chance to leaahool lateron (Audas and Willms, 2001)A relevant aspect ithis
case is the degrae which studentgetinvolved in extracurricular activities, whigbositively influence
early school leavingConsidering that theharacteristic®f each student are the ones helping hiner to
integrate and feel comfortable withthe school environnmg, the risk of dropping outiecreasesSchool
participation(in certain specifiareas see below) is another important element in this framewstidents

tend toperformbetterat school through participatioiseveralevels of participatiortan be idatified (Finn
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and Rock, 1997)the basic one beingpmpliance withschool and class rules (arriving on time, not talking
during teaching times etcinother level of student participatidies inhis/ her initiatives and thdegree of
enthusiasm manifestehroughout the schastic process, a type bkhaviourthat increases performance
and reduces the risk of leaving school. Finally, a third level of participation lies in engeging
extracurricular activities (sports, school clubs, events related tolsattovities etc). Participation leads to
identification with the schoolis practices and valudlus increasinghe level ofpleasuran spendnhg time
atschoo| whichin turnprevents dropout (Audas and Willms, 2001).

Another important factor that recent researches have highlighted as being crobigdrets life
chances (Heckman, 1999, Bowles and others, 2001, EApidgrsen and Mestres, EspiAgdersen, 2004)
is that of ognitive abilities and their formationwhich depends on the familgnvironment parents' ability
to help train them, as well abe quality of preschool educatioHence, 1 is important topoint out that
cognitive abilities represent individudieatures that explainto an overwhelmingextent the academic
performanceof a childandalsoreduce dropout risk (Audas and Willms 20yring the preschooberiod
children consolidate their cognitive abilities and the necessary motivatiorto attain good school
performancewhen this consolidation prose does not occuthe likelihood of school dropouricreases and
the chance oé transition to higher educational levelscreaseslhese skills are both innate and moulded
by the preschool and pr@re-school education model, starting from the first years of life. Therefore it is
vital that children received appropriate training and cognitive stimulation from the preschool petiosl. In
case parental involvement refers to the family lifestyle imposed tprésehoolchild and the degree to
which it supportdis/ heracademiaactivitieslateron. It is the khck ofa stimulating family environment for
cognitive developmentthe poorand limitedlinguistic baggage that create a handidafrom the very
moment ofenrolmentin schooli that becomes very difficult to get over afterwardareau (2003) coined
this phenomenoas "concerted cultivatidnwhich suggests the idea that someepés givetheir children
the opportunity to go to théheatreand attendvarious culturalevents constantly involvingthem in
laborious conversatiorthat enrich their vocabulary (moabstract wordsindideas about life and the world
in generaletc.) anl, thereby helpto develop their cognitive abilities, whigh turn provides them witla
considerable asset for later school success and prevent the eiakyofchooleaving. Students who have
high cognitive abilitiesalso attainedhigher levels of academperformanceStudies have also shown that
poor school performanaae significantly correlatedith higherdrop-outrisks (Alexander et al. , 2001 and
Slusarcick Ensminger , 1992).

37



I MINISTERUL
o EDUCATIEI >.

f e CERCETARII

TINERETULUI

J o |$| SPORTULUI

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale OIPOSDRU Roma Education Fund
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013 Romania
$IPROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

As far as thosg@roups vulnerable t&SL phenonenonare concernedi is necessary to establish
certain compensatonypeasuresn order to address the "social handicapginated in the family and in the
poor developmergnvironment they grew up turing the preschogieriod The seeds for school atiging
and learning motivation, or even the low aspirational |&évisley all reside in the family environment and
represent relevant individuaharacteristicen preventingeSL (Audas and Willms 2001)t should be added
that the aspirational level is alsnfluencedbyt eacher sé expectations and
network developed by the student. For instance, if one usually interacts with people having a lo
aspirational level, it is very likely thaat some pointthat person ends up intalizing a low aspirational
level. If, on the other hand, one socialises,aahaily basis, with individuals with high expectations, one
could get over the low level of expectatioimslucedby the family. This is where segregation plays a
significant role: when an individual from a family with low aspirational level socializes with the same type
of individuals, that particular individual will have a low motivation for carrying on with education; when
instead the individual socializes with variousdividuals with different levels of expectations and
aspirations, there is a solid founidat for building up a differerkind of motivation for further education.

The hypothesegemerging in this case are eagiedictable boys and students with lower cognitive
abilities are more likelyto drop out. Ahigher degree of participation and school identification (school
compliance,low absenteeism, involvement in extraccufar activitiesetc.) reducethe risk of dop-out.

Also, students who leave school eahlgive poor academic resuliad a lower level of motivation. School

segregation emphasizes individfedtorsthatpredispose to early school leaving

2. Family effects

Clearlyfamily plays a key role imvoiding early school leaving. Family characteristics are essential
in determining the student's success in schoagliarelwider sensdyis/ hersocial succesas anadult, later
on. Family capitalcan take three distinct form&éinancial / economic cagal (material resources of the
family), human capital (levedf education and knowledge, occupation) and social / cultagtal (norms,
values, expectationggarding theelationship to the child, theeed to get involved in his / he&aducation
etc.) (Coleman, 1988, Traag and VanDerVelden 2006, Espimdersen and Mestres)he elementsthat
emphasizehe ESL risk are low socioeconomic status, family structur@onoparentafamilies orlarge
families with many children also predispose to high riskropping out, same as unemployment of one or
both parents.

The economic capital of the family $iaean overwhelming influence on ESisk, as already
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highlighted by previous studiesThis is correlated with thextent of importance attached to education
amorg family members. In cases where tlost of educations very high when compared to the available
economic resources and there igperception that the social benefits of investment in education (
necessarilyfinancial, but alsssymbolic benefitssuchast pride of having a dald with good academic
results or theshame othaving a child repeating a year ¢tare low there is a high probability déaving
school The surveys conducted &omapopulation have shown that many famil@sosenot to sendtheir
child to schoolsimply becauset h e y affoadrtadpiay for school transpoation (Surdu , Vincze and
Wamsiedel 2011), clothes or evefood to feed the child. In addition, the economic capital allows the
family to ensure the goods requirknt anadequate educatiomah as books, notebooksc. Duncan (1998
found a significant positive correlation between family povdttging trec h i eadly&esars of life and his /
her later succesdt should bemade clear that the relationship betwegar e n $tatué and school
performance varies between countries, ranging from one extre@ermanythe United Kingdom andhe
United States of America (threlationshipis thestronges meaning thagoodschool performancdepends
on t he p a mstatustwisiah in guonctranglates in less equality of opportundwd at the other
extreme the Nordic countries Sweden Noway and Denmarkalong with the Netherlandsvhich show a
significantly higher social mality (Denmark showed the weakeslaionship betweemparental education
and childrets chances of achieving a high level of education) (Espidgderse, 2004). The difference
between the group of Nordmountries (and the Netherlands) and Germamy United Kingdomand the
United Statesan be explained primarily e differences in income among familfethe different levels
of investment in education atide different degree of efforts to ensure equality of opportunity in education.
In terms of social inequality and investment to ensgqeaity of opportunityin education Romania is
closer to the Angle Saxonmodel rather thathe Nordicone

In this frameworkour assumption is thastudentscoming from familieswith good financial
situationspresenta higher level of scha performancemoreover, wealso estimate that studerdeming
from families with low economic capital have a higher rate of duvrhis isemphasized by the low value
attached teeducation. Moreover, familfiman c i a | resources al so i mmowdet
private tutoringor thestudent. Undestandablywe anticipate thathe greater the number pfivate tutoring
sessions the better the academic performance of the studene &wleththerisk of dropout.

The elucational status is the most significant expressiam off a rhunlary catal and is one of

° The Angloi Saxon societies are far manequalitariarthan the Nordic ones.HE Gini coefficienis an expression of the degree
of social inequality within the society.
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the characteristics determining ESL risk and school sutteSsrtain researches conducted in test
have shown that high panaheducational status increasim® studend probability to achieve academic
pefformance (see EspingAndersen, 2004DiMaggio, 1992 Graaf andGanzeboom1993). Parents' ability
to "surf' the education systerto support the child and manage the relatignshth the school fohis / her
academic success is a significant variable in explaiii@ghances (Erikson and Jonssd®96). Behind
this relationshipghereis a specific generative mechanissincemuch of the investment in the education is
doneat home,within the private domestic spacetbe family. Obviously, the support granted to the student
varies as the more fortunate students have both higher educational resources and very involved parents
are also very familiar witlspecificschoolexpetations and challenge€onsideringthe aspects mentioned
above, the ypothesis that students whose parents have a low educational status are more ékédly to
schoolleaving comes naturally.

The altural capital of the family is another important aspect reveaseduch by ESL specialised
literature (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977; Dimaggio 1982). The concept of cultural capital was launched
Bourdieu and understood awols for acquiring symbolic @alth socially defined as worthy of being sought
and hela (Bourdieu in DiMaggio, 1982). Bourdieu's hypothesis was that studetfit$iigh cultural capital
interact more easily wittheir teachers andyenerallyspeakingadapt betteto theacademicenvironment
thus, obtairing betterresults Children from families belonging to the cultural elite are more familiar with
school expectations and practices, adapt e&siéne rules and informanvironmental that characterize
schoo] anenvironment that isby far, more connectetb thecultural elite andurther away frompopular
culture Naturally, Roma students whim their early yearsspeak theRomanilanguage at home are faced
with a significant disadvantage their process oadaptingto the schoolsydem, which also reproducs
social inequalitiedy using thdanguageof the dominant elites and ntitat ofvulnerable groupst@ which
the Roma minoritybelongs) The languageproblemis relevantfor Roma students since sometimes the
separation / $wol segregation is caused bigriorance of the official languatjyeAs childrenfrom families
with a "popular” culture (as b the casdor childrenbelonging to vulnerable groups, including those from
Roma families who have obviously socialized in a differenttural environmentrom that of the cultural
elite) perceive schools a foreign, unfamiliaenvironment,consequently, as far as these children are

concerned, there ia higher risk of not feelingt easdan school,having poor academigperfamance and

1 This isvalid at leastas far asRomaniais corcerned, since certaistudies have shown that countries such as Sweden and
Denmark havesucceddedo dislodge the "steady stream” of cultural heritdme providing children regardless otheir social
background with relatively equal chane®f success.
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being subjected to early school leavifrgthis line of houghtDiMaggio (1982) found a significant effect of
cultural capital on the academic success of students by contrtiienfamily characteristics; therefora,
similar effect of cultural capitalrotheacademicsuccess of children itmeir pre-universitypathis plausible
These considerations support tpeeviously introduced association regarding the effect of parental
educational status on the academic performance of the chaéaicbalso suggst that students' access to
opportunities and cultural dev@iment resources, such as bqgadksa factor in developing cultural capital
thus generatingcademic performance and reduckfgl risk. The existence of arxtensive libraryat home
and thefrequencyof reading materials other thaextbooksfrom the school curriculum generasiperior
academicperformance.At the sametime frequent attendance ofcultural events- theatre cultural
performances is arotherelement thafavoursa good acadensiperformance andeduces ESL riskThe
emerging hypothesisis that children from families witha different cultural capitalfrom that of the
predominant cultural elite (popular cultirare moe likely to leave school at an early stage of their
educatiorpath

The matteof socialcapital and its implications fahe accumulation of knowledgé the studenhas
already been addressed ipravioussection. The profound argystematic interaction betwearparent and
his child is an element that facilitatése transmission of resources (knowledge, information, cognition) that
can be used to better perforah school. There is aack of interactionwhich manifests itself in cases of
monoparental families or when one or even both of the parentsoareemporaty living in the same
householdas the child (such is the casemfgrant workers a very commonphenomenomowadaysin
Romania).We anticipat that children comingfrom monoparentafamilies orfamilies with one or both
parents temporarily resing from homeare more likely tohave poorschool results oto leave school
compared to students from families in which both parentspeesent. Therefore our hypothesssthat
students who come fromnonoparentafamilies and students from familid®ving one or both parents
temporarilymissingfrom home preserd greater risk oESL. In analysingthis hypothesis wevill also take
into consideation the situations where studentsom our samplegroup haveolder siblingspresentin the
household anthey canbenefit from their supporth orderto improve their academic performance

Previous studies have highlighted the role played by parenalvement in student educatioss a
reflection of family characteristics. For example, a parent with a highercational level can easily érhis
way in the school "maze" argtoperlyunderstand the importance and relevance of education for later on
success in lifehence, it can be assumed that such a pasdntolved inhi s chi |l dds scho
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Basically the inequality in terms of family statisalsoreflected inthe unequal involvement of parents in
school activities unfortunately the Romaniagducational system does not seenb&oable tacompensate
for school inequalitie§ for a perspectie onthe nuance®f parent participation in school activities see
Theodoroy 2007 Smit, DriessenSluiter & Sleegers2007, Sheridan & KRATOCHWILL, 2007, Epstein,
1996, Ivan, 2010Under the circumstancesevexpect that parental involvemdrg everlower for families

of students from vulerable groups (especially Rojandthat it correlate with a higheESTrisk.

3. Peer effects

The presentategoryincludes theentourageandinfluenceof friendsand peers.Despite thdimited
attention paido this aspect by thepecialisediterature we feel that this category of factors is important
andwe have decided to address it as well. Up to a certain extleéscets tend toderive their sense of self
merits from their network offriends andalso toadjug their behaviourto suit them (Audas and Willms,
2001). h this situation there may also besubculture groupspect thatnanifestson students andhay
influence them as far ashoolbehaviour is concerne&tudies have shown that students who haveady
school leavefriend have a higher risk adnding upin the same situation (Ellenbogen and Chamberland,
1997). In this study wehalltest the relationship betwe#me students' network of friendshd ESL.

4.School effects

This category includeseweralfactors such aquality ofthe teaching and available schoesources
school size effectiveness and equitgf policies and school practices, school climate aedche
involvement Thee is little public intervention margin from thamily sideto ensurean equal support for
all studentssincethe other part of the education occurs in the efamaily environment, namelgt school
the publicmeetingspace offamily baggage witiformal school educatioexpectationsAs already seen
some theomsshowthatstudent treatmens notalwaysequal in this spaces it is aeflection of the initial
pre-schoolformationstarted within the familyBourdiey. But evensg, the fact that there is &road public
interventionarea whersuccessful advocg@ctions for nordiscriminatory treatment for all students can be
taken, is fundamental (Audas and Willms 20Blar ent s6 parti ci pation and
constant monitoring of student progress ameoing collaboration withteachersn order to ensure the
success of student academic performance are all vital dimensions in this framework. Some empiric

Western studies have highlighted the role played by proper education conditions ane@iseinonimentor
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academic performancén this respectCortens and Dronkers (2004) showedsed orPISA datd’, that
independent private schools are more effective for studemggfrom large or lower statusamiliesthan
private schools depemd) on governmeratl support.Other studies havprovedthat variables such as the
degree of heterogeneity of the school (number of levels of edueatioin the school),thetype of area in
which the school is located and the proportion of ethnic minority studgmtssentelevantvariablesas far
asthe ESLphenomenoiis concernedTraag, van der Velden, 2006, Bryk and Thum, 1989). Adajptiege
findings to theRomaniansituationand giventhat students fromural areasare less likely to accumulate a
good level of knowledgév/oicu and Vasile, 208), we can assume that there is a higher rate of ESurad
schools as compared to urban schotisBut the most important aspeas far as Romaniand Roma
minority studentsare concerneds testing the effect of school segregation on early school leaving rate.
Ethnic school segregatiaa critically important inRomania andas beerdocumented by relevant studies
(Jigtu and, Shndu, @2@08). ARhOuUgIR thedentification and analysi of this particular
phenomenolf was notthe objectiveof the presentstudy, we did,however, followthe variation of certain
fundamental variables according to the percentage of Roma students in school. A previous study shov
thatin schools witha highe percentage of Roma studetitere is less parental involvement (ly@010)
Again, schools witha higher percentage of Roma studehi&ve less human and materi@sources
(laboratories computersdifferentdegreeof teacher professionalizatiaic.) © u mi ramddvasiuc, 2011)
Therefore we expecmoreprecariousschool environment and conditionssohoolswith a highproportion
of Roma students

A possible explanation for the increase of equalftiffe chancesn Nordic countries asthe studies
already mentioned have pointed @aspingAndersen, 2004) lies inthe expansion aheinstitutionalsed
childrencaresystem( cr c he s, fortheidfistrygaes oftlife giver) that mosft their mothers are

working. Thus there wa a kind of equalization of qualitgnsured tochildcare andconsequentlyan

1 pISA (Programme for International Student Assesment) is a complex &tndisting ina survey and a tesidministered to
studentsrom several countriethat providedataonst udent sd abi |l i ti es t o u sdataoh $thkoolsa c a d
families anathe socialenvironmenthey livein.

2 However, & INS databased studghowed thafrom 1997to 2000 the dropout rate was higher in urlaaeas at theompulsory
educationlevel ( J i gt u, S Bresdntly, & havesdraeyeservdions about this resulgsone of the explanations for this
situation maysimply be thatupper secondary educatisohools are more numerous in urban areasiandally, thedropout rates
increaseat higherevels of educationTherefore, thénigherrate of schoodbandonment in urbareascould simply be caused by
thelarger share of studengsirolled in upper secondary urban schcﬁgtadeyth T 12th).

13 School segregation is common when there is a higher proportion of Roma children in schaskedoimpheireal sharein the
community There isschool segregation when Ronchilden are concentrated more in certain classes, not equitaindy
proportionately distributed in all classes.
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equalizationof the cognitive capacitiestraining received by childrefrom these countries (Esping
Andersen, 2004)Therefore a fundamentahspectin explainingequality oflife chances and a formidable
weapon to break thesteady streatnlies within the foundation of a solid development of cognitive
capacitief children in the preschool period (Espingndersen and Mestred).is our hypothesis that pre
schoolformal educationn kindergartes reduce the risk of early school leavinghe greater the number of
years attendingsindergarten, théesserthe risk of early school leaving. As a corollamnye expect Roma
children tohave received fewer years of preschoalergarten training due tomultiple causes originating
in difficult social conditionghat werehighlighted by specialized studiesgeEUMAP, 2007) The specific
aspects of th@reschool education systeamd its functioning inRomaniashould also b&onsideed. On
one handthe preschool education system is moffact entirely free, thereforechildren fromvulnerable
groups are disadvantagéwm this point of view;on the other hand, when these children start attending
schoo] this initial disadvantge becomes more prominent, as the actumlfigurationof classes takes into
account the psehool preparationf children This practice does not stimulate an egalitarian educational
systemintended teensure the respect efjual opportunities

Another discussion poimegarding the educatiaystemwould be thanclusive aspeabf education
and school As long asthere is no official data formally presented in schools aboutetheic group
(neither in thecurricula nor otherwisg it is obviousthat the school igperceived as an unfamiliar
environment. Moreovegontempt for the culture and practices of the community combinedovéjdices
reflected in theoredominantulture andimplicitly, at schoollevel, lead toa situation where Roma dtren
perceive the school environmentasostile one, a threat tbeir ethnicidentity. From this point of view
neither theeducatiorsystem noschoos are inclusiveRoma minority children are therefore faced with two
options, either rejection of thechool or assimilationEthnic relevance is a very important congept
especiallywhen considering the characteristic propensityassimilationat school levelFrom theRoma
community perspective a studenho successfully completehis upper secondargr even university
educationbut denies his ethnicitys not a'succes$story. Therefore, the study will also consider the extent
to which school promotabe cultural identity elements

5. Community effects

Some studies have tried to test pgussiblerole of the social environment in which the child is born,
lives andlearnsin influencing his life chances.Social environment is a broad term that can incltue

proximity tot h e chlemelthe éharacteristics ofthe neighbourhoodvhere he livesthe existingsocial
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networks and the easeith which information travelsthe degree ofsocial or civic activism of the
population or, more generallthe social capital that characterze community.n this particularcasewe
are referring to the extentd which students are affected the social proximity in which they live, the
social, economic and historical aspects ofrttemmunity andneighbourhoodIn this context thdocal
labour market conditionsalso play a decisiveole by either encouragingr discouragingearly school
leaving Some studies have conclugddmhsed on empatal evidence that there is a link between the
particularities of the neighbourhood whéne child lives andhis futuredevelopment
Neighbourhoodspecificity s defined bythe proportionbetweenfamilies with low income and
families with high incomewhile child development was characterized by indicators relateketohildd s
IQ, the proportion of births amoraglolescentand school dropouf he effect of neighbourhood sp#icity
remained even aftekeepingunder controlthe family characteristics (BrooksGunn 1993). Quite the
contrary, other studiesirew the opposite conclusion, namely the lack of a significant influence of
neighbourhoodspecificity on the later onsocb-economic status of the child&d@lon and others2000).
However, the authordid mentionthat their results may hiefluenced bythe fact that theneighbourhood
specificity reallydoes not have an impact on the child's later sucagsbecause th@eighbourhood
specificity was not adequately operationalized and measé®dar asRomaniais concerned studies have
revealed that studenfiom rural areasreless likely to attend universithan those from urban areaicu
and Vasile, 2009 Consegently, we expect studentsom rural areaso show a higher risk &SL andto be
more influenced by thealuing of educatioramong people fronthar community (other than familyyhen

deciding whether or not to further their education.

Types of studies onducted onESL

At this point t is appropriate to mentioseveraltypes of representative studies daSL The
specification is necessary @ phenomenon has received specific operatiatetpretations as described
abovei and generally speakinghe studies were folded on the goals of the researchers. In addition, the
review of these studies has led to the premise of choosing an appropriate approach for the present rese:
According to a summary from 2001 (Audas and Willms, 2001) ESL studiedbeagrouped into the
following categories:

1. Longitudinal (panel studies surveying the same sample at different moments in time) or transver:
studies (such as surveys conducted at a certain moment in time, without continuing afterwards) tf

examined schoohbandonment based on representative data collected at a né&malalSuch
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studies havallowed for an estimation ¢fie number of people at risk of early school leavingtard

scale of the phenomenon. Examples: Rumberger (1983), Whelage and R@&@&¢r BE@rington and

Hendricks (1989), Crane (199B,t d e and athers, 2001 ec k and R uDguhmi nnickk

and Ivasiuc (2011), Surdu, Vincze and Wamsiedel (2011).

2. Other studies that focused on early school leaving have developed multilevel statistlets that
allowed for the identification of the effects at individual level, on one hand, and the effects at schoc
level, on the other hand. Thestdies accuratelidentified the effectgertaining tothe specific
situation of young people and thiegts originated irthe schools / institutions in which theyere
studying ExamplesBryk and Thum (1989), Rumberger and Thomas (2000).

3. Another category of studies wethe experimentalonesin which particular aspectef school
dropout were consideredThe samples used werather smalland unrepresentative. These studies
were rather similar to the qualitative ones, but there were sufficient cases so that certain statistic
analyses could be carried drher relevance lies within the neperspectiveshey have opened as to
the topic of discussion. Examples: Ensminger and Slusarcick)1B8enbogen and Chamberlain
(1997).

4. Qualitative studiesthe fourth category of research conducted&SL phenomenonuse irdepth
interviews or focus groups and ameportant because they allow-depth survey of student school
participation, motivations and values. Examples of such studies: Fine (1986), Tanner, Krahn ar
Hartnagel (1995), Voicu (ed.) (2010).

As far as we are concerned, taking into account the domexhich the study wasonducted and
the objectives of the project within which it was conductedppted for a combined study containibgth
the quantitative dimension, developed as a longitudinal study (the same sample of shidenewvedat
two differentmoments in timgnamely the first and, respectively, the thyear of the project)andthe
gualitative dimension in the form ebmefocus groups conducted with parent®afly school leavers.

The presentstudyaims foran integratecappoachof all explanatoryESL aspectsbut from a new
perspectivecomplementary tthe previousstudies conducted in Romania thris theme.Up until now the
guantitative studies in thigategory began from samples drawn from the general population (the
stratification beginning with the Roma communities); this study focus&téad on school, perceived as the
arena where the accumulation of knowledge occurs.

The samples of respondents interviewed were selected from students enrolled in sbltiols (
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studens andtheir parentdave been interviewgdn a comparative mannera sample of Romand one of
nonRomastudents, "in thenirror”, from thesame schoolwith a significant percentage of Roma students
(minimum 5- 10%), identified through thdeteroidentification method by their teachers. A third sample
was alsoused for comparisoreasons, consisting of studengsd their parents) whioad beerenrolled in

the sampledchools but left school or are at high risk of doing so.
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Research Methalology

Objectives of the research

U Identify ESL risk amongstudents from vulnerable groups (especially Roma) compared with other
studentsenrolledin lower secondary educatidmsed orthe indicators that predisposeBESL;

U Highlighting the explanatory mechanisnmer ESL amonglower secondaryschoos (grades5-8),

with special emphasis on vulnerable groups (especially Roma);

U Identify the opportunities foRoma students enrolled in lowsecondaryeducation to accede to high
school educationral describe the explanatory mechanisms for itnatson.

Research universeln order to achieve the objectives described altbgeesearch was conducted
within the population of studenfand their parentgnrolled in lower secondary education in sceowith a
significantshare of Roma children (at least 50%)from urbanandrural areas from th€entre North-East
and SoutkFMuntenia regions. This was also the targgiopulation of the study subdivided into the
categories: Roma students (amespectivelytheir parents), naRoma studentsafd, respectivelytheir
parents)and early school leave(students who have not been attending school over thel pes¢ks prior
to the study) /studentswith more thar20 urmotivatedabsence'$ (and, respctively, their parents). For each
target groupa sample of people interviewddllowing apredetermined proceduveas selected.

Research methodquestionnairdased survey of students selected in the sample completade
to-face interviewers specifally trained for this purpose.

Research tool "face to fackindividual questionnaire appliday specifically trained operators.

Sampling survey students:

The study used a model of probabilistic sampling,-staged stratifiedor the selection oRoma /
nonRomastudents The doiceof early school leavereas madeby interviewers from the community in
the vicinity of the schoolas they were identified following discussions with teachedstudentsdrom the
schools included in the studVhe surveys were organized as panel (thest wavebeing carried ouin the
first year of the project and the secoome in the third year of the projeetusing the same sample of
students)n orderto trackthelongitudinal progressf samplestudentsand compare thESL rates from the

4 |nitially we planned tdnclude in the early school leavers sample onlystiuelents whdavenot been attended school for the

past 4 weeks prior to the studyuring the course of the stuthe fieldoperators encounterasgveral situationat the school level
wherethe number binterviews needed to validate the research could naffeetively held, sowe decided to include in this
category students aisk of leaving schoobased on their gathering of more tHzhwunmotivated absencehus we obtained a
sampleincluding boh early school leavers and students with a high risk of school abandoment following the conclusion of the
study. The subsequent results demonstrated that our choice was the right one.
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time of the first wave up to the moment of the second wave among sampled students.

Samples used
WAVE1

U Roma students (artteir parents / guardians/00 subjects

U NonRoma students (arttieir parents / guardian$32 subjects

U Students at risk of school dropo@ndtheir parents / guardian299 subjects
WAVE 2

U Roma students (artteir parents / guardians): 69@bjects

U NonRoma students (artteir parents / guardian$30 subjects

0 Students at risk o§chool dropoufandtheir parents / guardian299 subjects.

Maximum acceptable error.

- Early school leavers (and their parenggiardians)therepresentativenessf t hi s sampl e
be calculated since the selectminstudents waseitherrandonized norstratified- there are no data
to substantiate such a sampt@wever this sampleonsented focomparative analysis in relation to
therepresentative samples of Roma /#Rwmastudentsselectedor theresearch.

- Roma and noiiRoma sudents / parents: A~ 3.9% ata 95% probability level.

Data collection period:
The cata fromWave 1were collected during AprMay 2011 by means ofguestionnair@pplied in
face to face sessions at school or at home.
The cata fromWave 2were collected during ApriMay 2013by means of a questionnaire applied in
face to face sessions at school or at home.
The study had two componenéualitative research araquantitativeone
QUALITATIVE RESEARCH
It consisted af
A. 3 focus groups irtheruralar e as o f( QHRorl adHin)u, Fr umuWhaHc 4 Centhe I a it
parents / people responsilite taking care oRomaearly school leavers
B. 10 interviews withearly school leavers / their parents in variglacesfrom the regionscovered by the
project.

QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH
It consisted irsurveysconductecamong students enrolled in lower secondary education and their
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parents from the counties pertaining to entre North-East and SoutMuntenia regions. The surveys
were conducted among the following target groups:

- Roma students and their parents;

- Non-Roma students and their parents;

- early school leavers / students who have gathered at leastr@Gtivated absences at the time of

the study, respectively their parents.

A sample of respondentsas selected foraeh target groupThe chta were also collected at the
school levelThe surveys were organized apanel (Vave 1took place dring thefirst year of the project,
and Wave 2during the thirdand final year of the project, using the same sample of studesdsas to
longitudinally trackthe progress of the sampletudens, by comparing school leaving rate sinttee
moment ofWave 1 until the moment ofWave 2among sampled studentd/ave 2was projected to be
undertaken in the last year of the project (202Q13).

Samples used:

- Roma students (and their parents / guardians): 700 subjects, representative for the target populat
of Roma sudents in the counties covdrdy the project (from Centré\orth-East and Soht
Muntenia regions);

- NonRoma students (and their parents / guardians): 632 subjects, representative for the targ
population of Roma students in the counties covered byribject (from Centre North-East and
SouthMuntenia regions);

- early school |l eavers (who havendét been atten
who have at least 20 unmotivated absences) ((and their parents / guardians): 299 students.
Maximum acceptable error:

- Roma and nofiRoma students / parents: +3.9% at a 95%robability level;

- early school leavers (and their parentgiardians)therepresentativenessf t hi s s ampl e
be calculated since the selectiohstudents was either randomzed norstratified - there are no
official dataregarding the distribution of early school leavers from lower secondary education leve|
in relevant soci@lemographic categories; moreover, there is no field identification framework for
them soas to allow a random selection. Howevéis tsampleconsents for comparative analysis in
relation to the representative samples of Roma /Rmma students selected research.

Survey sampling students:
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The study used a model of probabilistic tataged stratified sampling fdne selection of Roma
and norRRomastudentsThe doiceof early school leaversasmade by thdield interview operatorbased
on their discussions with teachers and students frii@ selected schools and their indication and
identification of former students from theramunity in thevicinity of the school.

Research method:questionnairdased survey cdampledstudents completebdly specially trained
interview operators ifaceto-faceinterviews.

Research tool:individual questionnaire.

Sampling

The sample

The samplingof Romaand non-Romastudents was a probabilisticone, stratified in two stages
During thefirst stageit was decided upothe number of school® be sampled froneach layerand a
random selectionf sampled schoolwas conductedlarget population stratification was done at this stage
according to two criteriathe area ofesidencgurban / rural ) where the schoattended by the student is
located and the county it belongs to (there are 19 counties from 3 regitersre North East an&outhi
Munteniai coveredwithin the project). An average of 10 students were interviewed in each school. During
the secondtagethe classes and the state to beinterviewedfrom each class were selectédclasswas
selected in a random way from each level of the lower secondary edycaltiss!", 7" and8" grades)rom
eachsampledschool The students afterwards surveyed through the questiommaieesrandomly selected.
Thedetailed sampling proceduiepresented belaw

Stage 11In the firstsamplingstagethe schools where the research was to be conducted were

seleced,taking into account the following two stratification criteria:

A. the area ofesidence (rural / urban) in which the school unit was located; hence, the investigate

population (population of students enrolled in grades 5 to 8) was grouped into two distinctive

categories, each with its specific weidpaised on the numbef students;

B. the county in which the school unit was located; thus, the investigated population (population c
students enrolled in grades 5 to 8) was grouped in 19 separate categories for each county, e
with its specific weight based on the numbéstudents. The same procedure was used for the

regionbased stratification.

Based on the result of combining these criteria 100 schdtiisa percentage of Roma students

of at leasts - 10%from the19 countiegertaining tathethreeregions coveredybthe study were randomly
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selectedOn average 5 Roma,5ndhoma st udents and 5 former stude
been attending school over the previous 4 weeks prior to the study, without any medical reason) we
selected fromeach schol. The procedure described below was applied separatelyhe sampled Roma
studentsrespectivelyon the sampledionRomastudentsThe procedure used for the selection of former
students who left school is described separately below.

Stage 2.In stage two classeBom each sampled school were randomly seledtedh each
educational level according tospecific procedureresented in detaib eachfield operator.n this way we
avoided theoredominant choice of classebere thebest students the schoolvereconcentrated

Stage3 . Once the class sampling was finished the final choice of Roma anRorma students
was the result gbreparatory pretage according to tHellowing procedure :

Stepl. The field operator identified tHRomastudents.This step was done with the utmost care due
to the reluctance of many Roma students to declare their ethnicitytder b identify the Roma students
the heteradentification method was used with the help of teach&r®fs(they were asked iprivate and
by no means in front of the students, to indicate Remastudents Roma students in the class were listed
separately iranalphabetical order.

Step 2. The field operator separatelgampledon one handhe nonRoma studentsfrom the
catalogue and on the othethe Roma childrenfrom the listcreated in Step 1, following theatalogue
selection procedurdescribed belowAt least oneRomastudentwas selectedfom each class. When there
was no Roma student in the class, more Roma mstsideereselectedfrom another class, iorder to
compensate. However these were rare situations, since all sampled schools had a mirbrad®%6fof
Roma students, so naturally in each sampled class there would be at least 2 or 3 Roma students.
selection of norRoma students was based the class registerselection procedurewithout however
including the Roma students when their names came up.

Student class sadgon: The selection of sampled students was randomsgattmatic based on a

statistcal step. Therefore, the number of students from a sampled class was divided to the number
guestionnaires to be applied within that particular class, resulting in the selection step (always negative
rounded up). The basis was tba&talogueorder. The first selected student was the third one listed in the
catalogue, while the others were selected by applying the statistical step. When all names from the catalo
were exhausted, theounting continued from the beginning of the cataloguél identifying the right
person indicated by the statistical step.
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The sample okarly school leavers was obtained by resortinght® following procedureeach
teacher tutor from the sampled schools was askiethere was any student who left school definition:
someone who has not been attendssool over the last 4 weeks prior to the visit of the operatdt.
confirmed cases were listed and coniatdbrmationwas gathered (from teachetstors colleagues The
final list only included thelphaetically orderedormer students for whonihére was a registered address.
Then the first names on the list were selected until the necessary number was met. When no such stu
existed in a clasthe same procedure was used for the next classphabécal order until the needed
number offormerstudentsvasidentified. The procedure was identical for each level of education.

The sample of parents was generated by interviewing parents of students entbkeshmples of
studentsFor orpharstudents or in case ofunavailableparens the questionnaire wamnswered by thiegal
guardian.

Poststratification : the resulting sample was pesttatified / weighted taking into account the actual
size of the Romaopulation/ other ethnicity according tbllS. The sharewvas calculatedbased on the
stratification criterion (residence area and couniys a ratio between the actual population according to

official data and the sammlenefrom each stratum.

Research results Wave 1(2011))

The study addressé¢lde fundamental dimension$ school situation for three different target groups:
groups of Roma and neRoma students and early school leavers. The sampled students were selected frc
the same types of schools with a significant percentage of Roma st@chémimum5 -10%). The research
design allowed us to assess the possible differences between groups of RomaRmehactudents living
and studying in relatively similar scholastic and social environments. The manifestation of differences |
terms ofindicators (academic performance, level of family support, material, human and social capital c
the family, school type and school conditions, school segregation etc.) supports the idea that the origin
educational inequalities and highe8lErisk amongroma students liboth within the characteristics of the
unfavourablesocial / academic environment in which they live (the-Rema students were selected from
the same environment) and the specific social mechanisms through which Roma students ged Bxclu
school.Our researclhighlights precisely these mechaniss@meof them alreadyntuited but unsupported
by relevantdatg others new and bringing additional significant insight to the matter. In additiowe

included in the surveyas a distinctarget groupa sample of early school leaversstudents at hig risk of

53



| MINISTERUL
o EDUCATIEI .

fe CERCETARII

TINERETULUL

J o |$| SPORTULUI

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale OIPOSDRU Roma Education Fund
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013 Romania
$IPROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

doing in the future (from aoperationaberspective we included in this category stiedents who have not
beenattendng school in the last four weeks prior to thervey orstudents with more than 20 unmotivated
absences The esultsobtained from this category represent a benchywvanike thecomparisorof data for
Romaand ron-Romastudentswith that of early school leavers indicate the gap and ESLprieialence
among theseategories.

1. Influence of school environment school discrimination andeducational resources

The results show thaschool discrimination is still very much present Romanian schools
especially those witkimilar profiles (located close to poor communities, wilsignificantshare ofRoma
students- minimum 510%) School discriminatiormanifests itself pmarily at the class level, as Roma
childrenaresitedin the last row; as comparetb nonRoma studentsAt the sameime it is noticeablé see
the table below- that from this point of viewRoma children are closeo the situation ofearly school
leavers orstudentswith a high ESL riskThus, whilethe sharenonRoma studentsited in the first row is
32.6% that ofRoma studentis only 23.8% andeven lower, anerely8.7% as far agarly school leavers or
students with digh riskof leavingschoolare concerned

Roma children arenostlysitedin the last ronat the back othe class 26.5% of Roma children are
sitedin the fourthrow or even further backyhile only 17% of norRoma students are positionedsaghin
thar classroom. Thossitedat the back of the class warainly early school leavers or students with many

unmotivated absences a#d.1% of thensat in the fourth row or even further back in the class.
Table 1. Correlatonb et ween t he variable fAseat assigned i

Student selection grouBeat assigned in the classroom

Seat assigned irhe classroom
Fifth or
further back
Frontseat Secondseat Third seat Fourthseat seat Total
Student selection group  Non-Roma students Count 201 182 128 58 47 616
% within Student 32.6% 29.5% 20.8% 9.4% 7.6% 100.0%
selection group
Roma students Count 164 170 172 116 66 688
% within Student 23.8% 24.7% 25.0% 16.9% 9.6% 100.0%
selection group
Early school leavers Count 25 47 80 84 51 287
% within Student 8.7% 16.4% 27.9% 29.3% 17.8% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 390 399 380 258 164 1591
% within Student 24.5% 25.1% 23.9% 16.2% 10.3% 100.0%
selection group
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Student selection group*lastorpenultimagat

Last or penultimatgeat
Does not sit in the
last or penultimate | Sits in the last or
seat penultimateseat Total
Student selection group  Norn-Roma students Count 469 147 616
% within Student 76.1% 23.9% 100.0%
selection group
Roma students Count 448 240 688
% within Student 65.1% 34.9% 100.0%
selection group
Early school leavers | Count 123 164 287
% within Student 42.9% 57.1% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 1040 551 1591
% within Student 65.4% 34.6% 100.0%
selection group
The classroom positioning is an indicator o

and level of class participation, Hisierunderstanding and assimilation of knowledge in the classroom and
a higher academiperformance. Data analysis sholat the closer the students are to the front, e
higher the academic performance and the lower the absenteeism level. The relatbmtalaps the usually
assigned seat i n the cl ass and acaddemicperfonmdneeninh 6 s

Mathematics and Romanian Language and Literattegresented below:
Table 2. Correlation b et we e n t hseat agsigned anb Iteh el ¢ | a s s rabsenteeisma n d

Seat assigned in the classrooStudent categories based on the no. of unmotivated absences

Student categories based on the no. of unmotivated absences
No Between 11 Between 21
unmotivated | Between 1 and and 20 and 39 40 absences o
absences 10absences absences absences more Total

Seat assigned in the Front seat Count 84 125 30 28 45 312

classroom % within Seat assigned in 26.9% 40.1% 9.6% 9.0% 14.4% 100.0%
the classroom

Second seat Count 91 103 33 34 60 321

% within Seat assigned in 28.3% 32.1% 10.3% 10.6% 18.7% 100.0%
the classroom

Third seat Count 48 88 40 37 70 283

% within Seat assigned in 17,0% 31.1% 14.1% 13.1% 24.7% 100.0%
the classroom

Fourth seat Count 28 56 28 23 73 208

% within Seat assigned in 13.5% 26.9% 13.5% 11.1% 35.1% 100.0%
the classroom

Fifth or further Count 19 30 25 12 41 127

back seat % within Seat assigned in 15.0% 23.6% 19.7% 9.4% 32.3% 100.0%
the classroom

Total Count 270 402 156 134 289 1251
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% within Seat assigned in 21,6% 32.1% 12.5% 10.7% 23.1% 100.0%

the classroom

Table 3. Correlation between the variablei s e at as s i g n e ddandihe avérage grddais s r

Mathematics
Seat assigned in the classrabverage grade in Bthematicgrouped on performance categories
Average grade in Bthematicgirouped on performance categories
Between 5 and| Between 6 and| Between 7 and
Below 5 6 7 8 Above 8 Total
Seat assigned in the Front seat Count 26 112 128 51 52 369
classroom % within Seat assigneih 7.0% 30.4% 34.7% 13.8% 14.1% 100.0%
the classroom
Second seat Count 37 139 115 50 38 379
% within Seat assigned in 9.8% 36.7% 30.3% 13.2% 10.0% 100.0%
the classroom
Third seat Count 46 149 114 21 26 356
% within Seat assigned in 12.9% 41.9% 32.0% 5.9% 7.3% 100.0%
the classroom
Fourth seat Count a7 121 46 9 14 237
% within Seat assigned in 19.8% 51.1% 19.4% 3.6% 6.9% 100.0%
the classroom
Fifth or further Count 34 70 31 8 6 149
back seat % within Seat assigned in 22.8% 47.0% 20.6% 5.4% 4.0% 100.0%
the classroom
Total Count 190 591 434 139 136 1490
% within Seat assigned in 12,8% 39.7% 29.1% 9.3% 9.1% 100.0%
the classroom

Table 4. Correlation between the variablefi s e at as si g n e doandthe dvérage gradeairs s r

Romanian language and literature

Seat assigned in the classroomverage grade in Romanian language and literatnngerformance categories

Average grade in Romanian language and literatnneerformance categories
Between 5 and| Between 6 and| Between 7 and
Below5 6 7 8 Above 8 Total
Seat assigned in the Front seat Count 14 99 113 56 83 365
classroom % within Seat assigned in 3.8% 27.1% 31.0% 15.3% 22.7% 100.0%
the classroom
Second seat Count 37 109 123 55 54 378
% within Seat assigned in 9.8% 28.8% 32.5% 14.6% 14.3% 100.0%
theclassroom
Third seat Count 32 156 95 42 31 356
% within Seat assigned in 9.0% 43.8% 26.7% 11.8% 8.7% 100.0%
the classroom
Fourth seat Count 36 122 50 7 19 234
% within Seat assigned in 15.4% 52.1% 21.4% 3.0% 8.1% 100.0%
the classroom
Fifth or further back Count 26 69 36 10 5 148
seat % within Seat assigned in 18.9% 46.6% 24.3% 6.8% 3.4% 100.0%
the classroom
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Total Count 147 555 417 170 192 1481
% within Seat assigned in 9.9% 37.5% 28.2% 11.5% 13.0% 100.0%
the classroom

The meaning of the causal relationship betweehne st udent 6s assigned
performance is not unequivocal. In some caseés precisely theacademic performanadat qualifiesthe
student to occupy one of the front or maybei t he
in which case the explanatory variable bepagental interest and participatiddowever the fact remains
thatRomaand norRRomastudentsio not occupy equallglistributedseatsas they should

Discrimination manifests itself not only ithe way students are being assigned seats in the
classrooms, but also in the overall clasganisatiorsystem at the school level. All sampled schools dad
minimum of 5 - 10% of Romastudents so if therewere an equal distribution of Roma and fRoma
students (such as a random distribution), in each class within each sampled school at least 10% of the c
should have been of Roma origin. HoweVEs % of the interviewed nofiRoma students stated that there
were less than 10% Roma students in their class. Data show that 43tBé@Romarespondents study in a
classwhere more than a half of the students arRafaorigin; however, the share of ndRoma students
studying in the same type of classes (that is with at least half of the stbbéerg of Roma origin) is 296
Still, these percentages only show one side of the problem and partially express the extent of sch
segregation. Analysis of clasegregation can be best perceived by comparing the real percentage of Rormr
children in the class to the percentage of Roma children in the school popWaiioriunatelyit is nearly
impossible to have the exadiase of Roma students from theal poplation, since neither schools, nor
inspectorates haved data. As a matter of fact wiel not have these data either. In addition there is also the
problem of assuming the Roma identity. It is our opinion that the only entities that can obtain théatrue de

are thenon-governmental organisatiomastive in the Roma related matters.

Table 5. Correlation between the variablefishare of Roma students intheclassand t he st U

affiliation group

Student selection grouBhare of Romastudents in the claszom

Share of Roma students in the classm
BetweenlO | Between20 | Between30 | Betweerd0 Between Between0 | Between70
Below 10 and20 and30 and40 and50 50and60 and 70 and100
procent procent procent procent procent procent procent procent
Roma Roma Roma Roma Roma Roma Roma Roma
students students students students students students students students Total
Student Non-Roma Count 91 106 87 81 61 40 52 87 605
selection group students % within 15.0% 17.5% 14.4% 13.4% 10.1% 6.6% 8.6% 14.4% 100.0%
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Student

selection group

Roma Count 33 99 85 73 97 59 60 176 682
students % within 4.8% 14.5% 12.5% 10.7% 14.2% 8.7% 8.8% 25.8% 100.0%
Student

selection group

Early school  Count 32 43 32 38 28 27 29 63 292
leavers % within 11.0% 14.7% 11.0% 13.0% 9.6% 9.2% 9.9% 21.6% 100.0%
Student

selection group

Total Count 156 248 204 192 186 126 141 326 1579
% within 9.9% 15.7% 15.7% 12.2% 11.8% 8.0% 8.9% 20.6% 100.0%
Student

selection aroup

Another noteworthy aspect related to school environment refers to the degree to thehich
interviewed parents estimated that the school provides equal unbiased treatment to all students.. About
in six parents (15.2%) believes that the school treatsirehi differently, depending on the student's
ethnicityi they graded this school issue with 5 out of a total of Ii0I(agree that the school provides equal
treatment to all children regardless of their ethnicity; 2ontrary opinion, the school treathildren
differently depending ortheir ethnicity). It is an important share that dentiaies thaserious efforts are

still required before schootsuly become enironmens for equal opportunities.

Table 6. Distribution of parents 6 opi ni on on equal school treat me

Perception of parents regarding equal treatment in schoo

B A. Parents who rather agr

that the school where their

child is studying ensures eq
treatment to all childrer
regardless of their ethnicit

H B. Parents who rather
that the school where their
child is studying students

treated differently
depending on their ethnicit

The analysis of students belonging groups shows that parents of Roma students / early sch

leavers or students with more than 20 unmotivated absences are more likely to consider school as
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environment that provides ethnicitpased unequal treatment stidents- see the next tablethan non
Roma parents. Among ndRoma parents the share of those who totally agree with the fact that the schoc
ensures equaléatment to all students is 699 higher than the 57.1% share of parents of early school
leavers who feel the same way; among the latter 21% are more likely to agree that the school treats chilc
differently depending on their ethnicity (grade 6 or higher len dcale used), while only 12&of non
Romaparentsshare the same opinion. It & issue on which the mentor should insist in relation to the
program beneficiaries, as our research reveal ¢
academic environment, to identify the reasons behind the schemibd disadvantage for anén from

vulnerable groups in relation to the other students and to intervene and eliminate them.
Table 7. Correlation between group affiliation and opinion on equal treatment in schools

Student selection grouph your opinion, tle school where your child studies ensures the equal treatment of all children, regardlesstbiibigyror are they treated differently, depending on their

ethnicity?
In your opinion, the school where your child studies ensures the equal treatmkehdfiren, regardless of thedthnicity or are
hey treated differently, depending on their ethnicity?
Totally Totally
agree to agreeto
the the
affirmation affirmation
from the from the
left 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00 7.00 8.00 9.00 right Total
Student Non-Roma  Count 413 50 24 11 19 6 10 10 2 46 591
selection  students % within Student 69.9% 8.5% 4.1% 1.9% 3.2% 1.0% 1.7% 1.7% .3% 7.8% 100.0%
group selection group
Roma Count 402 56 27 20 37 6 8 11 31 58 656
students % within Student 61.3% 8.5% 4.1% 3.0% 5.6% 9% 1.2% 1.7% 4.7% 8.8% 100.0%
selection group
Early Count 157 20 21 4 15 8 9 13 10 18 275
school % within Student 57.1% 7.3% 7.6% 1.5% 5.5% 2.9% 3.3% 4.7% 3.6% 6.5% 100.0%
leavers selection group
Total Count 972 126 72 35 71 20 27 34 43 122 1522
% within Student 63.9% 8.3% 4.7% 2.3% 4.7% 1.3% 1.8% 22% 2.8% 8.0% 100.0%
selection group

It is within the presentrameworkthat we bring forward anotheset of data that supports the idea
that discrimination is still a probleam Romanianschoolsaffecting theacademicperformance of Roma
studentstheir school integration andiultimately, the degreeof ESL risk. About 1 at of 10 interviewed
parents(12%) satedthat Roma students areeated worse than the rest of the studeniss impression
prevails among parents &omachildren/ early school leavers, namelyolit of 6 Roma parents (16.7%)

feel this way, as compared to onlyput of 25non-Romaparents (3.9%)
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Table 8. Correlatonb et ween group affili at i ontresnmedtinsghaolni on
Student selection groupis far as you know, which one of the following statements is closer to the truth?
As far asyou know, which one of the following statements is closer to the truth?
Roma children are
treated worse than the Roma children are treated Roma children are
other children at the better than the other treated just like the othel
school where my child | children at the school wher{  children at the school
studies my child studies where my child studies Total
Student selection Non-Roma students ~ Count 21 16 500 537
group % within Student 3.9% 3.0% 93.1% 100.0%
selection group
Roma students Count 105 5 519 629
% within Student 16.7% 8% 82.5% 100.0%
selection group
Early school leavers  Count 46 4 214 264
% within Student 17.4% 1.5% 81.1% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 172 25 1233 1430
% within Student 12.0% 1.7% 86.2% 100.0%
selection group

Data should be complemented witte practical perspectivef Romaparentsthatshed light on the
actual mechanismthat weigh againsRomastudentsas compared to the ndtoma oneslt is a mix of
causes combinindamily financial situation, poor living aoditions inadequatehandling of cases of
disadvantaged childrelny the teacherand insufficient family support. Roma children are disadvantaged
both because of difficult family financial situation and the fact, ihainany casedeachers do not shothe
necessaryact and empathiypn providing additionakupportto studens coming from disadvantaged families
on the cont r aapprgach inhreatioh o astudemts feoim disadvantaged familiessséam
discouragehem to continu¢heir education.

An illustrativecase is the one describby aRomaparentwhose childwas heckled by teacheron
grounds ofdirty fingernails suchadmonisiment in front of theclassis the kind offactor that creates an
obstacle foiintegration and establishing norhralations with colleaguesvioreover,the reason behind the
dirty fingernails is not so much negligence (ir
the student 6s) as tsécare food i thispaicularcasek wasaboutpoaathiegrthe t o
land looking for iron pieces- and the lack of home conditions to ensargroper hygieneln such
circumstancesve believe it is more important that the student be encouraged and help#dntb his
classesdespite poopersoml hygieneand the solutioro the problemiies in consolidatinghe relationship
with theparents
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0-Yes, school i's good because they |l earn how
he comes dirty after looking through garbage, poor devils, out there looking for iron pieces, com
dirty and the Romanian stay away fromthey atndey ar e ashamed, so th

back. Thatds why mine didn6ét go back.

-AND THEY HAVE TO GO LOOKI NG FOR THAT, THE
OTHERWISE.

-They donét even have what to wash up with.

- My child, SG, hewenta | ook for i1 ron because we donot

back with dirty hands and nails and their te

- AND SHE FRIGHTENED HIM.
- She did and he came to me and said mum | am no longey [gosthool because the lady will cut my ng
and he hasnot been going since. I just manag
| ashed out at him and he went every now and
child.

-BUT YOU WANT HIM TO COME TO SCHOOL, 1 T&6S GOC
- It's good that he began to learn.

- WHAT CLASS IS HE IN?

-ltdés the first school year , but when she th
she will give himthewi t i ng materials, but she didndét, b
the other. He comes and says mum gimmie 50 grand, but where do | get it, baby, because these m
bread and if | give it to you to take to schodlieh bread w | | you eat today?

foriron, aluminium ¢ o P (Facus &roupn V I a kKFceat with Ramaparentof early school leavers

The data showhat almost Jout of 4 Roma students spoke Romani at home before going to school
see tle table belowObviouslythese students have encountered greater difficulties in adapting to the schoc
environment and recovering the gap compared to thether studentsUnder thecircumstanceghe
appropriate recommendatigto facilitate thescholastidntegrationof students who spoke a language other
than Romaniarat home, before going t&choo| througha series ofneasures such as summer scioah
intensive program ofamiliarization with the Romanian language from psehool orfirst school years,

intensive suppomrovided by the school mediatetc
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Table 9. Correlation between the language spoken at home before attending school and the affiliation
group

Student selection grouph which language did you usuallynostly speak to your child, before going to scRool

In which language did you usually / mostly speak to you
child, before going to schadl

Romanian Romani Hungarian Total
Student selection Non-Roma Count 568 4 36 608
group students % within Student selectiogroup 93.4% % 5.9% 100.0%
Roma students Count 467 151 44 662
% within Student selection group 70.5% 22.8% 6.6% 100.0%
Early school Count 183 79 26 288
leavers % within Student selection group 63.5% 27.4% 9.0% 100.0%
Total Count 1218 234 106 1558
% within Student selection group| 78.2% 15.0% 6.8% 100.0%

The revealed aspects reinforce the idea that school is not equally friendly to all students, regardle
of their ethnicity. There are multiple reasons for this, originating in a mix of causes. One of them is that
school does not possess effective mechanisms to facilitate school integration for students from vulnera
groups. The opinion that schools do not ensure equal treatmeait $tudents is significantly wider among
parents who have used (and still do) Romani or Hungarian at home. It is interesting for example that t
opinion is even more prevalent among parents whd tesaspeak Hungarian with their children when at
home.It would be interesting someday to test the assumption that in schools with a significant share
Hungarian children theeeatmentRoma children are subjected to is even more pronoyasecbompared to
schools where there are little or no Hungarian sitedéVe are also considering the schools where the pre
university education system has been implemented in Hungarian. It is a working hypothesis for the tin
being, as our data are inconclusive, so no categorical answer can be given for now.

Table 10. Correlation bet ween the | anguage h ome

spoken at

treatment at school

In which language did you usually / mostly speak to your child, before going to 8ctsolar as you know, which one of the follmg statements is closer to the truth

As far as you know, which one of the following statements is close
the truth?

Roma children are
treated worse thar
the other children af|

the school where|

Roma children are]
treated bettethan the
other children at the

school where my child

Roma children are|
treated just like the|
other children at the|

school where my

speak to your child,

usually / mostly speak to your child

my child studies studies child studies Total
In which language did ~ Romanian Count 109 22 979 1110
you usually / mostly % within In which language did yol 9.8% 2.0% 88.2% 100.0%
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before going to scho@l before going to scho@l
Romani Count 30 3 181 214
% within In which language did you 14.0% 1.4% 84.6% 100.0%
usually / mostly speak to your child,
before going to scho@I
Hungarian Count 34 1 68 103
% within In which language did you 33.0% 1.0% 66.0% 100.0%
usually / mostly speak to your child,
before going to schodl
Total Count 173 26 1228 1427
% within In which language did you 12.1% 1.8% 86.1% 100.0%
usually / mostly speato your child,
before going to scho@l

Another form of ethnic class discrimation tested throughout the researeas the ethnical seat
grouping in the class and the data confirmed the trend: students of similar ethnicity aresitealdbxt to
each d¢her. The data continue to be validven when the analysis was conducted by controlling the Roma
student &ds. shar e ef

Table 11. Correlation between the ethnicity of thedesk mateand t he st udent és sel

Student selection group¥hich is the ethnicity of thdesk mateyou usually sit next to?

Which is the ethnicity of thdeskmateyou usually sit next to?
Romanian Hungarian Roma German Other Total
Student Non-Roma students Count 385 41 85 0 5 516
selection % within Student 74.6% 7.9% 16.5% .0% 1.0% 100.0%
group selection group
Roma students Count 213 27 293 0 2 535
% within Student 39.8% 5.0% 54.8% .0% 4% 100.0%
selection group
Early school leavers Count 95 12 132 0 2 241
% within Student 39.4% 5.0% 54.8% .0% 8% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 693 80 510 0 9 1292
% within Student 53.6% 6.2% 39.5% .0% 1% 100.0%
selection group

Three quarters (74.6%) of nddomastudentsand aboutl in 2 Romastudentgespondents (54.8%)
have adesk mateof the same ethnicity. These results should however be interpreted with caliien.
responsesnay have been wrorigas students may not have knotine actual ethnic identitgf their desk
mate moreover, the ethnicomposition of the clasis also relevantTherefore, it is only naturghat a
higher proportion of Roma students in the chassild also lead t@ higher grcentage of studenitgving a
Romadesk mateThat is why our analysis was also conducted separately for the classes depending on t
share of RomatudentsData show that in classegth 10 to 20%Roma students, only 7% of ndtoma

studenthave aRomadesk mateand 32% of Romatudentdhavea desk matef the same ethnicity. In these
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classes the maximum share of feoma students who might have ha®@madesk matas equal to the
percentage of Roma students in the class- (A0%) andthere was a chance that no Roma student would
have a Romalesk matgsince Roma students were up to 20% at most, there was a possibility that eac
Roma student had a ndtomadesk matefrom the remaining 80%). Despite thig is obvious that
classroom siing is notrandom,on the contrarythere is ecleartendencyof seat assignment and grouping
that includes the ethnicity factor as well. Educai®mlso asocializationmechanisnfor studentsas they
acquire certain habits in terms of perception, \&lwadtitudes andbehaviour The daracteristics fothe
school environment (rulesnteraction patterns,classroomcontrol etc) have a defining role in terms of
representation and relating to students of differetitnicities. Under the circumstances theality
highlighted by the study suggests rather 8wdtoolsgeneratesegregated socialisation, drawing boundaries
and emphasising ethnic differencé@sis is all the more serious as studdirst enteringthe schoolsystem
have nodichotomic perspectiveon ethnicity, on thecontrary the data fromthe conducted focus groups
revealed cases of friendship, mutual assistance and cooperation between RomaRuomdaistudents.

- BUT DID YOU HAVE MONEY FOR BOOKS AND THEIR WRITING MATERIALS?

-But i f haveenalghriodfood, how could we have had for books?

- AND FROM WHERE DID THEY STUDY? HOW DID THE MANAGE TO GET BY?

- They gave them the writing supplies from schools.

- My daughter did not have books and she used to go to a classmate with more ojp®r@nai studie
there.

(...)

-1 WANTED TO ASK YOU SOMETHING, ABOUT WHAT THE GENTLEMAN SAID AND | WANTE
SEE IF IT HAPPENED TO YOUR CHILDREN, THIS COLLABORATION | MEAN, AS HE SAID THA
DAUGHTER USED TO GO TO A FRIEND AND STUDY TOGETHER DID HABPEN TO YOU T(
HAVE SUCH FRIENDS THAT YOUR CHILD COULD GO OVER THEIR HOUSE AND S]
TOGHETHER, A MUTUAL AID BETWEEN CHILDREN ?

- Yes , and others came by o my house when they had no books they would come and hekp ea
home then they would picip their backpack and leave the other way.

- DID YOU EVER FEEL ANY DIFFERENCE THAT THAT ONE IS ROMA AND THE OTHER O
NOT?

- No.

-FOR I NSTANCE, YOUR DAUGHTERG6S BEST FRI END, |

- My daughter is Roma and the friend she used to go to waRmmoia, but that made no difference what

ever. and friend that went non Roma did not distingui@focus groupn F r u my Raeemtsof Roma
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earlyschool leavers)

The influence of the school environment emphasizingethnic differencess favoured by the
presence ofschool segregationThe qualitative research data revedlthe existence of such ethnic
segregatiot endenci es caused both by t eac hsehoot dassesmace p
divided according to student performaricthere areclasses with good or less gosuidents althoughthe
ethnicity is not taken into consideratian this case, the effect afividing classes based on academic
performance leads to sablosegregationsince Romastudentsmostly havelower academigerformance

(as a consequence @értain social conditionshich arebeyond their control).

-HOW DID YOUR CHILDREN GET ALONG WITH OTHER CHILDREN, DID YOU FEEL
DI FFERENCI ES, | SDUSNDBHAT SONMBPMVES THEY TEND TO PUT TOGETHER
CLASS ALL THE GOOD STUDENTS AND THEN THE CLA
-So they did, they choose the best class at f
do well goes t@another teacher.

- She was in class A and then, fhdrade, they moved her to class B.

-BUT HOW TO THEY DO THIS, IS IT BASED ON THE GRADES DO THEY USE OTHER CRI
HOW DO THEY DIVIDE CLASSES?

-l understand that based on how they study.

-Mydaughe r is doi ng Wgddesp she dlse gascompuater.t he 6

-SO |I'T DIDN6T MATTER THAT T-REGVWA, INEREWERD MERECSUC
CASES OR DID YOU FEEL SOMETHING LIKE THAT?

- No, no such thing happened in tHedsade, in the u t dass(Rocus groupn Fr umuk ani |,

with children who have left school)

On the other hand during our focus groups we have come across situations when parents of n
Roma students chose to move their children from schools with a high sharenaf ¢ckddreni this is
clearly anethnical segregation, a reflemt of discriminatory attitude\ll theseare glimpses ofealities of
the Romanian school system that leave tiva@rk on the way students socialize and internalize the meaning

of ethnic diferences as a segregationist criterion and on their promoting the ethnic stereotypes.

"- Just to keep them away from the Gypsies, there are many who have moved away, | see them lea
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the minibus.

- And from the ' and 29 grade they moved already .

- There are still some poor Romanians and the gypsies that go to school .

- There is no argument, but supposedly there are Gypsies.

- There are people here who do not send children to school because of the Gypsy and taksctin@wh dt
the station .

- AND WHY IS THAT BOTHERING THEM ?

- Well the Romanians here say what, | should let my kids go to school to sit between Gypsies ? So

them from the ¥, the 2% grade and take them to the station.

- My child had a Romanrachild in his classroom and he was hooked by the Gypsies who taugl
Romani and the parents were not happy that he learned Romani instead of another language,

children do, so eventually they moved him at the station and my child remairedrtreventually h
di dndt go anymore either.

- SO EVENTUALLY THEY HAD BECOME FRIENDS.

- Yes, they had become friends, with b@leaguedoo, some of them went to thegh schoolfrom the
station and completed 7 or 8 grades, but hesgokedin the 6thgrade and then stopped going". (Fo
gr oup Ii-Ronfaedreatg with children who have left school)

The investigation also took into consideration the students' opinion regarding teacher bias. Da
show that Roma students feel more often thate@cshow greater understanding towards other colleagues
- see the table below. 1 in 5 Roma students (20.7%) feel this way often or even often, as compared to 15
of nonRoma children; on the other hand, 1 in 2-+nR@oma students (49,1%) eenot feel tie bias at all and
neither do 38.3% of Roma students. The share of early school leavetsdentswith more than 20
unmotivated absences feeling the teacher isi@ven more significant: 3374 of them felt / feel often or
very often that teachers showegter understanding towards their peers. These differences persist eve
when data is being broken down to residence (rural / urban) level. This result reflects, once more, t
persistenceof structural inequalities within the Romanian education systemenmst of equality of
educational opportunity, as ethnicity continues to be a differentiating factor as far as school treatment
concerned. Obvioushyit is a question of subjective perception of students, but this applies to all three
groups that are baincompared, namely the Roma and #kwma students, and the early school leavers or

students with more than 20 unmotivated absences. The intervention to support students at risk of leav
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school should also monitor the relatibisbetween teachers and dénts during the teaching classes.

Table 12. Correlation between students' opinion regarding teacher bias and group affiliation (on the

overall sample and separately based on residence)

Student selection grougdave you ever felthat some teachers are more understanding with other students than they are with you?

Have you ever felt that some teachers are more understanding with oth|
students than they are with you?
Very often Often Rarely Very rarely Not at all Total

Student selection Non-Roma Count 21 74 91 117 292 595

group students % within Student 3.5% 12.4% 15.3% 19.7% 49.1% 100.0%
selection group

Roma students ~ Count 31 98 116 141 240 626

% within Student 5.0% 15.7% 18.5% 22.5% 38.3% 100.0%
selection group

Early school Count 14 88 60 51 67 280

leavers % within Student 5.0% 31.4% 21.4% 18.2% 23.9% 100.0%
selection group

Total Count 66 260 267 309 599 1501

% within Student 4.4% 17.3% 17.8% 20.6% 39.9% 100.0%
selection group

Student selection groupgdave youever felt that some teachers are more understanding with other students than they are with youZ€ideecer But presently you
Have you ever felt that some teachers are more understanding witlstothents than
Current residenceéBut presently you liveé they are with you?
Very often Often Rarly Very rarely Not at all Total
Rural Student Non-Roma students  Count 11 30 42 69 168 320
selection % within Student 3.4% 9.4% 13.1% 21.6% 52.5% 100.0%
group selection group
Roma students Count 21 62 75 91 167 416
% within Student 5.0% 14.9% 18.0% 21.9% 40.1% 100.0%
selection group
Early school leavers Count 9 53 38 34 44 178
% within Student 5.1% 29.8% 21.3% 19.1% 24.7% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 41 145 155 194 379 914
% within Student 4.5% 15.9% 17.0% 21.2% 41.5% 100.0%
selection group
Urban, in a Student Non-Roma students  Count 10 44 50 49 124 277
city selection % within Student 3.6% 15.9% 18.1% 17.7% 44.8% 100.0%
group selection group
Roma students Count 10 35 41 50 73 209
% within Student 4.8% 16.7% 19.6% 23.9% 34.9% 100.0%
selection group
Early school leavers Count 5 35 22 17 23 102
% within Student 4.9% 34.3% 21.6% 16.7% 22.5% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 25 114 113 116 22 588
% within Student 4.3% 19.4% 19.2% 19.7% 37.4% 100.0%
selection group

We tested the research and the relationship betweereighatof students in school and issues such

67



5 | MINISTERUL
* *

e . EDUCATIEI \

% o2 f e CERCETARII

LI TINERETULUI

" J S, | SISPORTULUI
UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANEE! Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale OIPOSDRU Roma Education Fund
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIE] POSDRU 2007-2013 20072013 Roménia

$IPROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

as academic performance (underlined in our research by grades aveiMgthé@matics and Romanian
Language andLiterature, students' motivation to further their education, school facilities or the extent to
which student®iad beerenrolled in preschool education. Data onghareof Roma students in school were
provided by school management and the items inclunlétle analysis were defined with the following
thresholds: below 10%, between 10 and 30%, between 30 and 50%, between 50 and 75%, over 75% .

Table 13. Correlation betweenthe shareof Roma students and averaggrade in Mathematics and

Romanian Language and Literatureover the last school semester

Share of Roma students in schoAieragegradein Mathematics and Romanian Language and Literajtoeped on performance categories

Averagegradein Mathematics and Romanian Language and Literajtoeped on
performance categories
Between 5 | Between 6 and| Between 7 and
Below5 and 6 7 8 Above 8 Total
Share of Roma Maximum 10% Count 35 34 41 21 28 159
students in % within Share of Roma 22.0% 21.4% 25.8% 13.2% 17.6% 100.0%
school students in school
Betweenl0Oand Count 28 73 80 49 53 283
30% % within Share of Roma 9.9% 25.8% 28.3% 17.3% 18.7% 100.0%
students in school
Between30 and Count 54 155 93 37 41 380
50% % within Share of Roma 14.2% 40.8% 24.5% 9.7% 10.8% 100.0%
students in school
Between50 and Count 20 108 64 39 32 263
75% % within Share of Roma 7.6% 41.1% 24.3% 14.8% 12.2% 100.0%
students in school
Above 75% Count 10 62 a7 19 30 168
% within Share of Roma 6.0% 36.9% 28.0% 11.3% 17.9% 100.0%
students in school
Total Count 147 432 325 165 184 1253
% within Share of Roma 11.7% 345% 25.9% 13.2% 14.7% 100.0%
students in school

There is a significant level of association betweenatbightof Roma students in the school and the
averaggygradesin Mathematics and Romanian Language and Literaturenot as expected. Basically, the
proportion of students with an averageade below 5 in Mathematics and Romanian Language and
Literatureis significantly higher in schools with less than 10% Roma students. On the other hand, in schoc
with over 75% Roma students, the number of students with grades between 5 and 6 is significantly high
Also, in schools with a maximuraf 30% Roma studentthe number of students witiradesabove 7 is
significantly higher.

These results should be considebed@ringcertain aspects in mind. Firdhe percentage of Roma

students in schools was recorded in accordamtte theheadmast er s 6 iomedkiscoalyt i o
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natural that not all answers were completely accuratesues such as$etereidentification ethnic
autoidentificationjack of a detailed family historyall these are possib&ror sourcesHowever sincethis
was the only reliable soure in estimatingthe percentage of Roma studentssichoo] we implicitly
acknowledged the limitations. Secorthie grading system is not the best instrument to evaluate, in a
comparative manner, the quality of educationeach student, as the same acadgerformance can be
graded differently in different school s; addi t
expectation the degree of parental scholastic involvemaait,these aspects mattas well Third, other
variables can influece and leave themark on the correlations we have presentgdaring in mind these
limitations, certainconclusions can stilbe drawn based on these resulisrstly, there are soméifferences
in terms of gradebetweenthe schoolsdefined by theshare of studentdut great caution is necessary in
interpreting then. The difference betweent u d averaggg@desnay reflect a difference in the quality of
education, buthe cause is not necessarily the share of Roma students within the schowieoothers
segregationist phenomena, it might be, but the results do not allow us to draw this conclusion. The aver:
gradeis also an indicator of school conditiortgjality of teaching staff and family suppowthich was
scientifically provedto be afundamental factor for thacademic performance of tkeudent. For example,
in case ofa higherproportion of students from families with highHewels ofeducatiorthe overall average
gradeswithin the school will also be higher.

Schoolswith less tharl0% Roma students are more dihotomizate thanrést, witha large share
of students scoring grids situated at the extrergelés below 5 and above 8nhother unexpected aspect
was the low weigh of students with grades below 5 in schools where Roreatstuepresent over 75% of
the school population, especially considering that the overall sample data indicate that Roma stude
usually get lower grades. Two explaoas are required at this point, naméhat residence is important
the urban / ruralschooing differences are well knownn addition we can assume tha t e ac h ¢
expectations diffeand the schools from the two areas do not necessarily inphag@rtionate share of
Romachildren.Forinstance, when assuming tima children areatherconcentrated in rural schools it is
important toanalysehow Roma / noARomastudents are performing sepahaten schools with dierent
ratios of Roma studentasthis may influence the overall grades in school. Therefore we present below twao
tablesillustratingthe relationship between tinatio of Roma students aral’erage grades, divided by type of

residenceand within thegroup of Romand norRRomastudents
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Table 14. Correlation between the share of Roma studentsndtheaver age grades bas

residence
Share of Roma students in schoBkerage grade iMathematics and Romanian Language and Literajtoeped on performance categories
Average grade iMathematics and Romanian Language and Literagtoeped on
Current residencdBut presently you livet performance categories
Between 5 and| Between 6 and| Between 7
Below5 6 7 and 8 Above 8 Total
Rural P Share of Maximum10% Count 2 6 15 7 7 37
Roma students % within Share of Roma 5.4% 16.2% 40.5% 18.9% 18.9% 100.0%
in school students irschool
BetweenlOand Count 12 35 33 17 24 121
30% % within Share of Roma 9.9% 28.9% 27.3% 14.0% 19.8% 100.0%
students in school
Between30 and Count 30 120 60 25 23 258
50% % within Share of Roma 11.6% 46.5% 23.3% 9.7% 8.9% 100.0%
students in school
Between50 and Count 19 98 59 34 24 234
75% % within Share of Roma 8.1% 41.9% 25.2% 14.5% 10.3% 100.0%
students in school
Above 75% Count 6 45 28 17 25 121
% within Share of Roma 5.0% 37.2% 23.1% 14.0% 20.7% 100.0%
students in school
Total Count 69 304 195 100 103 771
% within Share of 8.9% 39.4% 25.3% 13.0% 13.4% 100.0%
Roma students in
school
Urban  Share of Maximum10% Count 32 28 27 15 21 123
Roma students % within Share of 26.0% 22.8% 22.0% 12.2% 17.1% 100.0%
in school Roma students in
school
Betweenl0and30%  Count 16 39 47 32 29 163
% within Share of 9.8% 23.9% 28.8% 19.6% 17.8% 100.0%
Roma students in
school
Between30and50%  Count 24 36 33 12 18 123
% within Share of 19.5% 29.3% 26.8% 9.8% 14.6% 100.0%
Roma students in
school
Between50and75%  Count 1 10 5 5 8 29
% within Share of 3. 4 34.5% 17.2% 17.2% 27.6% 100.0%
Roma students in
school
Above 75% Count 5 17 19 2 5 48
% within Share of 10.4% 35.4% 39.6% 4.2% 10.4% 100.0%
Roma students in
school
Total Count 78 130 131 66 81 486
% within Share of 16.0% 26.7% 27.0% 13.6% 16.7% 100.0%
Roma students in
school

Data presentation based the student's residence reveals a totally different pickunmeiral schools
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with less than 10% Roma students the average grades below 5 are no longer as rasmelioated by the
resultsprocessedor the entire sample actually,only 6.5% ofthe studentsenrolledin these schools were
graded under B Mathematics and Romani&mnguage and Literatur8riefly, rural schools with lesthan
10% Roma students also recohigher gradeswhen compared to other rural schools where the ratio of
Roma students is higher. As far as tliban areasre concernedhe situation is differentSchools where
the percentage of Roma studentbadow 10% registerthe highest number of studentith average grades
below 5 and the lowestshare of students with grades between 5 and 6. Schagthisover 75%Roma
studentshavethe largest group of students with grades between 5 and 6 and thessgnalip of students
with grades above 7 only 1 in 10 students of the latter categoagquired an average grade above 8 in
Mathematics and Romanian Language and LiteraRifferences between schools remaas far as average
grades inMathematics and Romanian Language and Literaane concerned, withoutnauniform
distribution possibly reflecting both the effects of different levels of expectations and a case of differen
ratios of excellence among schooldowever,for the time beingthese ar®nly hypothetical explanations

that deserve to Heoked intoin the future.

Table 15. Correlation betweenthe shareof Roma studentsand the average grades inMathematics

and Romanian Language and Literaturedepending on the ethnic group affiliation

Share of Roma students in schoAlverage grade iMathematics and Romanian Language and Literagroeped on performance categori&ttident selection group

Average grade iMathematics and Romanian Language and Literaturg
Studentselection group grouped on performance categories
Between 5 Between 6 Between 7
Below5 and 6 and 7 and 8 Above 8 Total
Non-Roma Share of Maximum10% Count 15 15 25 17 27 99
students Roma % within Share of Roma 15.2% 15.2% 25.3% 17.2% 27.3% 100.0%
students in students in school
school Betweenl0and Count 6 29 45 34 50 164
30% % within Share of Roma 3.7% 17.7% 27.4% 20.7% 30.5% 100.0%
students in school
Between30 and Count 11 50 55 26 33 175
50% % within Share of Roma 6.3% 28.6% 31.4% 14.9% 18.9% 100.0%
students in school
Between50 and Count 3 20 30 18 24 95
75% % within Share of Roma 3.2% 21.1% 31.6% 18.9% 25.3% 100.0%
students in school
Above 75% Count 0 11 27 9 18 95
% within Share oRoma .0% 16.9% 41.5% 13.8% 25.3% 100.0%
students in school
Total Count 35 125 182 104 152 598
% within Share of Roma 5.9% 20.9% 30.4% 17.4% 25.4% 100.0%
students in school
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Roma students  Share of Maximum10% Count 20 20 16 4 1 61
Roma % within Share of Roma 32.8% 32.8% 26.2% 6.6% 1.6% 100.0%

students in students in school
school Betweenl0and Count 22 44 35 15 4 120
30% % within Share of Roma 18.3% 36.7% 29.2% 12.5% 3.3% 100.0%

students in school
Between30 and Count 42 105 38 10 8 203
50% % within Share of Roma 20.7% 51.7% 18.7% 4.9% 3.9% 100.0%

students in school
Between50 and Count 17 88 34 21 8 168
75% % within Share of Roma 10.1% 52.4% 20.2% 12.5% 4.8% 100.0%

students in school
Above 75% Count 10 51 21 11 12 105
% within Share of Roma 9.5% 48.6% 20.0% 10.5% 11.4% 100.0%

students in school
Total Count 111 308 144 61 33 657
% within Share of Roma 16.9% 46.9% 21.9% 9.3% 5.0% 100.0%

students in school

These data provide a picture of h&emastudents are performirdepending orthe percentage of
other students of the same ethnidgitychool &t this point thejuality ofacademieducation is expressed by
the averagegrade obtained itMathematics and Romanian Language and Literatidata show that in
schoolswith amaximum of 10% share &tomastudentgshe number of thoseith an average grade aba®e
is definitdy lower compared to students frasuhools where the percentage of Roma students is over 75%.
Also, aboutl out of 3 Roma childremattending a school withnder 10% Roma students has the average
grade inMathematics and Romanian Language and Literdtelew 5. There is an obvious contrast with
nonRoma students from the same categories of schools. For instance, in schools with Roma stud
population above5% the number of neRoma students with grades below 5 is virtually O.

Subiject to the limitations mentioned above, several conclusambe drawn at this poirkhus,the
data clearly showthat student performance varigspending on the ratio &omapopulation in school, as
well as studentethnicity. Of course,the correlation between theatio of Roma students and school
performances might be false oneand other characteristics of schoalsth a highpercentage of Roma
studentamay, in fact, be tre primary determinanfor school grades (teacher qualifications, the proportion of
students from families with high educational status etc.).

However, datasseem to suggeshat schools resort talifferent exigencylayers depending on the
share of Roma stedits enrolled. Hence, in schools with a maximum of 10% Roma stutentsimber of
students with grades below 5 is higher than in schools where the percentage of Roma students is over 7
It seems thaschools with less than 10% share of Roma childrennaore demanding grantng grades

above 5compared with schoolsith higherpercentageof Roma students
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However, the striking aspect is tidma students receive higher grades in schools where their share
is higher than in schools where tRema std e n girapdition is lover (under 10%)Generally speaking a
similar share of noifRoma students have grades above 7, regardless of the Roma students percentage
their school; but the share of Ra students with grades abovediffer significantly accordig to the
percentage of Romstudentsn the schoalln other wordsthe higher thgpercentage of Roma students in
schoo] the greater thehances of Roma&tudentsto receive grades above .5There are two possible
explanations to b&oked into in the futte: one is that the level of expectations is lower in schools with
higher numbers of Roma students, teachers are less qualified, which would imply a poorer qtiadity of
acquiredcompetenceg¢despite the higher grades); the second one is that the lasgtée@r s6 1| nv e
(European funded projects and so on) targeting schools with a high percentage of Roma children a
increased their academic performances. However, to what extend the ggadwed by Roma students
correspondo their real academic ogpetenciescompared to nciRoma studeniss yet to be seen.

Another dimension testadithin the analysis was the relationship between the percentage of Roma
studentsin the school andheir motivation to continue their educationThe data show a ratheveak
correlation between the percentage of Roma students in school and motivation to dbmetiseeondary
education by going tdiigh school. The entiresampleindicatesthat studentdrom schools where the
proportion of Romastudents isbelow 10% want vey much to further their education compared to the
others.

Table 16. Correlation betweenthe share of Roma studentsand the desire to further education by

enrolling in upper secondary schools

Share of Roma students in schoblbw much do you want to go teigh schod?

How much do you want to go tigh schodP
Very much Much Little Very little Not at all Total
Share of Maximum 10% Count 126 33 8 2 1 170
Roma students % within Share of Roma 74.1% 19.4% 4.7% 1.2% 6% 100.0%
in school students in school
Betweenl0and Count 207 76 6 3 3 295
30% % within Share of Roma 70.2% 25.8% 2.0% 1.0% 1.0% 100.0%
students in school
Between30 and Count 254 85 25 6 12 382
50% % within Share of Roma 66.5% 22.3% 6.5% 1.6% 3.1% 100.0%
students in school
Between50 and Count 194 49 23 4 5 275
75% % within Share of Roma 70.5% 17.8% 8.4% 1.5% 1.8% 100.0%
students in school
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Above 75% Count 125 31 15 2 4 177
% within Share of Roma 70.6% 17.5% 8.5% 1.1% 2.3% 100.0%
students in school
Total Count 906 274 77 17 25 1299
% within Share of Roma 69.7% 21.1% 5.9% 1.3% 1.9% 100.0%
students in school

The previous conclusions following a breaking down of data depending on the residence factor a
still valid: studentsattending schools with less than 10% Roma students and regardless of thelaorggin
a higher propensity téook forwardto further their education ihigh schooli as demonstrated in thable
below. Still, thecorrelation is weak andio doubtdepemlenton other variables such as theightof high

school students from families witthigh educatiorstatus

Table 17. Correlation between the shareof Roma studentsand the desire to further education by
enrolling in upper seconary schools depending onresidence

Share of Roma students in schobléw much do you want to go tigh schod?* Current residencdut presently you liveé

How much do you want to go togh schoo?
Current residencdut presently you livé Very much Much Little Very little Not at all Total
Rural Share of Roma Maximum Count 34 5 2 0 1 42
students in school ~ 10% % within Share of Roma 81.0% 11.9% 4.8% .0% 2.4% 100.0%
students in school
Betweenl0 Count 99 27 4 0 1 131
and30% % within Share of Roma 75.5% 20.6% 3.1% .0% .8% 100.0%
studentsn school
Between30 Count 168 54 18 4 12 256
and50% % within Share of Roma 65.6% 21.1% 7.0% 1.6% 4.7% 100.0%
students in school
Between50 Count 172 43 23 4 5 247
and75% % within Share of Roma 69.6% 17.4% 9.3% 1.6% 2.0% 100.0%
students in school
Above 75% Count 92 17 8 2 4 123
% within Share of Roma 74.8% 13.8% 6.5% 1.6% 3.3% 100.0%
students in school
Total Count 565 146 55 10 23 799
% within Share of Roma 70.7% 18.3% 6.9% 1.3% 2.9% 100.0%
students in school
Urban  Share of Roma Maximum Count 92 28 6 2 0 128
students in school ~ 10% % within Share of Roma 71.9% 21.9% 4.7% 1.6% .0% 100.0%
students in school
Betweenl0 Count 108 49 2 3 3 165
and30% % within Share of Roma 65.5% 29.7% 1.2% 1.8% 1.8% 100.0%
students in school
Between30 Count 86 31 7 2 1 127
and50% % within Share of Roma 67.7% 24.4% 5.5% 1.6% .8% 100.0%
students in school
Between50 Count 22 6 0 0 1 29
and75% % within Share of Roma 75.9% 20.7% .0% 0% 3.4% 100.0%
students in school
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Above 75% Count 34 14 7 0 0 55
% within Share of Roma 61.8% 25.5% 12.7% .0% .0% 100.0%
students in school
Total Count 342 128 22 7 5 504
% within Share of Roma 67.9% 25.4% 4.4% 1.4% 1.0% 100.0%
students in school

The analysis waalsorun against the ethnic group affiliation of the students. Data shatthere is
no significant correlation in this caseegardingthe level of student aspirations betwedi@ various
categories of Roma and n&toma students, depending on the ratio of Retdents in thie school For
instanceRoma childref s | alesieelto atiehtligh schools similar, whether they attend schools where

their share i®elow 10%or above75% thedifferences are nostatisticallyrelevanj.

Table 18. Correlation between the share of Roma studentsand the desire to further education by

enrolling in upper secondary schoolsdepending on ethnic group affiliation

Share of Roma studentsfow much do you want to go to high schoo&ttident selectiogroup

How much do you want to go togh schoc?
Student selection group Very much Much Little Very little Not at all Total
Non-Roma Share of Maximum 10% Count 80 19 2 1 0 102
students Roma % within Share of Roma 78.4% 18.6% 2.0% 1.0% .0% 100.0%
students students in school
Betweenl10 and30% Count 129 39 1 0 0 169
% within Share of Roma 76.3% 23.1% .6% .0% .0% 100.0%
students in school
Between30 and50% Count 132 37 10 1 0 180
% within Share of Roma 73.3% 20.6% 5.6% 6% .0% 100.0%
students in school
Between50 and75% Count 70 19 6 0 1 96
% within Share of Roma 72.9% 19.8% 6.3% .0% 1.0% 100.0%
students in school
Above 75% Count 54 14 2 1 1 72
% within Share of Roma 75.0% 19.4% 2.8% 1.4% 1.4% 100.0%
students in school
Total Count 465 128 21 3 2 619
% within Share of Roma 75.1% 20.7% 3.4% .5% .3% 100.0%
students in school
Roma students  Share of Maximumum10% Count 46 15 6 1 1 69
Roma % within Share of Roma 66.7% 21.7% 8.7% 1.4% 1.4% 100.0%
students students in school
Betweenl10 and30% Count 78 37 5 3 3 126
% within Share of Roma 61.9% 29.4% 4.0% 2.4% 2.4% 100.0%
students in school
Between30 and50% Count 122 48 14 6 12 202
% within Share of Roma 60.4% 23.8% 6.9% 3.0% 5.9% 100.0%
students in school
Between50 and75% Count 124 31 17 4 5 181
% within Share of Roma 68.5% 17.1% 9.4% 2.2% 2.8% 100.0%
students in school
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Above 75% Count 72 17 13 1 3 106
% within Share of Roma 67.9% 16.0% 12.3% 9% 2.8% 100.0%
students in school
Total Count 442 148 55 15 24 684
% within Share of Roma 64.6% 21.6% 8.0% 2.2% 3.5% 100.0%
students irschool

We testedhe relationship betweehe percentage of Roma students in school and the existence (or

lack) of a schootounsellor The cata show that schoolgith ashareof Roma childrerbelow 10% are more

likely to have aschoolcounsellorposition- see the table belolelow. In other words, schools with higher

percentage of Roma students beeeftof a schookounsellor

Table 19. Correlation betweenthe shareof Roma studentsand the existence of a schoatounsellorin

the school
Share of Roma studentSthool counsellor
Schoolcounsellor
There are nschool There areschool
counsellosin the counsellosin the school Total
school
Share of Roma Maximum10% Count 4 9 13
students % within Share of Roma students i 30.8% 69.2% 100.0%
school
Betweenl0and30% Count 10 12 22
% within Share of Roma students i 45.5% 54.5% 100.0%
school
Between30 and50% Count 22 5 27
% within Share of Roma studerits 81.5% 18.5% 100.0%
school
Between50 and75% Count 20 2 22
% within Share of Roma students i 90.9% 9.1% 100.0%
school
Above 75% Count 10 6 16
% within Share of Roma students i 62.5% 37.5% 100.0%
school
Total Count 66 34 100
% within Share oRoma students in 66.0% 34.0% 100.0%
school

Schoolswith ahigher percentage of Roma studearts insteadmore likely to haveRomateachers

In the table below we can seefor example that at least 6 of theschoolswhere the percentage of Roma

students isbove75%have at least one teacher of Roma or{§Po).
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Table 20. Correlation betweenthe shareof Roma studentsand the existence of Roma teachers in the

school
Share of Roma student®oma teachers
Roma teachers
There are no Roma | There are Roma teacher,
teachers in the school in the school Total
Share of Roma Maximum10% Count 11 2 13
students % within Share of Roma students i 84.6% 15.4% 100.0%
school
Betweenl0and30% Count 19 3 22
% within Share of Roma students i 86.4% 13.6% 100.0%
school
Between30 and50% Count 18 9 27
% within Share of Roma students ir| 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
school
Between50 and75% Count 17 5 22
% within Share of Roma students ir| 77.3% 22.7% 100.0%
school
Above 75% Count 6 10 16
% within Share of Roma students i 37.5% 62.5% 100.0%
school
Total Count 71 29 100
% within Share of Roma students i 71.0% 29.0% 100.0%
school

The researchalso facilitated theestingof the relation between theumber of Roma students in
school andhe existing schodiacilities. The data confirnthat there is significant correlation between the
percentage of students in the school and the levaistitutional equipment with the nessaryteaching
supplies A specially designed school welfare indesas used; it was creatdshsed onh e a d ma st e
responses regarding the existence of school facilities sughhyscs / chemistrylaboratories, gyms,
computer labs, computers, toilets iresithe schoolgentralisecheating.Thus, the higher thpercentage of

Roma students in school, tfewerthe school facilities.
Table 21. Correlation betweenthe share ofRoma students and schodhcilities

Share of Roma studentfrfidexschool facilities

Indexschool facilities
Fewschool facilities Many school facilities Total

Share of Roma Maximum10% Count 2 10 12

students % within Share of Roma students i 16.7% 83.3% 100.0%
school

Betweenl0and30% Count 11 9 20

% within Shareof Roma students in 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%
school
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Between30 and50% Count 16 11 27
% within Share of Roma students i 59.3% 40.7% 100.0%
school
Between50 and75% Count 14 7 21
% within Share of Roma students i 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
school
Above 75% Count 12 4 16
% within Share of Roma students i 75.0% 25.0% 100.0%
school
Total Count 55 41 96
% within Share of Roma students ir 57.3% 42.7% 100.0%
school

The correlationbetween theshare of Roma students in school and the frequency of attendance
kindergartes was also tested seethe table below.Data show that there is a higher concentration of
students who have attended three years of kindergarten in sefitolessthan 10% ofRomastudents;
also,in schools where the percentage of Roma students isftlgdre isalsoa higher rate of students who

attendedkindergarterfor a maximum period df year.
Table 22. Correlation between theshare of Roma studets andkindergarten attendance

Share of Roma student&indergarterattendance

Kindergarterattendance
Never Maximuma Two Three
attended year years years Total
Share of Maximum10% Count 25 9 24 108 166
Roma students % within Share of Roma 15.1% 5.4% 14.5% 65.1% 100.0%
students in school
Betweenl10 and30% Count 39 17 99 132 287
% within Share of Roma 13.6% 5.9% 34.5% 46.0% 100.0%
students in school
Between30 and50% Count 74 64 76 149 363
% within Share of Roma 20.4% 17.6% 20.9% 41.0% 100.0%
students in school
Between50 and75% Count 39 32 56 127 254
% within Share of Roma 15.4% 12.6% 22.0% 50.0% 100.0%
students in school
Above75% Count 34 19 44 62 159
% within Share of Roma 21.4% 11.9% 27.7% 39.0% 100.0%
students in school
Total Count 211 141 299 578 1229
% within Share of Roma 17.2% 11.5% 24.3% 47.0% 100.0%
students in school

2. Scholastic situationi absenteism, academic performance, school integration
Data clearlyindicate that there arenoteworthy differencesin terms ofschool absenteeism and

academicperformance amondRkoma andnonrRoma studentd the level of academic performance
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(measured by means of average graddathematics and Romanian Language and Literaiueg the last
semester endg¢dor the former is considably lower, while truancy is far morfeequen i see thetable
below. As expected, the group of early school leavers or students with a high risk of leaving scho
registered the lowest level of academic performance and the highest level of schooksrseAienost 1

in 4 nonrRoma sampled students have average gradddatmematics and Romanian Language and
Literatureabove 8, as compared tmly 5% ofthe Roma studentsPractically none of the early school
leavers or those with high risk of leaving shool ever obtained an averaggade above 8 in the two
subjects. As far as school absenteeisgpiscernedthe percentage of ndRoma students registering more
than 40 unmotivated absences was of only 3.6%, compar@3.60% in the case of Roma students
(approximatelyone in four!)and 65.5 %for early school leavers or students with a high okeaving
school The huge gap separating the student groups in terms of academic performance and sch

absenteeism is more than obvious.
Table 23. Correlation between group affiliation and levels of academic performance

Student selection group&verage grade iMathematics and Romanian Language and Literainneerformance categories

Average grade iMathematics and Romanian Language and Literatnneerformance
categories
Below5 Between 5 and 6| Between6and 7| Between7 and 8| Above 8 Total
Student Non-Roma students Count 35 125 182 104 152 598
selection % within Student selection 5.% 20.% 30.%% 17.%%6 25.%%6 100.0%
group group
Roma students Count 112 308 144 61 33 658
% within Student selection 17.0% 46.8% 21.% 9.3% 5.0% 100.0%
group
Early school leavers Count 80 147 21 8 0 256
% within Student selection 31.% 57.%% 8.2% 3.1% .0% 100.0%
group
Total Count 227 580 347 173 185 1512
% within Student selection 15.0% 38.%% 22.9% 11.%% 12.2% 100.0%
group
Table 24. Correlation betweengroup affiliation and number of motivated absences
Student selection grouBtudent categories based on tluenberof motivated absences
Student categories based on tivenberof motivated absences
No Betweenl and Betweenlland Between21 and 40 absences Total
unmotivated 10 dsences 20absences 39absences or more
absences
Student Non-Roma students Count 178 190 54 35 17 474
selection % within Student selection 37.6% 40.1% 11.4% 7.4% 3.6% | 100.0%
group group
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Roma students Count 85 198 83 70 135 571
% within Student selection 14.9% 34.7% 14.5% 12.3% 23.846 | 100.0%
group
Early school leavers Count 11 18 18 30 146 223
% within Student selection 4.9% 8.1% 18.1% 13.%% 65.26 | 100.0%
group
Total Count 274 406 155 135 298 1268
% within Student selection 21.6% 32.0% 12.2% 10.8% 23.%96 | 100.0%
group

These data confirm both our expectations and data from other previous rejmovescer, at this
point it is important to highlight the explanatory mechanisfos this situation since thesurvey data
allowed us tginpoint the determinant factors for thigh rate of absenteeism and academic performance of
studentsOur interest was to capture the extent to which the effect of ethnicity or group affiliation remain:
statistically significanin terms of absenteeism level / academic performance despitelibogttoe welt
known effect of certain variables, such as the level of parental education on agaeléoninanceln other
words, if in the same category of students definedt by e i r  Ipvalrok edtcatibna significant
correlationremainsbetween tident ethnicity andhe level of schoolabsenteeismthenwe can conclude
thatthe higher educational capital of rBRoma parents compared to the Roma parents does not explain the
situation, and the answer is to be fowatsewhereWithin the statisticalanalysis model we hawieveloped
other relevant variablewere included according to previous hypotheses and reseawth as student
residence, family cultural capitathg indicator waghe number of books in the householdieschool
education, as wklas other relevanvariables pertaining to school discrimination issse¢ch asseats
assigned in clag@mong the front or the back rowshé& independent variables wearategoricalvariables,
hence they wereoded as dummy variables

Essentiallywe rantwo logistic regression modelsi-or the first one we considered academic
performance as a dependent variable; we created the academic performance variable based on the ave
grades obtained by studentsNtathematics and Romanian Language and Literadurang the last ended
semester prior to the reseaiiclthese are basic subjedtslower secondary scho@nd consideredelevant
for further academic educatiorBasically we created a new variablom the averageof the grades
obtained inMathematics ad Romanian Language and Literaturthe arithmetic average dhe two- and
whenthere were no datavailablefor one of the subjectsve only consideredhe average grade for the
subjectfor which we hadhe dataThe newly created variable was recod®o 3 categoriesstudents with
an average of less th&n studentswith an average between 6 andé&spectivelystudents withan average

of above7. The decisiortook into consideratiothe distribution of the averages within the entire sample, so
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as b have relatively equal categories in terms of weigh.tkRersecond model the dependent variaids
considered thewumber ofunmotivatedabsencesin this case a new variable was created: the group of
students with 19 unmotivated absen@smost during the first semester, and, correspondingly, the group
of students with more than 20 unmotivated absences.

The results of the two statistical models are shown below. Theofisstllustrateghe relationship
between academic performance #imerelevant independent variables considewétiin the analysis.

Table 25. Statistic model for highlighting the significantly correlated variables to academic
performance
Parameters estimates

95% confidence
interval forExp (B)

Average of Mathematics and Romania

Language and Literaturaverages divide( Std.E Exp Lower Upper
into 3 performance levels B rror Wald df Sig. (B) Bound bound
Between6 Intercept - 73 2.680 1 102
and7 1.266
[lowersecondaryeducatior] .080| .238 113 1 737 1.083 .679 1.729
parents00]
[lowersecondaryeducatior| o° 0
parent§=1.00]
[vocationaleducationparer; .106| .253 175 1 .676 1.112 .676 1.827
s=.07
[vocationaleducationparer| o° 0
s =1.0Q
[highschoolhighereducatiq -.151| .269 313 1 576 .860 .507 1.458

nparents=.0p

[highschoolhighereducatid o° 0

nparents =1.00

[Romai=.00 .889| .180 24.490 1| .000| 2.432 1.711 3.459
[Roma=1.0) o° 0

[pts=.0Q 1.912| .294 42.261 1| .000| 6.767 3.802 12.043
[pts=1.0Q o° 0

rural=.o - . . . . . .
[rural=.0q 022 159 019 1 890 978 717 1.335
[rural=1.0Q o° 0

[lastorpenultimateseat=.0( .676| .161 17.594 1 .000 1.967 1.434 2.698
]

[lastorpenultimateseat o° 0

=1.00

[kindergartenoneyear=.p0| -.617| .262 5.542 1 .019 .539 .323 .902
[kindergartenoneyear o° 0

=1.00

[kindergartentwoyears .676| .229 8.727 1 .003 .509 .325 797
=.0Q

[kindergartentwoyears o° 0

=1.00

81



| MINISTERUL
EDUCATIEI

S fe ‘ CERCETARII '
-/ — |
UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIE! Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale OIPOSDRU Roma Education Fund
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013 Romania
$IPROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU
[kindergartenthreeyears -517| .222 5.408 1 .020 .596 .386 922
=.00
[kindergartenthreeyears 0° 0
=1.00
[betweenlland25booksat -.253| .207 1.484 1| .223 T77 517 1.166
ome=.00Q
[betweenlland25booksat o° 0
ome =1.00
[morethan25booksathomg -.436| .222 3.865 1 .049 .646 418 .999
=.00
[morethan25booksathome o° 0
=1.00
[likesgoingtoschool=.00 -| 374 15.478 1| .000 .230 111 478
1.469
[likesgoingtoschool =1.Q0 o° 0
Above 7 Intercept - .968 1.913 1 167
1.339
[lowersecondaryeducatior] -.013| .315 .002 1 .966 .987 .533 1.828
parents00]
[lowersecondaryeducatior o° 0
parent§=1.00]
[vocationaleducationparery -.090| .321 .078 1 .780 914 .488 1.714
s=.0Q
[vocationaleducationparer| o° 0
s =1.0Q
[highschoolhighereducatiq -.587 | .329 3.189 1 .074 .556 .292 1.059
nparents=.0p
[highschoolhighereducatic o° 0
nparents =1.00
[Romai=.00Q 1.051| .193 29.540 1| .000| 2.861 1.958 4.179
[Roma=1.0] o° 0
[pts=.0Q 2.382| .401 35.291 1| .000| 10.828 4.934 23.762
[pts=1.00 o° 0
[rural=.0q -164| 171 922 1 .337 849 .607 1.186
[rural=1.0Q o° 0
[lastorpenultimateseat=.0( 1.142| .190 36.047 1 .000 3.132 2.158 4.547
]
[lastorpenultimateseat o° 0
=1.00
[kindergartenoneyear=.p0| .222| .388 327 1 .568 1.248 .584 2.670
[kindergartenoneyear o° 0
=1.00
[kindergartentwoyears -.658| .274 5.757 1 .016 .518 .302 .886
=.00
[kindergartentwoyears o° 0
=1.00
[kindergartenthreeyears -971| .257 14.280 1 .000 379 .229 .627
=.00
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[kindergartenthreeyears o° 0

=1.00

[betweenlland25booksat -.608| .216 7.946 1 .005 544 .356 .831

ome=.00Q

[betweenlland25booksaff  0° 0

ome =1.00

[morethan25booksathome - 219 | 32.4444 1 .000 .287 .187 441

=.00 1.249

[morethan25booksathome o° 0

=1.00

[likesgoingtoschool=.00 - .702 19.834 1 .000 .044 011 174
3.125

[likesgoingtoschool =1.90 o° 0

a. Reference categorelow 6
b. Parameter set at 0 because of redundancy

Data support our hypothesiby @ntrolling the effect of the variables parents' educational level,
residencecultural capitalbof the family (illustrated bythe number of bookkeld at home)number of years
of preschooleducation the extentto which studentslike to go to school or the seat assignedthe
classoom, the group of Roma children exhitatsignificantly higher probabilityto have lower grades than
the nonARoma students groupphe dfference from norfRoma students is even more pronourniceithe case
of earlyschoolleavers or students at high risk of leaving school. For instance, the odds that a Roma stude
has an average grade below 6 rather than abovéviatinematics and Roamian Language and Literature
aretwice higher compared to aon-Roma pupil whencontrollingthe effectof the variables included in the
model when comparingarly school leavers or students with more than 20 unmotivated absencasmwith
Roma studentghe odds that the former hasa average grade below 6 rather than abovelMaithematics
and Romanian Language and Literatareten times higher, whencontrolling the effect of other variables
included the modelThis showswithout the shadow of aoult, that Roma childrerare less likely to ged
guality educatiorandthat their profilein terms of academiperformance is closeo that ofearly school
leavers orstudentswith more than20 unmotivatedabsencesOur analysis took into account the average
grade inMathematics and Romanian Language and Literatwrein this case there is a limit of principle
thatcan hide a evenbigger differencen the quality of educatiobetweerRoma / noARoma studentsstill,
classobtainedgrades do nohecessarily reflect the cognitive abilities / skiisstudents to meehe labour
marketrequirements oadaptto real life challengesUnfortunately the short time and limited resources did
not allow us taalsotestthesecharacteristic$ for example théd?ISA study uses a specific standardized test
for assessing stients' abilities Dataalsoindicate other important aspecstudents siing in the back row

seatshave higher chances of poor acadepgdormancesame astudents whalo notperceiveschool as a
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pleasant place to go tbhemodel also confirmedther expectations outlined in the internaticsaécialised
literature, namely thaacademic performances in close relation with the number of years attending
kindergarterand thecultural capital expressed by the number of books in the fafihky.importance of the
parents' educatiostatus is only relative in our analyseftér controlling the effect of the other variables
included in the model), singeis only the higher education of at least one partat increases the academic
performance of the studenbmparedo a student whose parents have a primary education svabst
There isno significant difference between studefiténg in rural areas congred to those in urban areas
far as academicperformanceis concerned- although prewus data from Romania confirmea real
difference between the educational opportunities of studemsng fromthe two environments which
could be explained throughe different level of teacheréxpectations or student mobilitggme students
living in ruralareasand beingenrolled in urban schogls

The second modelve have runallowed us to adequately assess whetherl¢kel of school
absenteeismealy differs between th&oma / noARomagroups of studentdy filtering the influence of
certain relevant variableIhe data confirned our hypothesionce againnamely thatRoma studentare
twice more likely to cumulate over 20 unmotivated absences comparedoteRoma studenisthe
probability | evel for the early schoaqgsincedtegrouwr s
also includedstudentswith more than 20 absenceBata also show that students whad attenckd
kindergarterfor two or three years were less likely tmmulatemore than 20 absengesompared tdhose
who were never enrolled in preschool education; the same pattern appktsdiemtsvho possess more
than 25 books at home, compared to those with less than 10. As exptaledts who like to go to school
also have a lower level of school absenteeisimwever, the research alsevealeda surprising aspect:
studentsenrolled in rural schoolshave a lower probability oEumulating more than 20 umotivated
absencescomparedto those in urbarschools The explanation probably lies within the higher level of
indulgence of teachers in rural aredkeverthelessanalysingthe relationship witbut controlling other

variables it proves to bestatisticallyirrelevant
Table 26. Statistic model pinpointing the main variables correlated with school absenteeism

Variables in the Equation

B | SE | wad | df | Sig. | Exp(B)
Step 1 lowersecondaryeducationparent .181 221 674 1 412 1.199
vocationaleducationparents .288 .243 1.405 1 .236 1.334
highschoolhighereducationparer -.034 .270 .016 1 .900 .967
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Roma 1.146 .208 30.354 1 .000 3.147
pls 2.675 .260 105.868 1 .000 14.509
rural -.370 164 5.072 1 .024 .691
lastorpenultimateseat .289 .160 3.238 1 .072 1.336
kindergartenoneyear .106 244 .188 1 .664 1.112
kindergartentwoyears -.642 217 8.712 1 .003 .526
kindergartenthreeyears -.706 211 11.221 1 .001 494
betweenlland25booksathome -.063 .230 .074 1 .786 .939
over25booksathome -.489 .253 3.742 1 .053 .613
likesgoingtoschool -1.237 .270 21.034 1 .000 .290
Constant -.230 .370 .386 1 .534 .795

a. Variable (k¥ entered on step lowersecondaryeducationparemteationaleducationpareritgghschoolhighereducationparents

Roma pls, rural, lastorpenultimateseat kindergartenoneyear kindergartentwoyears kindergartenthreeyears

betweenlland25booksathomger25booksathoméikesgoingtoschool

Another important aspect to be highlighted at this point concerns the students who usually spe
Romani at home and who attenddaddergartenfor a shorter period of timegompared to Romanian or
Hungarian speaking childrerUltimately, children who spealanother language at home during the
preschool period are those who need most to attend kindergantemder to mitigate the shock of th& 1
school year when they will have to study in a language they are not familiar with. Despite this 1 out of
Roman native speaker studen(50%) never attended kindergarten; by comparison only 1 {2744%)

native Hungarian speaker students never attended kindergarten.

In which language did you usually / mostly speak to your child before going to scaetizrgarten frequency

Kindergarten frequency
Never attended Maximum one year Two years Three years Total

In which Romanian  Count 178 143 303 554 1178
language did % within In which language did you usuall) 15.1% 12.1% 25. %% A47.0% 100.0%
you usually / / mostly speak to your child before going t{
mostly speak to school?
your child Romani Count 111 43 45 23 222
before going to % within In which language did you usuall) 50.0% 19.%% 20.3% 10.%%6 100.0%
school? / mostly speak to your child before going ti

school?

Hungarian  Count 29 7 16 54 106

% within In which language did you usuall 27.4% 6.6% 15.1% 50.%% 100.0%

/ mostly speak to your child before going {

school?
Total Count 318 193 364 631 1506

% within In which language did you usuall 21.2% 12.8% 24.2% 41.%% 100.0%

/ mostly speak to your childefore going to

school?

The low degree of inclusiveness of the school system (starting from preschooling) is more tha
obvious and it represents an additional drawback from the very 1st year of school for the Romani nati
speakers in their scholastic integration process, leavmgrk on their latter educational path. This is also

reflected by the level of performance and school absenteess® the following tables. Students coming
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from families with a mother tongusther tharRomanianthat they useas a first languageefore attending
schoo] tend to record a significantly higher rate of school absenteeigns is true for both Roma and

Hungarian native speaker students.

In which language did you usually / mostly speak to your chil@®el of school absenteeism

Level of schoolbsenteeism
20 unmotivated absences at most Above 20 unmotivated absences Total
In which Romanian  Count 659 300 959

language did % within In which language did you usually’ 68.7% 31L.% 100.0%

you usually / mostly speak to your child before going to

mostly speak to school?

your child Romani Count 100 81 181

before going to % within In which language did you usually 55.2% 44.8% 100.0%

school? mostly speak to your child before going to
school?

Hungarian ~ Count 46 35 81
% within In whichlanguage did you usually 56.8%6 43.2% 100.0%
mostly speak to your child before going
school?

Total Count 805 416 1221
% within In which language did you usually 65.%% 34.1% 100.0%
mostly speak to your child before going to
school?

In addition, he studentspeakinga language other than Romanianhome have a significantly
higher probability ofobtaining average grades Mathematics and Romanian Language and Literature
under6 rather tharabove7, comparedto students who spokomanianat home during the preschool
period Although the conclusion expressed abapplies both to Romani and Hungarian native speakers,
there ae more pronouncedifferencesin the case oRomastudents This shows once againthat the
Romanianschool system isnarked by inequalitiesriginatingin the language spoken at home during the
preschool periodand thus the ethnic origin) andtiis an indicator of its lowdegree of educational

inclusion.

In which language did you usually / mostly speak to your child before going to schh@?ige ofMathematics and Romanian Language and Literadverages divided into 3

performance levels

Average of Mathematics and Romanian Language and Literatvueeages divided

into 3 performance levels

Below 6 Between6 and7 Above7 Total
In which Romanian Count 546 280 315 1141
language did % within Inwhich language did you 47.9% 24.3% 27.6% 100.0%
you usually / usually / mostly speak to your child befor|
mostly speak to going to school?
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your child Romani Count 163 36 17 216

before going to % within In which language did you 75.5% 16.P 7.9% 100.0%

school? usually / mostly speak to your child befol
going to school?

Hungarian Count 61 21 18 100
% within In which language did yol 61.006 21.046 18.0% 100.0%
usually / mostly speak to your child befo
going to school?

Total Count 770 337 350 1457
% within In which language did yoy 52.8% 23.1% 24.0% 100.0%
usually / mostly speak to your chitefore
going to school?

An important element is that students usually sitting at the back of the class (in classes with at le:
three rows of benches) arccupying the penultimate seats (in classes that have at least four rows o
benches) are more frequently absent from school compared to the other students. For students who con:
school a place where they like to go the tendency to be absent from iscmach lower.

Data show that there is a small, statistically insignificant difference between Roma aRdman
i nt e the overwhelmding anbjarity said ltheykdo n ¢
like to go to school. A noteworthyftirence occurs when operating the comparison with the group of early

studentsé answers when

school leavers / students with more than 20 unmotivated absences, as the sharestitihgsleat school is

not a plaethey like going to is significantly greater.

Table 27. Correlation between the degree of liking to go to school and group affiliation

Student selection grolgwhat do you think?The school where you study is a placeéyou | ike toc
The school where yo
like to go to?
Yes No Total

Student Non-Roma Count 586 30 616
selection group _ students % within Student selection group 95.1% 4.9% 100.0%
Roma students Count 645 45 690

% within Student selection group 93.5% 6.5% 100.0%

Early school Count 204 89 293

leavers % within Studenselection group 69.6% 30.4% 100.0%

Total Count 1435 164 1599
% within Student selection group 89.7% 10.3% 100.0%

Preschool education and family cultural capital @xplanatoryfactorsfor school absenteeisrut
they cannotbe intervened upon in the case of students enrolled in lower secondary education in order
reduce school droput rates The intervention should focus on those elements that can be chanhgesl
present timeOne of the factorthat can be changeéfers toclassroom seating arrangeméthie occupied

seat).In a previous section we saw tliRwma children are motikely to beassigned seats from the back of
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the classrooncompared tonon-Roma studenigherdore amanifestation of discrimination [gresent within
the class area. The research also showed that the further away the seats occupied in the classroom
higher the frequency of absencBasically the seat occupied by a student in the classroom also reflects
concern oftheteacherdor thewell-beingof the students and indicates the level of school integration. The
mentors (assigned to the beneficiaries of this project in which the research was conducted) shodé&tibe
in their endeavouto support the studenin their school intgration process and in focusiig a ¢ h e r s
attention towards them.ehlches have several tools and the didactic methodologgded to increase
studentsd interest for s choHolevatheprerequisite is thdt tney éd
corvinced that students from vulnerable groups neeuleasedattention and this is precisely where
mentos can successfullintervene.

According to our researdtudents wh@erceiveschool a place where they like to go are less prone
to absenteeisrand tle  p a r e n t ssigportdine comvelasios see the following table. Basicallgtudents
who do not like to go to schqads stated by parents / guardiamagve a higher rate of school absenteeism.
The esults retain their significan@aven if thegroup dfiliation of the students controlled- in other words,

the mechanisns viable for bottRoma and nofiRkoma children.

Table 28. Correlation between the way students feel at school and the number of unmotivated

absences
How doesyour child feel at school?Student categories based on the number of absences
Student categories based on the number of absences
No Betweenl Between Betweer21
unmotivated and10 11and20 and39 40absences
absences absences absences absences or more Total
How does your He hates® go Count 2 3 5 0 14 24
child feel at to school % within How does your child feel at 8.3% 12.5% 20.8% .0% 58.3% 100.0%
school? school?
He does not Count 6 21 21 25 72 145
like to go to % within How does your child feel at 4.1% 14.5% 14.5% 17.2% 49.7% 100.0%
school school?
He likesto goto Count 210 319 114 94 188 925
school % within How does your child feel at 22.7% 34.5% 12.3% 10.2% 20.3% 100.0%
school?
He loves to go Count 50 43 9 10 8 120
to school % within How does youchild feel at 41.7% 35.8% 7.5% 8.3% 6.7% 100.0%
school?
Total Count 268 386 149 129 282 1214
% within How does your child feel at 22.1% 31.8% 12.3% 10.6% 23.2% 100.0%
school?

Another intervention point lies in this synchronous and common sense evidence: the cause f
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school droput, as suggested during the focus group discussions with parents of early school leavers, is t
students just did not feel fine going to school; hesvethe causéor their inconvenience was not related to
the learning aspects, but to the fact of being poor and wearing clothes theyshameed with (old, torn,
patchedetc.) thus becoming the target of ridicule of other students. In one of the schwelre we
conducted a focus group the school management took the initiative to collect clothes for the needy studel
this is a partial solution, some parents said that even so their children were ashamed of wearing second f

clothes and that some oedlgues occasionally noticed that the clothes used to belong to them.

"-ALL RI GHT, NOW LET'S TALK , YOU CAN | NTERVE
THINK IT STILL MAKES SENSE, THAT IT MATTERS TO GRADUATE AND TO GO TO SC
NOWADAYS, IS IT STILL IMPORTANT, DOES IT STILL HELP IN LIFE?

- 0- Yes, school is good becausetheg ar n how t o write, how to ge
he comes dirty after looking through garbage, poor devils, out there looking for iron pieces, com
dirty and the Romanian stay away from they and they are ashamed, so the chiddea and d

back. Thatdéds why mine didnét go back.

(...)

-AND THEY DONOGT GO TO SCHOOL EI THER?

-No, they dondét come no more, one is married,
come because he is ashamed that he lmapamts, nothing to wea(Focus groupn F e t &ithtRoma
parentsf early school leaveys

" HAVE A REQUEST, PLEASE LET6S TAKE TURNS |
ESPECIALLY WITH THE NOISE ABOVE.

- I mean, my child if he sees a child whdetter dressed, wearing sneakers and fashionable jeans
maybe my kid doesnét and he | ooks at hi m, S a
shoes to wear? He often came to school wear

-AND BECAUSE HE I S ASHAMED HE DOESNO6T WANT T(
- The shame of seeing that the others are well dressed and they are undressed.

- HAVE YOU ENCOUNTERED THE SAME SITUATION WITH YOUR CHILDREN? THE SAME FEE
OF NOT FEELING GOOD AT SCHOOL BECAUSE THE SHAME?

- | have a boy in the4grade that has to wait for the girl to come and borrow the sneakers to come |

school in the B grade.
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- THEY WERE EXCHANGING SHOES.

- They swap shoes because they have nothing else to wear, but for itstiyce girl got home late fro
school and the boy didndédt go to school becaly
going to school today because | have no shoes to W€acus grougn foldany with Roma parentsf
early schooleavers)

The quantitative research data confirm that a significantly higher number of Roma students decla
to feel ashamed by the clothes they are wearing to school comparedRomanstudents; the difference is
even higher when comparing nr®oma stdents with early school leavers or students with a high risk of
leaving school.

Table 29. Correlation between the degree of shame felt by the clothes worn to school and the number

of unmotivated absences

Student selection grougdow often do you feel, when at school, ...? ashamed by the clothes you are wearing?

How often do you feel, when at school?ashamed by the clothes you arg
wearing?

Very often Often Rarely Very rarely Never Total
Studentselection Non-Roma Count 3 5 32 62 514 616
group students % within Student selection group .5% .8% 5.2% 10.1% 83.4% 100.0%
Roma students ~ Count 11 27 60 96 493 687
% within Student selection group 1.6% 3.9% 8.7% 14.0% 71.8% 100.0%
Early school Count 17 27 45 33 176 298
leavers % within Student selection group 5.7% 9.1% 15.1% 11.1% 59.1% 100.0%
Total Count 31 59 137 191 1183 1601
% within Student selection group 1.9% 3.7% 8.6% 11.9% 73.9% 100.0%

The @rents osome Romaeenagers who left schoalso stated that there were times wtdre to
insufficient incomethey had to send their childrém school feelindhungry, without any food packages or
money to buy foodand there they would seelleagueswith food package andpocket moneyvith which
they couldafford to buy food asituationthatgeneratd a strongsense of discomfort that amye can relate
to. The gantitative research data alsonfirm thefact that thepercentage of students wdoon 6t nor
have food packages is much highemong Roma students early school leaverssee the table belaw

Essentially these data show tladltschoot (and especially those in which the proportion of students
from vulnerable groups is higher) shouildve a cafeteriaand the social protection measurehould be
directed towards the children and not necessarily their pataritsis context, children from poor families
should be entitled to free meal€Except for Romania (andmaybe Bulgaria) all the other communist

countries 6 Centreand SouthEasternEurope haduch a system. Moreover, those that joined&behave
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maintained it Suchmeasure would ensure a greater degreascbbol inclusiveness andontribute to
increase the chances of success in life, regardless of th@ftyamily in which the child was boriwe

strongly feel that this aspect should become one of theadweacy goal of Roma organizations

Table 30. Correlaton b et ween t hlenchboaat avd modl 06 and group aff
Student selection grouo you usually carry a lunchbox with you, when going to school?
Do you usually carry a lunchbox with you, when
going to school?
Yes, | usually do No, usuall Total

Student Non-Roma students Count 353 245 598
selection group % within Student selection group 59.0% 41.0% 100.0%
Roma students Count 316 349 665

% within Student selection group 47.5% 52.5% 100.0%

Early school leavers Count 75 214 289

% within Student selection group 26.0% 74.0% 100.0%

Total Count 744 808 1552
% within Student selection group 47.9% 52.1% 100.0%

Furthermore, it often happens that Roma children go to sdheldhg hungry because of lack of
food at home: 29.2% of the Roma students have experienced this during the month prior ¢ovileeyiais
well as11.5% of the nofRoma students

Table 31 Distribution of students who went to schoofeeling hungry over the last month and group

affiliation

Student selection grougHas it happened over the past month to gectmol without eating/hungry because you had nothing to eat at home?

Has it happenedver the past month to go to school without

eating/hungry because you had nothing to eat at home?

Yes, it happened at | Yes, it happened at|
least once leastseveral times It never happened Total
Student Non-Roma students  Count 41 28 533 602
selection % within Student selection group 6.8% 4.7% 88.5% 100.0%
group Roma students Count 97 102 483 682
% within Student selection group 14.2% 15.0% 70.8% 100.0%
Early school leavers Count 42 95 161 298
% within Student selection group 14.1% 31.9% 54.0% 100.0%
Total Count 180 225 1177 1582
% within Student selection group 11.4% 14.2% 74.4% 100.0%
Although thegovernmentaprogram Roll andmilk" i s st i | | running ia sc

leastin rural areas as a lever for compensation in this casecording to the dta drawn fronthe focus
groups conducted arttie discussionseld with schoolrepresentativeghe food provided in the rmgram
usually arrives or is being distributed at the end of the school day and not in the first part of thve day,

sometimesit arrives every three daysGranting scholarships to students from vulnerable grobpkps
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solving these issues, but only upaacertainextent It is equallyimportantthat teachers intervene in the
symbolic universdor the psychological comforof children fromvulnerable groupsr that these students
be given the necessary counselling.

Data also show that Roma students aadly school leaverg students withmore than20
unmotivated absencémve a highetendency b considerschoolasa place where they feel marginalized,
aggrieved.

Table 32. Correlation between the degree of school marginalisatioexperienced by students and

group affiliation

Student selection group*What do youthink? Ist he school where you ar e smangidalizedd aggrieavech” ace where you feel é
What do yotthink? Isthe school where you are
studying a pl aoagnalbedr e
aggrieved?
Yes No Total

Student Non-Roma students Count 78 526 604
selection group % within Student selection group 12.9% 87.1% 100.0%
Roma students Count 121 557 678
% within Studenselection group 17.8% 82.2% 100.0%
Early school leavers Count 81 205 286
% within Student selection group 28.3% 71.7% 100.0%
Total Count 280 1288 1568
% within Student selection group 17.9% 82.1% 100.0%

The mentoring activity within the project should also focus on the level of comfort experienced by
the studentin the classoom the degree to which he / she feels accepted and treated as an equal, tt
relationships with the classmates. The responsesdadvby the interviewed parents also suggest that
ethnicity based differential treatment is a problem that manifests itself in Romanian schools.

Table 33 Correlaton bet ween parentsé perception alawdgmupsch

affiliation
Student selectiongrouBc hool mat esd di scrimination a school problem
School matesdé discrimina
School mates®o School mat es®o
against Roma is not a majo againstRoma is a major
school concern school concern Total

Student Non-Roma students ~ Count 545 24 569
selection group % within Student selection group 95.8% 4.2% 100.0%
Roma students Count 534 77 611
% within Student selection group 87.4% 12.6% 100.0%
Early school leavers Count 226 30 256
% within Student selection group 88.3% 11.7% 100.0%
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Total Count 1305 131 1436
% within Student selection group 90.9% 9.1% 100.0%

Table 34. Correlation b et we e n peraeptomregarding the support granted to students from

vulnerable groups in schools and group affiliation

Student selection grouphsufficientsupportdisadvantagedchildrenschoolproblem

Insufficientsupportdisadvantagedchildrenschoolproblem
Insufficient support for Insufficient support for
disadvantaged children is nd disadvantaged children is a|
a maijor school concern major school concern Total
Student Non-Roma students  Count 495 74 569
selection group % within Student selection group 87.0% 13.0% 100.0%
Roma students Count 445 167 612
% within Student selection group 72.7% 27.3% 100.0%
Early school leavers Count 170 86 256
% within Student selection group 66.4% 33.6% 100.0%
Total Count 1110 327 1437
% within Student selection group 77.2% 22.8% 100.0%

Aboutonein ten 0.1%) interviewed parents / guardians indicated dn&t of themain problems of
the school where tlirechild is enrolled is the "discriminatorgehaviouragainst Roma children / other
minorities manifestedy schoolmatés and approximatelyone in four 22.8%) indicatedinstead"the
insufficient suport for disadvantaged childrénrheseimpressions arprevalent among parents / guardians
of Roma students early school leavers or students witiore than 20 mmotivated absees It is an
alarming issue that needs tbe taken into consideration by the politykers in the education field.
Therefore, we strongly recommend that the mentors activating withirpribject strive to fight the
classroom discrimination of the studettie projectfocused on both fromtheir class and schoolmates, as
well asteachers andto receiveadditional supporfor prevening ESL(school supporicounsellingetc).

The results support the eetto stimulate parental involvement, possilith the help of a mentor
that could mediate the entire process. Tdwi$ group data show tHRbmaparentsdeem school attendance
to be useful for the studen(st leastthe completion of lower secondary educatiandalways attended the
parentteacher conf@ences when invited to participatdBut the problem is their low parentedpacityto
adequatly supporttheir children along the school neaZoriginating inthe lower level of educational
capital poverty etc.). The discussioatso revealethat teachershowscarcediplomaticskills in relating to
parentsof children from vulnerable group&lnder the circumstances, the process of stimulating parental
school involvemenshould be accompanied Iparentalcounsellingin order to improve their relationship

with both the student and teehool representatives.
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"- | WANTED TO ASK YOU SOMETHING BACK WHEN YOUR CHILDREN USED TO GO TdQ
SCHOOL, DID YOU USE TO GO TO SCHOOL AND SEE HOW THEY WERE DOING, D
TEACHERS CALL YOU IN FOR PARENTTEACHER CONFERENCES?

- Obviously! They used to call us for theseetings.

- AND WERE YOU GOIN@

- |1 did go even for the little one, they said that | should teach him, take his hamdindith him. Wel

then why are you the teacher, if not to teach him and take his hamiaied to tell him and show him ho

to write.
- THIS IS WHAT THE TEACHER ASKED YOU TO DO?
-Yeah, welllo | | be doing the teaching, then, I said

- | mean how can we teach them since we have no education?
- PLEASE L ET dA&A.K ABOUT HOW YOU GOT ALONG WITH THE TEACHERS WHEN YOU
WENT TO SCHOOL! HOW DID YOU FEEL, WERE YOU TREATED WITH RESPECT?

- | was asking about how the child studiedathe does, they would tell us about what was going on if

classroom.
- AND HOW WERE THETEACHERS TREATING YOU?
-He was also telling me about how heds doing

- | mean it dependst would have been better teach the childbutif | d o n 6 t have an)
could | possibly teach him?

- How could | have helped the boy, ifébch 6t know anyt hing?
-Wehavdre@atr nt anything, so | c We hademat tearrfed theeboop an
could not help him . " (Focus groupF e t witkk Rama parentsf early school leavers)

-FINE. LET'S TALK ABOUT EACH OF THESESUBJECTS IN MORE DETAILS. FIRST OF ALL
WOULD ASK YOU HOW RELEVANT DO YOU THINK SCHOOL IS NOWADAYS, GENERALLY,
SPEAKING | MEAN, DO YOU THINK IT STILL HELPS IN LIFE?

- It helps
-BUT DOES IT HELP CHILDREN, DOES IT SERVE THEM
- It helps when is helps, sometime i t doesnét , but at | east 1t ¢

-1 UNDERSTAND, BUT | AM ASKING YOU IF THE EDUCATION, THEIR EDUCATION, WOULD
BE IMPORTANT IN LIFE, WOULD IT BE HELPFUI?
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- It's important, of course IT would help, it opens their minds, they could find a job if parents co
afford to support t heaengthingbut when they donot
-HOW MANY GRADES DO YOU THINK ARE REQUIRED TO GET BY IN LIFE? HOW MANY
GRADES THEY SHOULD ATTEND?

- About 8 yearsshould do it if we can afford i but i f we donét have
keep them at home.

- BUT IF YOU HAD THE CONDITIONSHOW MANY GRADES WOULD THERE BE? AROUND 8
RIGHT?

- Maybe8 grades, yeah.

- Even more, not jus3.

-SOYOU SAY MORE, YOU MEAN MORE THAN 8 GRADES?

- More, but with theproperconditions.

- The 8gradesvould be just as good, to teach thenknow this and that.

- Well, for instance, how are we to send them tb ®Infor thed"gr ade since we d
means.

-AND HOW COULD EDUCATION HELP YOUR CHILDREN, IN WHAT WAY? WHAT FOR?

-To get a job or something, they could get by with 8 grades of eduédffmtus Groupn Soldanuwith

Roma parents adarly school leave)s

Parents of students from vulnerable groups (Rstudents, early school leavers or students with
more than 20 unmotivated absences) are less likely to characterize their relationship with the teachers
positive one, compared to the RBoma parentssee the table belowhus, nearly one in two (486) non
Roma parents considers to have a very good / excellent relationship with the teabiersenly one in
three (29.%) Roma parentgespectively one in five (1998) parents of early school leavers or students
with more than 20 unmotivated absem@xpressed the same opinion. A very relexasgectis that a
significantly high proportion of parents of Roma students or early school leavers stated that there is
relationship between them and the teachers / school staff: 7% -¢@oma parerst, 10%o0f Roma parents

and 18.% of parents of early school leavers / students who have than 20 unmotivated absences
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Table 35. Correlation betweengroup affiliation and the quality of the relationship betweenparents/

guardians and teachers

Student selection group*How would you characterizet h e

relation

/

way

you

get

along

with the teachers

How would youcharacterizehe relation / way you get along with the teachers from your
childdés school ?
| cannot say, |
have no relation
with the school
Very good, teacher /
Very bad Rather bad Rather good excellent personnel Total
Student selection Non-Roma Count 3 8 266 266 41 584
group students % within Student selection .5% 1.%% 45.9% 45.9% 7.0% 100.0%
group
Roma students  Count 2 25 371 194 66 658
% within Student selection .3% 3.8% 56.4% 29.5% 10.0% 100.0%
group
Early school Count 1 24 147 55 50 277
leavers % within Student selection A% 8.™% 53.1% 19.9% 18.1% 100.0%
group
Total Count 6 57 754 515 157 1519
% within Student selection A% 3.8% 51.8% 33.9% 10.3% 100.0%
group

fron

The quality of the relationship between parents / guardians and teachers is positively correlated w

the number of unmotivated absences recorded by the stisdenthetable below. Thus, students whose

parents have a very good or excellent relationship with their teachers, rather than a bad one or even

relationship at all, have very few unmotivated absences. The correlation is valid both for the Roma and nc

Roma grops of students.

Table 36. Correlation between school absenteeism and the quality of the relationship between parents

/ guardians and teachers

How would youcharacterizes the relation / way you get along with the teachers fromgduri | d 6 s Stislenhcategbrigstbased on the number of unmotivated absences

Student categories based on the number of unmotivated absenc
No Betweenl Between Between 40
unmotivated and10 11and20 21and39 absences
absences absences absences | absences or more Total
How would you Very bad Count 1 1 0 2 2 6
characteriz¢he relation / % within How would yowharacterizéhe 16.7% 16.7% .0% 33.3% 33.3% 100.0%
way you get along with relation / way you get along with the
the teachers from your teachers from your
chil dés schc Ratherbad Count 6 5 2 12 20 45
% within How would yowcharacterizethe 13.3% 11.1% 4.4% 26.7% 44.4% 100.0%
relation / way you get along with the
teachers from your
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Rather good Count 123 188 86 68 166 631
% within How would yowcharacterizethe 19.5% 29.8% 13.6% 10.8% 26.3% 100.0%
relation / way you get along with the
teachers from your

Very good / Count 119 149 39 35 43 385

Excellent % within How would yowcharacterizethe 30.9% 38.7% 10.1% 9.1% 11.2% 100.0%
relation / way you get along with the
teachers from your

| cannot say, | Count 16 31 21 11 42 121

have no relation % within How would yowcharacterizethe 13.2% 25.6% 17.4% 9.1% 34.7% 100.0%

with the school relation / way you get along with the

teacher / teachers from your

personnel

Total Count 265 374 148 128 273 1188

% within How would yowcharacterizethe 22.3% 31.5% 12.5% 10.8% 23.0% 100.0%
relation / way you get along with the
teachers from vyour

The effect of the quality of the relationship between parents and teachers on the school absentee
rate continues to manifest itself even after controlling the effect of other relevant variables (parente
education level, residence, years of attending kindergarten ste)the logistic regression model presented
below. In light of this evidenceghe intewention program (mainly the mentoring part) should also focus on
ng the chil do

student, facilitating their relationships with the teachers etc.) and filling inuab as possible, the parental

stimul at i parent al i nvol vement i n

support when it is missing.

Table 37. Statistical model to highlight the significant effect of the quality of the relationship between

parents / teachers on school absenteeism

B S. E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

a 116 231

Step 1 lowersecondaryeducationparents .253 1 .615 1.123
.249 .253

vocationaleducationparents 971 1 .324 1.283
.065 .288

highschoolhighereducationparents .052 1 .820 .937
1.193 .218

Roma 29.956 1 .000 3.298
2.765 .273

pls 102.390 1 .000 15.881
-.357 172

rural 4.285 1 .038 .700
.167 .169

lastorpenultimateseat 974 1 .324 1.182
117 .255

kindergartenoneyear .209 1 .647 1.124
-.683 .234

kindergartentwoyears 8.551 1 .003 .505
-.688 .223

kindergartenthreeyears 9.495 1 .002 .502
-.025 .242

betweenlland25booksathome .010 1 919 .976
-.500 .267

over25bo@isathome 3.504 1 .061 .606
-.966 .278

likesgoingtoschool 12.089 1 .001 .381
.728 .260

parentteacherrelationeitherbadorinexistent 419 187 7.852 1 .005 2.072

parentteacherrelationgood 5.030 1 .025 1.521
-.796 419

Constant 3.609 1 .057 .451

a.Variabe 9 entered at Step 1 lowersecondaryeducationparents  vocationaleducationparents

97



| MINISTERUL
o EDUCATIEI \
f e CERCETARII

s TINERETULUI
" J S, |$| SPORTULUI
UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIE! Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale OIPOSDRU Roma Education Fund
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 20072013 2007:2013 Roménia

$IPROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

highschoolhighereducationpareni&oma,pls, rural, lastorpenultimateseakindergartenoneyeakindergartentwoyearkindergartenthreeyears
betweenlland25booksathgme over25hooksathome likesgoingtoschool parentteacherrelationeitherbadorinexistent
parentteacherrelationgood

The @portunityof stimulatingparental involvement is supported tne data showng that parents of
Roma students éarly school leaverare rarely invited to school compared to parents / guardians ef non
Romastudents

Table 38. Correlation between he frequency with which parents are invited to school andyroup

affiliation
Student selection groupr How often were you or someone from your household have begwitedt o s chool over the past year to discuss t
How often were you or someone from your household haveibeied to school over the past year to
discusste student s academic perform
Monthly or At leastevery At leastevery | Atleast once a
At least once more often 3 months or 6 months or year or more
week more often more often often Never Total
Student Non-Roma Count 20 217 244 54 27 29 591
selection group  students % within Student selection 3.4% 36.7% 41.3% 9.1% 4.6% 4.9% 100%
group
Roma Count 16 193 225 78 41 46 599
students % within Student selection 2.7% 32.2% 37.6% 13.0% 6.8% 7.7% 100%
group
Early school Count 9 82 94 38 26 26 275
leavers % within Studenselection 3.3% 29.8% 34.2% 13.8% 9.5% 9.5% 100%
group
Total Count 45 492 563 170 94 101 1465
% within Student selection 3.1% 33.6% 38.4% 11.6% 6.4% 6.9% 100%
group

The three groups of students targeted by the project seem tdiff@vent perceptions as to the
value of educatiori see the table below; however, no hasty conclusions should be drawn in terms o
judging the students, since life choices, aspirations and values during adolescence are influenced by famr
school, communt y / friends [/ acquaintances and medi a
perception regarding social equity, that is to say their confidence that they can succeed in life just like othe
from more or less favourable environmertsd the eduational opportunities or the lack of it, basically the
structural factors in general, are also very important. This is precisely what the data indicated so far
highlighting, namely that the Romanian education system is very little inclusive in retati®oma
students; the latter feel that their teacher do not relate to them, they feel less integrated into the sch
environment as compared to other students. The results of the study clearly indicate that education is mo

valued anong norRRoma studets, as 47.% of them consider it to be the most important thing in order to
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succeed in life. OnlyB1% of Roma students and 1% bf early school leavers or students with a high risk

of abandoning school feel the same way.

Table 39. Correlation betweengroup affiliation and students according to their opinionabout the

most important thing in life to succeed

Which of the following do you think is the most important in order to succeed t life
To
To know believe
To have To have how to get in
To be lucky money connections | To be educated by yourself Total
Student Non-Roma Count 47 37 13 284 126 91 598
selection students % within Student 7.9% 6.2% 2.2% 47.5% 21.1% 15.2% 100.0%
group selection group
Roma Count 99 64 21 239 122 99 644
students % within Student 15.4% 9.9% 3.3% 37.1% 18.9% 15.4% 100.0%
selection group
Early school Count 63 52 6 34 79 46 280
leavers % within Student 22.5% 18.6% 2.1% 12.1% 28.2% 16.4% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 209 153 40 557 327 236 1522
% within Student 13.7% 10.1% 2.6% 36.6% 21.5% 15.5% 100.0%
selectiongroup

Student selection group” Which of the following do you think is the most important in order to succeed in lifé

According to the interviewed studeritee most importanalternative to education is "knowing to
get by"in order to succeed in life. Of course the statement may have different meanings, depending on t
student, but the very existence of such an attitude putting education on the second place at the expens
something else it more than relevant. A corollary of this would be that according to these students one ¢
do just fine without having an education; 28.2% of the early school leavers or students with a high risk
dropping out have indicated that "knowitmyget by" is the most important thing to succeed in life. As far as
they are concerned it may very well be a case of sour grapes. However, it is noteworthy that this feature
prevalent among this group of students. Another factor consideredthe b®st important ingredient for
success in life is luck, a manifestation of an attitude that favours hazard over control. "To be lucky " is k
far the most important factor for stess in life according to 22%&early school leavers or students with a

high risk ofdroppingout, 15.4% Roma students and % ®f norRoma students.
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Table 40. Correlation between studens Opinion on things that help to succeed in life and absenteeism

rate
Which of the following do you think is the mostportant in order to succeed in BfeStudent level of school absenteeism
Student level of school absenteeism
20 unmotivated Above 20 unmotivated
absences at most absences Total
Which of the Count 91 81 172
following do you % within Which of the following do you 52.9% 47.1% 100.0%
think is the most think is the most important in order to
important in order _To be lucky succeed in lif@
to succeed in life Count 68 54 22
% within Which of the following do you 55.7% 44.3% 100.0%
think is the most important iorder to
To have money succeed in lif@
Count 19 11 30
% within Which of the following do you 63.3% 36.7% 100.0%
think is the most important in order to
To have connections succeed in lifé
Count 329 94 423
% within Which of thefollowing do you 77.8% 22.2% 100.0%
think is the most important in order to
To be educated succeed in lif@
Count 168 102 270
% within Which of the following do you 62.2% 37.8% 100.0%
think is the most important in order to
To know how to get by succeed in lif@
Count 122 61 183
% within Which of the following 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
To believe in do do you think is the most important in
yourself order to succeed in lie
Total Count 797 403 1200
% within Which of the following 66.4% 33.6% 100.0%
do do you think is the most important in
) succeed in lie

There is a certain irony to the fact that this belief is alsootiee closer to the truth of Romanian
realities as also revealed by our dat@mely that the "luckof being bornin a family with high potential
for support duringhe educatiorprocesss the primary determinambr academic performan@ndincreased
chances for success in liff hese results also indicate that Roma children have lowecsditience than
the noaRoma in avoiding ESL and achieving academic performancAs long asone has a strong
negativelystigmatized identitythe level ofbelief in own strengthsand the confidence of succeeding in life
are quite low.This is a possible intervention area for the mentors, a reassessment of edetaticn,
identity and its rolecould be useful for these children. The issue is reinforced by data deatiogsthat

children valuing education have a lower rate of school dropdu8% of students who consider education
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as a primary factor of success in Ihave20 unmotivatedabsencest most compared tdb2.9% among
those valuing luck above any otherttas.

School integration is also stimulated by student involvememxtracurricular activities that can
bring him / her closer to teachers and classmdt@selophis / herskills of relatingto others andake him /
her out ofmarginalization and isolen, if he / she is facing such experiences. In this regard the research
also considered the extent to whithidents from winerable groupsRoma studentsearly school leavers or
students with ove20 urmotivated absencggparticipate in such extracuctilar activities compared to nen
Romastudents Data indicate, without the shadow of a doubg éxisting gapbetweenRoma and non
Roma studentsThe share of on-Roma studnts participatingin extracurricular activities such as
excursiors, hikes orcampng is significantly higher;64.1% of themhave partipated at least once in 2010
(the year prior to the research) in such activities witime teacher. By comparisoonly 48.86 Roma
studentdhave About one in ten neRoma students (9%wWas involvedat leastonce every 3 months in such
activities compared toonly 1.9 of Roma students. The differences are even nstriking when
comparingnorntRomastudentsand early school leaversr students with absences over. BY.9% of the
latter did not particip&t at all in such extracurricular activitiesThe differenceswere similar the

extracurricular activity was defined asiait to the museum see the tables below.

Table 41. Correlation between the degree of participation in extractricular activities and group

affiliation
Student selection groug*n 2 01 0, “did you gofor aetrip.ébackpacking, camp with one of your teachers?
In 2010,how ofteré ?did you go on a trip, backpacking, camp with one of your teach
Once every 3 Once every Once a year or
Monthly months six months less Never Total
Student Non-Roma Count 9 46 65 275 221 616
selection group _ students % within Student selection group 1.5% 7.5% 10.5% 44.6% 35.9% 100.0%
Roma students | Count 2 11 50 272 352 687
% within Studenselection group 3% 1.6% 7.3% 39.6% 51.2% 100.0%
Early school Count 2 7 16 70 201 296
leavers % within Student selection group 7% 2.4% 5.4% 23.6% 67.9% 100.0%
Total Count 13 64 131 617 774 1599
% within Student selection group .8% 4.0% 8.2% 38.6% 48.4% 100.0%
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Student selection groug*n 2 01 0, 7did you asft & reuseém with one of your teachers?
I n 2010, %didyouvisita neisedm with one of your teachers?
Once every 3 Once every Once a year or
Monthly months six months less Never Total

Student Non-Roma Count 8 51 72 243 242 616
selection group __students % within Student selection group 1.3% 8.3% 11.7% 39.4% 39.3% 100.0%
Roma students | Count 6 7 42 243 389 687
% within Student selection group 9% 1.0% 6.1% 35.4% 56.6% 100.0%
Early school Count 1 9 10 63 212 295
leavers % within Student selection group 3% 3.1% 3.4% 21.4% 71.9% 100.0%
Total Count 15 67 124 549 843 1598
% within Student selection group 9% 4.2% 7.8% 34.4% 52.8% 100.0%

In a certain waythese results reflect another effect of school segregation due to the lack of
resources. The explanation for the lower level of participation of Roma children in such extracurricule
activity is most likely the insufficient family income (meo severe amon@roma families), since any

participation in such activities requires a certain financial expense. This represents an additional argum
for intervention in the education of Roma children in the form of material support. At the same time, it is
the school

topicofr ef | ecti on for

management of sucl

seek solutions to integrate students without financial possibilities in extracurricular activities.

The school differential treatment of students baseaetthnicity is also reflected in the way Roma
children feel at school, compared to ARama students. Thus, a significantly higher proportion of Roma
students feel marginalized / isolated at school: 6.1% of Roma children experience this feelingemeny oft
often, compared to only 3.2%. né&toma students. Eight out of ten RRoma students never experienced
this feeling (80.1%), while the percentage of Roma students is 73%. The situation is more dramatic ama
early school leavers or students who skigppehool more than 20 times: one in ten adolescents in this group

(12.8%) feels marginalized / isolated very often or often, and only 55.6% say they do not feel that at all.

Table 42. Correlation between the extent to whickstudents feel marginalized / isolatedt school and
group affiliation
Student selection grougd o w

of t en @marginaliaed /fiselaedt&chool?

How often do you feél ? marginalized / isolatedt school?
Very often Often Rarly Very rarely Never Total

Student selection Non-Roma Count 5 15 44 59 494 617
group students % within Student selection group .8% 2.4% 7.1% 9.6% 80.1% 100.0%
Roma students Count 17 25 61 82 500 685

% within Student selection group 2.5% 3.6% 8.9% 12.0% 73.0% 100.0%

Early school Count 10 28 55 39 165 297

leavers % within Student selection group 3.4% 9.4% 18.5% 13.1% 55.6% 100.0%
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Total Count 32 68 160 180 1159 1599
% within Student selection group 2.0% 4.3% 10.0% 11.3% 72.5% 100.0%

The poor inancial situation of Roma familiealso leaves itanark on the degree ofschool

integration and hovetudentsperceive schooglas an attractive environment, where they like to go. Roma
children feel greater shanbecause ofhe clothes thegreweaing to school than nofiRomastudents see
the table below. Thusone out of twenty Roma students (5.5%) very often or oftensfashamed othe
clothes theyhave to wegrcompared tanly 1.3% norRomastudentsEight out of ten nofRoma students
do not experiece this condition at all (83.4%), while only seven out of ten Roma students are in this
situation (71.8%)The situation okarly school leavers or students with many absenadsfiisitely worse
from this point of view, whether compared to RomaonRoma studentsevery seventh student (14.7) %
in this category often or very often feglshamed ohis clothes and just siout of ten studentare not
familiar with thisfeeling. The qualitative research datéhéfocus groups with Roma parentsezrly stool
leaver$ showed thathe shamecaused by the poalothesworn at schools an important mechanism that
makes students ndb want to go to school some parentgvensaid thatthe standardized system of
uniforms used during communism was better, laklien didnot feel the differencesaused byhe quality

of the clothesthey were wearingr hereareRomastudents that have to wait for theiblings to coménome
from school so as to hawdothes / shoeto wear to schoolSociologically speaking clothemre a status
indicator, a matter with high impact on a persos&festeemThe unpleasant situation and discomfort felt
by Roma students due to their poor clothes is easily understand@aidematter can be controlled by
providing material support, but aldoy teached sterventionin redefiningthe symbolic universe between
students anathanging theimormative perspectiven clothesassessmerit the studentwearing quality
clothing has no merib it, it is a matteiof gambling,since only the clothesworn at maturitycan reflecthe
merit of the personveaing them.An example of good practice was shown previouslyen mentioning the
case of achool where clothing and supplies were collected and distributisadvataged students

Table 43. Correlation between he degreeof shame felt bystudentsbecause of theclothes they wear to

school and groupaffiliation

Student selectiongrougiow of t en @ashayes withthe dothés you wear at school?

How often do you feél ? ashamed with the clothes you wear at school?

Very often Often Rarely Very rarely Never Total
Student selection Non-Roma Count 3 5 32 62 514 616
group students % within Student /5% 8% 5.2% 10.1% 83.4% 100.0%

selection group
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Roma students ~ Count 11 27 60 96 493 687
% within Student 1.6% 3.9% 8.7% 14.0% 71.8% 100.0%
selection group
Early school Count 17 27 45 33 176 298
leavers % within Student 5.7% 9.1% 15.1% 11.1% 59.1% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 31 59 137 191 1183 1601
% within Student 1.9% 3.7% 8.6% 11.9% 73.9% 100.0%
selection group

Student school integration is also demonstrated by the degree to which he / she feels understooc

teachers and classmates. Data shioat there are somdifferences between Roma and fleoma in this

respect: 57.4% of neRoma students do not feel misurgteod by their teachers and neither do 50.5% of

Roma students; the differences between Roma studertRorom in terms of feeling misunderstood by

their peers are rather insignificansee the following tables. The striking difference can be noticed when

comparing the group of early school leavers and students with more than 20 absences with the others: e

sixth early school leaver (17.5%) often or very often felt misunderstood by the teacher, compared to or

6% of nonRoma students.

Table 44. Correlation between the degree to which students feel understood by teachers / peers and

group affiliation

Student selection groufdow o f t en @misuryderstood by the téachers
How oft en @misuyderstood by the téachers
Very often Often Rarely Very rarely Never Total
Student selection Non-Roma Count 8 29 83 142 353 615
group students % within Student selection 1.3% 4.7% 13.5% 23.1% 57.4% 100.0%
group
Roma students | Count 17 46 104 173 347 687
% within Student selection 2.5% 6.7% 15.1% 25.2% 50.5% 100.0%
group
Early school Count 12 39 64 66 110 291
leavers % within Student selection 4.1% 13.4% 22.0% 22.7% 37.8% 100.0%
group
Total Count 37 114 251 381 810 1593
% within Student selection 2.3% 7.2% 15.8% 23.9% 50.8% 100.0%
group
Student selection groupiow o f t e n @misuryderstood by the séhoolmates
How oft en @misunyderstood by thd séhoolmates
Very often Often Rarely Very rarely Never Total
Studentselection Non-Roma Count 9 32 63 139 376 619
group students % within Student selection 1.5% 5.2% 10.2% 22.5% 60.7% 100.0%
group
Roma students ~ Count 21 48 82 139 399 689
% within Student selection 3.0% 7.0% 11.9% 20.2% 57.9% 100.0%
group
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Early school Count 8 23 59 53 146 289
leavers % within Student selection 2.8% 8.0% 20.4% 18.3% 50.5% 100.0%
group
Total Count 38 103 204 331 921 1597
% within Student selection 2.4% 6.4% 12.8% 20.7% 57.7% 100.0%
group

The study also assessed the degree to which students develop general knowledge by reading o
books except for textbooks. This type of activity is considered as a prerequisite for easier social integrati
for future and social success. The results unequivocally show a major difference from this point of vie'
between thegroups of Roma and neRoma students see the table below. Thus, nearly andwo non
Roma students (436) read, at least a few times a weeother books than textbooks; the percentage of
Roma students with the same posithehaviouris of only 22.7%.About one in ten norFRoma students
(9.9%) never desfurther reading, compared tme in four Roma children (26/4&). The worse situation is
that of early school leavers, as almost half of them never read books outside the school textbooks. A deta
analysis also shows that students who rarely or never read anything other than textbooks also prese
higher risk of having more than 20 unmote absences and leaving school. Under the circumstances, we
recommend to compensate this gaporting to thanentoring activity that could stimulate the student to

practice further reading outside the curriculum. Atszhool libraries should be estabksl in all schools.

Table 45. Correlation between the frequency with whichstudentsread other books outside textbooks
and group affiliation

Student selection groupfiow o f t e n @bookg ather tharetextbéoks?

How often doy o u_ r?daokk éther than textbooks?
Several
Daily or Several times times a Once a month
almost daily a week month or less Never Total

Student selection Non-Roma Count 59 215 149 122 60 605

group students % within Student selection 9.8% 35.5% 24.6% 20.2% 9.9% 100.0%
group

Roma students ~ Count 32 124 152 199 180 687

% within Student selection 4.7% 18.0% 22.1% 29.0% 26.2% 100.0%
group

Early school Count 13 39 46 59 139 296

leavers % within Student selection 4.4% 13.2% 15.5% 19.9% 47.0% 100.0%
group

Total Count 104 378 347 380 379 1588

% within Student selection 6.5% 23.8% 21.9% 23.9% 23.9% 100.0%
group
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B S. E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

a 203 225

Step 1 lowersecondaryeducationparents 340 249 .809 1 .368 1.225

vocationaleducationparents 1.862 1 172 1.404
.007 .275

highschoolhighereducationparents .001 1 .980 1.007
1.077 211

Roma 26.109 1 .000 2.936
2.642 .264

pls 100.434 1 .000 14.045
-.419 .167

rural 6.318 1 .012 .658
.189 .164

lastorpenultimateseat 1.326 1 .250 1.208
.159 .247

kindergartenoneyear 411 1 .522 1.172
-.638 221

kindergartentwoyears 8.371 1 .004 .528
.691 .215

kindergartenthreeyears 10.383 1 .001 501
.021 .233

betweenlland25booksathome .008 1 .927 979
490 .255

over25booksathome 3.704 1 .054 613
-1.023 .276

likesgoingtoschool 13.754 1 .000 .360
.130 222

readingsseveraltimesamonth .344 1 .558 1.139
.381 .220

readingsonceamonthorless 3.013 1 .083 1.464
.733 224

readingsnever 10.763 1 .001 2.082
674 .405

Constant 2.772 1 .096 .510

a.Variable (¥ entered on Sted: a.Variable (s) entered

at Step lbwersecondaryeducationparentecationaleducationparents

highschoolhighereducationparen®oma,pls, rural, lastorpenultimateseakindergartenoneyeakindergartatwoyears kindergartenthreeyears

betweenlland25booksathgme over25booksathome

readingsnever

likesgoingtoschogl

readingsseveraltimesamonth readingsonceamonthorless

The research also tried &ssess the degree to which students have st®tietiniat school. Data

show thatthe Romani language was studied at schoatdaly one in four Roma childrer22.6%9, 6.2%

of nonRoma studentsand 17.5% ofearly school leaversr students withmore than20 urmotivated

absencesseethetable below.

Table 47. Share of students who studied Romani among eadcii the target groups

Student selection grou@uring the previous year did you study Romani in school?

During the previougear did you study
Romani in scho&
YES NO Total

Student Non-Roma Count 38 577 615
selection group __students % within Student selection group 6.2% 93.8% 100.0%
Roma students  Count 156 534 690

% within Student selection group 22.6% 77.4% 100.0%

Early school Count 52 245 297

leavers % within Student selection group 17.5% 82.5% 100.0%

Total Count 246 1356 1602
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I % within Student selection qroupl 15.4% | 84.6% I 100.0% I

At this point the question of whether studying Romani in school correlates agaldemic
performance, level of school attendance and degrescludol integration arises.More gecifically the
guestionis whetherthere areany differences between Roma students studRoganiin school andhose
who have not studied.

The analysis nealed that there is onlgne relatively significant correlation between school
performance (expressed by tlwerage grade obtained Mathematics and Romanian Language and
Literature and the study of Romaniseethe table below According to data stuaés who studied Romani
were less likely to have an averagrade belovwb rather than between 5 and 6, compared to those who have
not studiedt and who are more likely to obtain average grades between 5 and 6, rather than above 8.

Did you study Romani durg the previous year®verage ofMathematics and Romanian Language and Literatueeages divided into 3 performance levels

Average ofMathematics and Romanian Language and Literatueeages divided into 3 performance level.
Below5 Between 5and 6 | Between6and 7| Between 7 and 8 Above 8 Total
Did you study YES Count 18 85 25 17 3 148
Romani during % within Did you study 12.2% 57.4% 16.9% 11.5% 2.0% 100.0%
the previous Romani during the
year? previous year?
NO Count 92 221 116 43 30 502
% within Did you study 18.3% 44.0% 23.1% 8.6% 6.0% 100.0%
Romaniduring the
previous year?
Total Count 110 306 141 60 33 650
% within Did you study 16.9% 47.1% 21.7% 21.7% 5.1% 100.0%
Romani during the
previous year?

As far asschool absenteeisis concernedlata showthat there is naignificant relationshipwith
studying Romaniln other wordsit seems that theate of absenteeism in no wayinfluenced bythe study
of Romanilanguage seethetable below.

Did you study Romani during the previous yeaBttident level of absenteeism

Student level obsenteeism
20 unmotivated Above 20 unmotivated
absences at most absences Total
Did you study YES Count 86 47 133
Romani during the % within Did you study Romani during 64.7% 35.3% 100.0%
previous year? the previous year?
NO Count 275 158 433
% within Did you study Romani during 63.5% 36.5% 100.0%
the previous year?
Total Count 361 205 566
% within Did you study Romani during 63.8% 36.2% 100.0%
the previous year?
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According to our datahere is no connection betwestudying Romani and thquality of the
relationship withclassmatesnd teachers see the following tableAlso, the study oRomani does not

influence the degree to which students feel they enjoy going to school

Did youstudy Romani during the previousyealPo w o f t e n  @misunyderstood by schoélmates?

How often do you fe€él ? misunderstood bgchoolmate?
Very often Often Rarly Very rarely Never Total
Did you study YES Count 6 12 17 26 93 154
Romani during the % within Did you study Romani 3.9% 7.8% 11.0% 16.9% 60.4% 100.0%
previous year? during the previous year?
NO Count 14 35 66 111 304 530
% within Did you study Romani 2.6% 6.6% 12.5% 20.9% 57.4% 100.0%
during the previous year?
Total Count 20 47 83 137 397 684
% within Did you study Romani 2.9% 6.9% 12.1% 20.0% 58.0% 100.0%
during the previous year?

Did you study Romani during the previous yeakPb w o f t e n  @misuryderstood by tedckers?

How oft en @misuyderstood by edchkers?
Very often Often Rarely Very rarely Never Total
Did you study YES Count 6 13 21 31 86 157
Romani during the % within Did you study Romani 3.8% 8.3% 13.4% 19.7% 54.8% 100.0%
previous year? during the previous year?
NO % within Did you study Romani 11 33 83 140 258 525
during the previous year? 2.1% 6.3% 15.8% 26.7% 49.1% 100.0%
Total Count 17 46 104 171 344 682
% within Did you study Romani 2.5% 6.7% 15.2% 25.1% 50.4% 100.0%
during the previous year?
Did you studyRomani during the previousyeatth at do you think? |Is your school a place where ¢éy
What do you thinRIs your school a place where
éyou make friend
Yes No Total
Did you study YES Count 146 6 152
Romani during the % within Did you study 96.1% 3.9% 100.0%
previous year? Romani during the previous
year?
NO Count 501 23 524
% within Did you study 95.6% 4.4% 100.0%
Romani during the previous
year?
Total Count 647 29 676
% within Did you study 95.7% 4.3% 100.0%
Romani during the previous
year?
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Did you study Romani during the previousyea¥?¢h at do you think? Is your school a place where €\
What do you think? Is your school a place wher
éyou like to go
Yes No Total
Did you study YES Count 147 9 156
Romani during the % within Did you study 94.2% 5.8% 100.0%
previous year? Romani during the previous|
year?
NO Count 492 36 528
% within Did you study 93.2% 6.8% 100.0%
Romani during the previous|
year?
Total Count 639 45 684
% within Did you study 93.4% 6.6% 100-0%
Romani during the previous|
year?

However, data revealed another important aspect, nhamely that there is a significant relationst

between students learning Romani in school and the extent to whicfeghegarginalized / isolatedsee

the followingtables. The surprising aspect is that Roma students who have studied Romani feel far ma

t hose

wh o

havenot

isolated / marginaledt h a n

Did you study Romani during the previous yeat?b w o f t e n  @isolatgdomargifaisesl? é
How oftendo you fee¢ ?isolated marginaised?
Very often Often Raely Very rarely Never Total
Did you study YES Count 8 10 14 11 113 156
Romani during the % within Did you study 5.1% 6.4% 9.0% 7.1% 72.4% 100.0%
previous year? Romani during the previous
year?
NO Count 10 16 47 68 384 525
% within Did you study 1.9% 3.0% 9.0% 9.0% 73.1% 100.0%
Romani during the previous
year?
Total Count 18 26 61 79 497 681
% within Did you study 2.6% 3.8% 9.0% 11.6% 73.0% 100.0%
Romani during the previous
year?
Did you study Romarduring the previous year®hat do you think? |s your school a place where you f
What do you think? Is your school a place wher
you feelé marginalized / isolated?
Yes No Total
Did you study YES Count 35 118 153
Romani during the % within Did you study Romani 22.9% 77.1% 100.0%
previousyear?_ during the previous year?
NO Count 83 435 518
% within Did you study Romani 16.0% 84.0% 100.0%
during the previous year?
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Total Count 118 553 671
% within Did you study Romani 17.6% 82.4% 100.0%
during theprevious year?

3. Family situation - cultural capital, material, human, social andvalue capital

The present report also includes data about the family situation of the students from the thre
sampled groups, due to thetable discrepanciesbserved Such data certifiethe tremendous gap between
RomaandnonRoma students in terms of academic support provided by familyoandmore,they draw
attention to the need for public interventionorderto provide equal opmtunitiesfor Roma studentdrirst
of all, we shall refer tahe cultural capital of students' familiess internationdly conductedstudies have
unequivocally showrthere is a positive correlation betwettie number of books availalbde homeandthe
guality of the student's cognitive abilitieBhe table below reflects the distribution of timslicatoramong

the sampled groups of thesearch:
Table 48. Correlation between the number of booksit home andsampledgroups

Student selection groupumber of books at home

Number of books at home
Betweenlland Between26 and Above 50 books
Maximum10 books 25books 50 books Total

Student Non-Roma Count 218 14 118 109 579

selection group  students % within Student selection 37.7% 23.1% 20.4% 18.8% 100.0%
group

Roma students  Count 448 91 36 25 600

% within Student selection 74.7% 15.2% 6.0% 4.2% 100.0%
group

Early school Count 198 23 8 8 237

leavers % within Student selection 83.5% 9.7% 3.4% 3.4% 100.0%
group

Total Count 864 248 162 142 1416

% within Student selection 61.0% 17.5% 11.4% 10.0% 100.0%
group

There is an undeniable huge difference between Roma andRoroa children from this
perspective: 62.3% of nelRoma students have at least 11 books (other than textbatoksine, compared
to only 25.3%. Furthermore, one in five students (18.8%) sdroen families where there are at least 50
books, while only one in twenty Roma students (4.2%) has the same cultural opportunities at home. T
situation of early school leavs / students with ov&0 absences is even worse than that of Roma students:
83.5% of them have 10 bogkst most. It is clearly noticeable that, from this point of view, the profile of
Roma students is closer to that of early school leavers or stwdiémts high risk of school leaving due to

the high number of unmotivated absences.
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As preschool education is essential to later success and school integration, the number of years
kindergarten attendance were also considered within the researchdiAgctw research dgtd&Roma
students are, once again, at disadvantage and in a situation that puts them closer to the profile of e
school leavers. Almost all néRoma students attended kindergarten (19 out of 20 students), compared t
only three quarts of Roma children and 60% of those who left school.

Table 49. Kindergarten attendance among sampled students

Student selection groufid you go to kindergarten?

Did you go to kindergarten?
Yes No Total

Student Non-Roma Count 583 30 613
selectiongroup students % within Student selection group 95.1% 4.9% 100.0%
Roma students ~ Count 495 180 675

% within Student selection group 73.3% 26.7% 100.0%

Early school Count 175 115 290

leavers % within Student selection group 60.3% 39.7% 100.0%

Total Count 1253 325 1578
% within Student selection group 79.4% 20.6% 100.0%

Out of the sampled studerggarolled inkindergarten 66.4% of the nddoma students attended it
for three years or more, same as 41.1% of Roma children and 38.6% of early school leavers. The gaj

quite significant and it provides a clear picture of the initial educational differences thatdRddren have

to compensate.
Table 50. Kindergarten attendance period among sampled students

Student selection grou@id you go to kindergarten?*If so, for how many years?

If so, for how many yeafs
Three or more
Maximum1 year Two years years Total

Student Non-Roma students ~ Count 47 146 382 575
selection group % within Student selection group 8.2% 25.4% 66.4% 100.0%
Roma students Count 128 157 199 484

% within Student selection group 26.4% 32.4% 41.1% 100.0%

Early school leavers  Count 46 59 66 171

% within Student selection group 26.9% 34.5% 38.6% 100.0%

Total Count 221 362 647 1230
% within Student selection group 18.0% 29.4% 52.6% 100.0%

Another relevant aspect is the level of computer knowledge, as it gives students an addition

chance to integrate into thabourmarket after graduating. Research datawshigher skills of computer
usageamong norRoma students, compared to Roma: 71d&%onRoma students can use the computer

by themselves, just as 54.9% of the Roma students. Only 32% of early school leavers have a similar leve
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computer knowledge.
Table 51. Computer knowledge among sampled students

Studentselection grouptevel of computer knowledge

Level of computer knowledge
Knows very little Knows enough
about how to about how to Knows very well
Does not know | operate a computer] operate a computer| how to operate a
how to operate a could not do it can use it computer, an
computer without help independently expert Total
Student Non-Roma Count 27 141 303 119 590
selection group  students % within Student selection 4.6% 23.9% 51.4% 20.2% 100.0%
group
Roma students  Count 74 237 304 60 675
% within Student selection 11.0% 35.1% 45.0% 8.9% 100.0%
group
Early school Count 90 106 74 18 288
leavers % within Student selection 31.3% 36.8% 25.7% 6.3% 100.0%
group
Total Count 191 464 681 197 1553
% within Studenselection 12.3% 31.2% 43.9% 12.7% 100.0%
group

These data must be correlated with the shamguafentsvith computeraccessamong the sampled

groups. At school the weights of the three groups are similar:

Table 52. School computeraccessamong sampled students

Student selection grouAt school, do you have access toé? a computer
At school, do you have accesg t8 acomputer
YES NO Total

Student selection Non-Roma students ~ Count 436 167 603
group % within Student selection group 72.3% 27.7% 100.0%
Roma students Count 499 174 673

% within Student selection group 74.1% 25.9% 100.0%

Early school leavers ~ Count 204 79 283

% within Student selection group 72.1% 27.9% 100.0%

Total Count 1139 420 1559
% within Student selection group 73.1% 26.9% 100.0%

It can be therefore concluded that the degree of access to a computer at school has nothing to
with the difference in ability among Roma and f®ema students in terms of computer usageé know
how. However, what does matter is the degree to which students are being trained for this in Romani
schools. Unfortunatelythere is no data collected in this regard. Still, the research does show the share «

students with home access to a catep/ laptop, and there are significalifferences
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Table 53. Home access to computer among sampled students

Student selection groupkt home do you have access toé a computer / a functionze

At home do you have accessé a
computer / a functional laptop?
YES NO Total

Student selection Non-Roma students ~ Count 387 226 613
group % within Student selection group 63.1% 36.9% 100.0%
Roma students Count 262 423 685

% within Student selection group 38.2% 61.8% 100.0%

Early school leavers ~ Count 74 222 296

% within Student selection group 25.0% 75.0% 100.0%

Total Count 723 871 1594
% within Student selection group 45.4% 54.6% 100.0%

61.1% of nonRoma studentshave access to a computer at hocanpared t038.2% of Roma
children and only 25% odarly school leaversstudents withmore than 20 absergeln addition the data
confirm that studentsvho have access to a computer at haame more likely to know how to use the
usage of the computer is unknowo only 1.3%of the students whactuallyhaveoneat homeand21.6%of
those whado notpossess one. Théasistical association persists among each of the gaegpledyroups of
students.

Table 54. Correlation between access to a computer at home and the level of computer knowledge

At home do you have access tleélobconpatenfnoviledge / a functional | aptop?*
Level of computer knowledge
Knows very little Knows enough
about how to about how to
operate a operate a
Does not know how| computer, could computer, can Knows very well
to operate a not do it without use it how to operate a
computer help independently computer, an expert Total
At home do you have YES Count 9 132 410 156 707
access toé % within At home do you have access 1.3% 18.7% 58.0% 22.1% 100.0%
computer / a toé a computer /| 4§
functional laptop? NO Count 180 347 266 40 833
% within At home do you have access 21.6% 41.7% 31.9% 4.8% 100.0%
toé a computer /| 4
Total Count 189 479 676 196 1540
% within At home do you have access 12.3% 31.1% 43.9% 12.7% 100.0%
toé a computer /| 4§

The number of Roma students livimghouseholdsvith morepeople undethe age ofl8 is higher
thanthat ofnon-Romastudents About two out of three students live in households where there are no more

than two persons under 18, a situation encountered in the case of 50% of Roma children.
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Table 55. Correlation between the number of persons under 18 withithe household and sampled

respondents
Student selection groupdumber of persons under 88thint h e s thoudedaidt 6 s
Number of persons under 1®ithint h e s thoudebaidt 6 s
One person Two persons Three persons Four persons | Five persons
under 18 under 18 under 18within under 18 under 18
within the within the the stu within the within the
studen studen household studen studen
household household household household Total
Student Non-Roma Count 205 243 95 29 30 602
selection students % within Student selection 34.1% 40.4% 15.8% 4.8% 5.0% 100.0%
group group
Roma students Count 120 221 165 94 82 882
% within Student selection 17.6% 32.4% 24.2% 13.8% 12.0% 100%
group
Early school Count 48 69 67 54 55 293
leavers % within Student selection 16.4% 23.5% 22.9% 18.4% 18.8% 100.0%
group
Total Count 373 533 327 177 167 1577
% within Student selection 23.7% 33.8% 20.7% 11.2% 10.6% 100.0%
group

According to the existing studies the educational capital of the famalyather defining feature that
has an impact on the student's academic. @tin research resultsxmistakablyindicatethatthe families of
the sampledRoma students ancearly schob leavers/ students withmore than 20 absences haae
significantly lower educational capital than RABoma students The following table presents the
distribution of parental educatipoonsidering the parent with timghest level of education in thenfdy,
amongthe three groups of studettsThus, only 3.9 of nonrRomastudentshave the parent with the
highest level of educationith no education or primary schoetlucation, at mostn comparison, 29% of
Roma students and 386 of students who left school / have more than 20 abséncethemselvesn this
situation. About one in six neRoma studentshave aparentwith at least possecondary, higher or
postgraduateducationwhile only2.5% of Roma students and 2a4f stuénts who have left school are in

the same situation.

!> Data on parental education was collected for both parents. The tsvofstata wereondensednto a newly created variable
indicating the education of the parent wigached the highest level of schooling. In this way a common measuhe family
capital originating in theparensd educationwas createdlt would havebeen even more useful to refine the variable by
considering the education of the parent who is actualy living with the child and, thus, influences the developmentiadftié chi
no such data were recorded. Anyway, the possible errors generated vétihme¢hanism arminor, due to the lowscale of the
phenomenon an thecompensation mechanisaamong the samplestudents.
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Level of education of thparent with the highest level of education in the family |
Posthigh
No education, Lower schoo]
primary level secondary | Vocational or Upper university or
education at education, trades secondary postuniversity
most 8 grades education education education Total
Student selection Non-Roma Count 21 69 181 256 89 616
group students % within Student selection 3.4% 11.2% 29.4% 41.6% 14.4% 100.0%
group
Roma students ~ Count 200 241 146 84 17 688
% within Student selection 29.1% 35.0% 21.2% 12,2% 2.5% 100.0%
group
Early school Count 113 95 53 26 7 294
leavers % within Student selection 38.4% 32.3% 18.0% 8.8% 2.4% 100.0%
group
Total Count 334 405 380 366 113 1598
% within Student selection 20.9% 25.3% 23.8% 22.9% 7.1% 100.0%
group

The bw family educational capitalf Roma students ialsoreflected inthe significant inequalities

between the sampled groups in terms of possibility of seeking family help for homéuzekout of ten

nonRoma students (89.8%pve smeone in the family to help them witlomework just as74.6%of the

Romastudents. The available family support for early school leavers or students namiagthan 20

unmotivated absenceés lesser, merel$6.7% of them having someone to turn to in €ad needlt is an

anotherargument justifying the need for additional mentoramgli providing homework help after schatol

all children from vulnerable groupsithin the Romanian educational systeihe "School after school"

program should be extended tothlbse in needgegardless atheir ethnicity.

Table 57. Correlation between the possibility ofseeking family help for homeworkand the sampled

groups

Student selection grouBhould you need help b your homework, is there someone at home to help you?

Should you need help to do your homeworl
is there someone at home to help you?
YES, there is NO, there is not Total
Student selection group Non-Roma students Count 539 61 600
% within Student selection 89.8% 10.2% 100.0%
group
Roma students Count 497 169 666
% within Student selection 74.6% 25.4% 100.0%
group
Early school leavers Count 161 123 284
% within Student selection 56.7% 43.3% 100.0%
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Total Count 1197 353 1550
% within Student selection 77.2% 22.8% 100.0%
group

Another important aspect is related to the degree of Romanian language knowtedgeampled
students are enrolled in lower secondary education, grades85Thus 80.7% of neRoma students,
72.6% of Roma students and 63.6% of early school leavers consider tdkmaaniarvery well: however,
there is one out of fifty Roma students (2.5%) whesdtwt speak Romanian and one out of twenty early
schoolleaves or students having more than @dmotivatedabsences. These data raise questions about the
quality of education provided in school, especially during the Romanian language classes. Naturally, t
i mmedi ate question t hat ccationalopportpnitiesecan a stieénshave whem

he / she is not very familiar with the teaching language?

Table 58. Correlation between the degree of Romanian languadg@owledgeand group affiliation

Student selection grougiow well do you know the following languages: Romanian?

How well do you know the following languages: Romanian?
Very well Well Enough to get by | do not know it Total
Student Non-Roma Count 498 93 22 4 617
selection students % within Student selection group 80.7% 15.1% 3.6% 6% 100.0%
group Roma Count 503 146 27 17 693
students % within Student selection group 72.6% 21.1% 3.9% 2.5% 100.0%
Early Count 189 73 18 17 297
school % within Student selection group 63.6% 24.6% 6.1% 5.7% 100.0%
leavers
Total Count 1190 312 67 38 1607
% within Student selection group 74.1% 19.4% 4.2% 2.4% 100.0%

Considering the giverontext it is important tdear in mind that, according the survey data

about one in four Roma children (23.8%) krsoxery wellthe Romanilanguageand 9%know it well.
Table 59. Correlation between the degree of Romani language knowledge and group affiliation

Student selection grougiow well o you know the following languages: Romani?

How well o you know thdollowing languages: Romani?
Very well Well Enough to get by | do not know it Total

Student Non-Roma Count 4 7 30 561 602
selection students % within Student selection group 7% 1.2% 5.0% 93.2% 100.0%
group Roma students Count 162 61 91 367 681
% within Studenselection group 23.8% 9.0% 13.4% 53.9% 100.0%

Early school Count 63 28 33 174 298

leavers % within Student selection group 21.1% 9.4% 11.1% 58.4% 100.0%

Total Count 229 96 154 1102 1581
% within Student selection group 14.5% 6.1% 9.7% 69.7% 100.0%

116



T | MINISTERUL '
R o EDUCATIEI ‘
*x f e ‘ CERCETARII
LI TINERETULUI

" J S, |$| SPORTULUI

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA OIPOSDRU Roma Education Fund

Romania

GUVERNUL ROMANIEI
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI
$IPROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

Knowledge of English is another factor that favotims laer onsuccesof students on the labour
market. Data show that significantly more AiRoma students know English, compared to Roma students or
early school leaver21.9% of nonRomastudents have a good knowledge of English (approximately one in
five students), compared to 8.2% of Roma children and on% 4f2early school leavers / students having
more thar20 unmotivatedabsences. The most likely explanation lies in the highersstippovided by the
family in learning a foreign language (the higher the level of education of the parents, the better tf
knowledge of English), the increased access to English communication means that facilitate its assimilati
(TV and internet accesg)r longer periods of time spent in kindergarten (the longer the kindergarten
attendance, thieeter the knowledgeof English).

Table 60. Correlation between the level of English knowledge and grougffiliation

Student selection gup* How well do you know the following languages: English?

How well do you know the following languages: English?
Very well Well Enough to get by | do not know it Total

Student Non-Roma Count 24 106 380 94 604
selection students % within Student selection group 4.0% 17.5% 62.9% 15.6% 100.0%
group Roma students Count 5 49 405 205 664
% within Student selection group 8% 7.4% 61.0% 30.9% 100.0%

Early school Count 2 10 126 149 287

leavers % within Student selection group 7% 3.5% 43.9% 51.9% 100.0%

Total Count 31 165 911 448 1555
% within Student selection group 2.0% 10.6% 58.6% 28.8% 100.0%

The research desigtonsentsan assessment of thevel of material resources thate availableto
the studentsThe focus groups conducted throughout tégearch highlighted the significance of this factor
as far as ESL is concerned. Trargnts ofearly school leavers indicated that, because of their poverty, their
children had to work side by side with them in order to ensure their daily living, andnttatm, affected
their school attendanc@he research clearly shows thabnRomastudents aréar more advantageffom

this point of view.

Table 61. Correlation between pocket money and group affiliation

Student selectiogroup*Wh at do you think, your daily pocket money is é°?
What do you think your daily po
Enough to buy son| Enough to buy
more expensive all thatyou
Enough for goods, but with need, without
Not enough for the bare| the bare constraints in othe| any tp of | never have
necessities necessities areas constraints pocket money Total
Student Non-Roma Count 83 361 59 65 47 615
selection students % within Student selection| 13.5% 58.7% 9.6% 10.6% 7.6% 100.0%
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group group
Roma Count 171 336 48 47 81 683
students % within Student selection 25.0% 49.2% 7.0% 6.9% 11.9% 100.0%
group
Early school Count 129 96 12 9 49 295
leavers % within Student selection| 43.7% 32.5% 4.1% 3.1% 16.6% 100.0%
group
Total Count 383 793 119 121 177 1593
% within Student selection| 24.0% 49.8% 7.5% 7.6% 11.1% 100.0%
group

Only one in ten noiRoma students (13.5%) sayathis / herdaily pocket money is na@nough for
thar bare necessities, while the proportion of Roma children in the same situatiprids25% andkven
higher among early school leavedS(799.

Furthermore, the data show thée lack of resourcegeachessometimes dramatitevels for an
important share dthe students whatated that several times over hast month thepadto go to school
feeling hungry, since they had no food at home; once again, the situation is worse among Roma students
early school leavers or studentdtiwimore than 20 unmotivated absences. This situation was experienced b
one out of twenty noiRoma students, one in six Roma students (15%) and 31.9% of those who left schoo
Considering all the aboyé appears obvious that there is a higher deficit of material support among Rome

familiesand, implicitly, Roma studenthence justifying the urgen©f compensatory measures.

Table 62 Correlation between cases when students went to school feeling hungry and group

affiliation
Student selection grou@®ver the past month did you ever happen to go to school without eatingry lecguse there was no food at home?
Over the past month did you ever happen to go to schoq
without eating / hungry because there was no food at honi
Yes, at least It never
Yes, at least once severatimes happened Total
Student selection Non-Roma students Count 41 28 533 60
group % within Student 6.8% 4.7% 88.5% 100.0%
selection group
Roma students Count 97 102 483 682
% within Student 14.2% 15.0% 70.8% 100.0%
selection group
Early school leavers Count 42 95 161 298
% within Student 14.1% 31.9% 54.0% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 180 225 1177 1582
% within Student 11.4% 14.2% 74.4% 100.0%
selection group

There are other data that support our conclusion regarding the more precarious material conditions
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Roma students compared non-Roma ones. One out of six nr®oma students (15.6%) has less than 10
RON per month, same as 23.6% of Roma studerds38f of early school leaverssfudents who have

more than 20 absences. Focus group data, already presented within the reportashbegy ghecarious

situation interferes, in a negative way, with s
Table 63. Correlation betweenmonthly pocket money and group affiliation
Student selection grouBtudent monthly pocket money
Student_monthly pocket money
Between 11| Between 21 Between 41 Between
Less than and 20 and 30 Between 31 and 50 51 and 100| Above
10 RON RON RON and 40 RON RON RON 100 RON Total
Student Non-Roma  Count 88 73 54 46 95 138 70 564
selection students % within Student 15.6% 12,9% 9.6% 8.2% 16.8% 24.5% 12.4% 100.0%
group selectiongroup
Roma Count 144 82 65 49 69 114 86 609
students % within Student 23.6% 13.5% 10.7% 8.0% 11.3% 18.7% 14.1% 100.0%
selection group
Early Count 86 32 28 10 32 43 30 261
school % within Student 33.0% 12.3% 10.7% 3.8% 12.3% 16.5% 11.5% 100.0%
leavers selection group
Total Count 318 187 147 105 196 295 186 1434
% within Student 22.2% 13.0% 10.3% 7.3% 13.7% 20.6% 13.0% 100.0%
selection group

The answers provided by paremstlined the sameunevensituation between the thremmpled
| baisic sieedfn 27% ofthe

norntRomafamilies,58.1% of Romdamiliesand 72.7% ofamilies of early school leavefstudents having

groupsofst udent s.

more than 20 absences

The

f ami |

y i

ncome

Table 64. Correlation between income sufficiency and grougffiliation

Student selection grougdow would you consider your household income.?

How wouldyou consider your household incorfe

Not enough for

Enough to buy

some more

expensive goods,

but with

Enough to buy

all thatyou need,

selection group

the bare Enough for the constraints in without any type
necessities barenecessities other areas of constraints Total
Student Norn-Roma Count 145 264 108 21 538
selection studens % within Student 27.0% 49.1% 20.1% 3.9% 100.0%
group selection group
Roma students Count 350 214 28 10 602
% within Student 58.1% 35.5% 4.7% 1.7% 100.0%

119

f



T |\1|\'15TERL‘L
* Uk o, EDUCATIEI \
% o2 f e CERCETARII
R TINERETULUI
rak J == | SISPORTULUI
UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIE! Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale OIPOSDRU Roma Education Fund
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 20072013 2007:2013 Roménia
$IPROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU
Early school Count 189 55 14 2 260
leavers % within Student 72.7% 21.2% 5.4% .8% 100.0%
selection group
[Total Count 684 533 150 33 1400
% within Student 48..9% 38.1% 10.7% 2.4% 100.0%
selection group

The researched also exposed the main sources of family income for the sampled students, that
permanent and constant source of the main income, namely salary or pension, in the case of 71.:3% of r
Roma parents, 28.9% Roma parents and 21% pareraslpiehool leavers atudentsvith more than 20
unmotivated absences. A qtex of the Roma students (2%p and a third of early school leavers or
students with more than 20 unmotivated absences live in households where the main source of ineome is
child allowance; 11% of the noARoma students experience the same living situation. However, most of
the respondent Roma parents (32)4declared the main source of family income to be represented by social
benefits. Consequently, not only most Roma fewiare largely dependent on state aid to survive, but they
also provide a model for these children, that of the socially assisted person. Understandably, in a fam
depending on child allowance or social assistance as the main source of income Yai, stingi rather
di fficult to put the childbés education as a pri
after another. The emerging conclusion is that Roma students need material support as a prerequisit

academic success anarly school leaving prevention.
Table 65. Correlation between main family income source and group affiliation

Student selection groupWhich is the main family income in your family?

Which is the main family income in your family?
Social benefits
Entrepreneur (minimum
activities living wage
Salaries, Revenuedrom (companies, Working unemploymen Child
pensions agriculture legal persons) abroad t benefitst) benefits Total
Student Non-Roma  Count 423 30 12 28 34 66 593
selection students % within Student 71.3% 5.1% 2.0% 4.7% 5.7% 11.1% 100.0%
group selection group
Roma Count 190 24 25 38 213 168 658
students % within Student 28.9% 3.6% 3.8% 5.8% 32.4% 25.5% 100.0%
selection group
Early Count 58 11 8 16 88 95 276
school % within Student 21.0% 4.0% 2.9% 5.8% 31.9% 34.4% 100.0%
leavers selection group
Total 671 65 45 82 335 329 1527
43.9% 4.3% 2.9% 5.4% 21.9% 21.5% 100.0%

The wel fare of the sample studentsd househo
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research. The parents / guardians were asked whether they own a series of househelacgesdso hot
water, refrigerator, television set, computer, air conditioninghime machine / dishwasher, @c. A total

of 16 items were proposed in orderdoaracterize the welfare level of the household in which the student
lives. The fewer the missing items, the better the living conditions within the hous€mae.again the
results indicate that Roma students are clearly disadvantaged compared to-ema@oones. The living
conditions for the latter are considerably better. The share of students living in households where only
items are missing at most, acording to our list is of 44.6% for ndRoma children, 15.6% for Roma
children and only 1% for early school leaversstudents who have at least 20 unmotivated absences from
school One in three Roma children (3%2is missing more than 11 items froms / her househo)dame

as one out of two early school leavers or students having more thasees. In comparison, only %9

of the sampled neRoma students live in a household with over 11 items missing.
Table 66. Correlation between welfare of the household and group affiliation

Student selection grouphdex regarding he wel f are of the studentdés househol d

Indexregarding he wel fare of the stu
Betweer9 Abovell
andllitems items
Maximum4 items Betweenb and8 missing in missing in
missing in the items missing in the the the
household household household household Total

Student Non-Roma Count

selection students % within Student selection group

254
44.6%

141
24.7%

130
22.8%

45
7.9%

570
100.0%

group Roma students Count

% within Student selection group

100
15.6%

114
17.8%

201
31.4%

225
35.2%

640
100.0%

Early school Count

leavers % within Student selection group

27
10.0%

41
15.2%

62
23.0%

140
51.9%

270
100.0%

Total Count

% within Student selection group

381
25.7%

296
20.0%

393
26.6%

410
27.7%

1480
100.0%

From the listed household goods thah characterizthe welfareof ahouseholdthe writingdesk is

directly related to the studéntschoolwork. Thus 68.2% of noARoma children live in households where

every childhas his / heown writing desk,a necessarjiomework accessoryrom the goup of Roma
studentsonly 39% live in households wheeachchild hashis / herown desk, and the share exdrly school

leaversn the same situation of 27%.
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Table 67. Variation of households possessing a writing desk for eadtudent in the family among the
sampled student groups

Student selectongrou®o you have in your householdé. é. the child / children living ir
Do you have i n. étheachild/bhidies
living in your household have their own writing desk?
YES NO Total
Student Non-Roma Count 408 190 598
selection group __students % within Student selection grou 68.2% 31.8% 100.0%
Roma students  Count 260 407 667
% within Student selection groug 39.0% 61.0% 100.0%
Early school Count 76 206 282
leavers % within Student selection groug 27.0% 73.0% 100.0%
Total Count 744 803 1547
% within Student selection groug 48.1% 51.9% 100.0%

Table 68. Correlation between distance fromhome to schol and group affiliation

Student selection grouphich is the approximate distance from your home to school?

Which is the approximate distance from your home to school?
Living between
0.5and1 km Living between1 Living further
Living less thar0.5 away from kmand2 kmaway | than2 kmaway
km from school school from school from school Total
Student Non-Roma Count 82 127 165 147 521
selection students % within Student 15.7% 24.4% 31.7% 28.2% 100.0%
group selection group
Roma Count 64 138 218 177 597
students % within Student 10.7% 23.1% 36.5% 29.2% 100.0%
selection group
Early school Count 31 56 87 104 278
leavers % within Student 11.2% 20.1% 31.3% 37.4% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 177 321 470 428 1396
% within Student 12.7% 23.0% 33.7% 30.7% 100.0%
selection group

The data also showhat distance is a factor that influences the rate of school absent@aiss,).
students who livemore than 2 kmaway from schoolare also more likely tadecord more than 20
unmotivatedabsences thastudents who live closer gchool. It is a possible explanatitor the previously
highlightedconclusion thaRoma studentsecorda higherrate of school absenteeismin other wordshe
fact that Roma children liveurther awayfrom schoolthan norRRoma students generata higher rate of
absenteeism amortlge former
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Which is the approximate distance from your home to schda@@&| of absenteeism

Level ofabsenteeism
20 unmotivated absences af More than 2Qunmotivated
most absences Total

Which is the Living less than 0.5 Count 104 40 144

approximate km from school % within Which is the 72.2% 27.8% 100.0%

distance from your approximate distance from

home to school? your home to school?

Living between 0.5 Count 185 74 259
and 1 kmaway from % within Which is the 71.4% 28.6% 100.0%
school approximate distance from

your home to school?
Living between 1 km  Count 256 121 377
and 2 km away from % within Which is the 67.9% 32.1% 100.0%
school approximate distance from

your home to school?
Living further than 2 Count 212 147 359
km away from school % within Which is the 59.1% 40.9% 100.0%

approximate distance from

your home to school?

Total Count 757 382 1139
% within Which is the 66.5% 33.5% 100.0%
approximate distance from
your home taschool?

The researchalso consented for aapproachof the acceptance of own ethnicity among Roma
students As stated irthe chapter on methodology, tlientification of Romastudents irschool was made
through thehetereidentification methodby teachers / head teachdclass basedjollowing a series of
discussions between field operators and teaching staff from the selected sthoglhe sample of Roma
students waselectedbased on the identification / mimation provided by teachers. These students did not
know they wereinterviewedbecause other Roma ethniity, both for scientific research purposdsut
mostly in order to avoid any sense of diséornamong the sampled studentsereforethe field operators
were expressly trained in this respeélso, in accordance with the specific instructions given to field
operators, the questionnaires were applied individuddlge to face without any other student being
present.Ilt should also beememberedhat thestudy was conducted in schools where the percentage of
Roma students wax at least - 10% .

The results confirmd our expectations: a significant percentdde@o) of Romastudentdeclare
themselvesRomanias, despite having being heteroiddied as Roma an®.2 declare themselves
Hungarians. Basically oneut of seven Romatudentschose to declare monRoma identity while only
0.3% of nonRomastudentdeclaredhemselves as RomAnother important aspett be considered is that

77.7% d the early school leavers studentaith at least 2Qinmotivatedabsences setfeclaredheir Roma
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ethnicity. Their real share could be even higher, given the tendeihayarge number of Roma students to
hide their ethnicityTherefore, no clear cubaclusion as to thexactshare of Roma early school leavers or
students with over 20 unmotivated absenwgthin the research universe can be draws. already
mentionedn the chapter on methodologyhe group okarly school leaversstudentswith a minimum of

20 unmotivatedabsences tsanot been selected by a random procedurethace wasno stratificationin

their selectionsimply becausef thelack of official datain this respectThe structure of theasnplal early
school leavers / students withiore tharn20 unmotivatedabsences was influenced the manner in which

the field operator has identifiethe studentsmeetingthe specifiedcriteria Despiteall this, this sample
represented an important milestdioe the analysidy comparing thevariaion of responses to thather
sampledgroups andan important value added information source considering the lack of relevant official

data on this matter.

Table 69. Correlation between ethnic autoidentification and group affiliaton based on thehetero-
identification method

Student selection grouphich is your ethnicity?

Which is your ethnicit§
Romanian Hungarian Roma German Other Total
Student Non-Roma Count 576 42 2 0 2 622
selection group  students % within Student 92.6% 6.8% .3% .0% 3% 100.0%
selection group
Roma students  Count 81 15 600 1 0 697
% within Student 11.6% 2.2% 86.1% 1% .0% 100.0%
selection group
Early school Count 63 3 230 0 0 296
leavers % within Student 21.3% 1.0% 77.7% 0% .0% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 720 60 832 1 2 1615
% within Student 44.6% 3.7% 51.5% 1% 1% 100.0%
selection group

Parenal values regarding education ngealso investigated within the research, with a focus on
p ar easgirations regarding the education of their childiEmere is a greater desire amongrents /
guardians of nofiRoma studentso seetheir childrengraduatingfrom high school tharamongparents of
Roma students aarly school leavers. Nine out of tearpnts of norRomastudentg90.9%) said that they
really waned the student tggraduate from high school, comparedstvenout of ten parents of Roma
children (71.9%); as far as early school leavers or students with more than 20 unmotivated absences
concerned, the share of parents who expressed thedesimas 43.7%.
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Table 70. Parental aspirations regarding graduating from high school/ university among sampled

groups of students

Student selectiongroufiow much do you want fhighrschggd ur chil dé. to enrol in
How much do you want for your chid. to enrol inhigh schod?
Very much Much A little Very little Not at all Total

Student Non-Roma Count 551 52 2 0 1 606

selection group  students % within Student 90.9% 8.6% .3% .0% 2% 100.0%
selection group

Roma students  Count A77 149 18 4 15 663

% within Student 71.9% 22.5% 2.7% 6% 2.3% 100.0%
selection group

Early school Count 124 115 15 9 21 284

leavers % within Student 43.7% 40.5% 5.3% 3.2% 7.4% 100.0%
selection group

Total Count 1152 316 35 13 37 1553

% within Student 74.2% 20.3% 2.3% 8% 2.4% 100.0%
selection group

Student selectiongroufiow much do you want for your childé. t go to univer :
How much do you wtgadtouhiersiiyy our chil
Very much Much A little Very little Not at all Total

Student Non-Roma Count 491 81 17 9 8 606

selection group  students % within Student 81.0% 13.4% 2.8% 1.5% 1.3% 100.0%
selection group

Roma students  Count 375 179 60 14 31 659

% within Student 56.9% 27.2% 9.1% 2.1% 4.7% 100.0%
selection group

Early school Count 81 108 39 17 31 276

leavers % within Student 29.3% 39.1% 14.1% 6.2% 11.2% 100.0%
selection group

Total Count 947 368 116 40 70 1541

% within Student 61.5% 23.9% 7.5% 2.6% 4.5% 100.0%
selection group

Only 5.6% of

nonRoma parentstated that they had little, very little or no expectations regarding

university attendance from their children. The share of parents with little or no interest in seeing the

children attend university is much higher, 15.9% amdtgma parents, respeatly 31.5%among parents

of early school leavers or students with more than 20 unmotivated absences. There are some irrefute

differences in parental values regarding education arttutmghreesampledgroups of studentdNaturally,

parents' aspirationggarding thegraduatiorof their childrenalso reflect on thdifferent degrees of support

given throughouttheir sclolastic processUnder the circumstanceadditional supports necessary in the

case of Roma students in order to compensate for the disadvantage generated by parental lower aspira

regarding their education.
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Nonethelessheyondparental aspirations there are also the financial possibilities of the family that
influence the length of the education process, the degnealigm of these aspirationis order b address
this issue parenteiere asked about the envisaged level of education of their children by the age of 3
(when, supposedly, the education cycleasnpleted).Six out of ten nonRoma parents (59.9%dresaw
that their children would haveompletedat least their university education by the age of 30, an opinion
shared by merely19.8% Roma parents and a very I06v9% of the parents of early schoolalers or
students with more than 20 unmotivated absences. The discrepancy between RomaRomaioa mi | i e

capacityto providesupport for their childrealong thé& scholastic process is crystal clear.

Table7L.Parent 9@ opinheir childrends | evel of educ

groups of students

Student selection group¥hat level of education you think your child will have by the age of 30?

What level of education you think your child will have by #ue of 3¢
Upper secondary
education or
Elementary Lower secondary vocational Post
education education education University university
(grades 14) (grades 8B) (12 grade$ education education Total
Student Non-Roma Count 9 22 203 310 40 584
selection group  students % within Student selection 1.5% 3.8% 34.8% 53.1% 6.8% 100.0%
group
Roma students  Count 10 135 369 122 5 641
% within Student selection 1.6% 21.1% 57.6% 19.0% 8% 100.0%
group
Early school Count 28 111 105 18 0 262
leavers % within Student selection 10.7% 42.4% 40.1% 6.9% 0% 100.0%
group
Total Count a7 268 677 450 45 1487
% within Student selection 3.2% 18.0% 45.5% 30.3% 3.0% 100.0%
group

Early advice on studying and treating school seriopskitivelysettle a positive attitude towards the
educational process in the studentdés mind. Dur i
by someone from t he f amialdgtumemhcetingtickgerenal lattitddgwards s
the usefulness of education in life. The data are striking (sedable below)almast one in ten Roma
students (8%was neverdvisedike this, compared tonly 5.1% of noARoma studentand18.3%of early
school leavers. Thdictumis occasionallyremindel by someone in the family in the case58f6 of non
Romastudents43.5% of Roma students and 3% 2f early school leavers or students with more thA@n
unmotivatedabsencedJnder the circumstances is advisablethat thementorswithin the projectstrive to

126



* *

* *
* *
* 4k

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA

GUVERNUL ROMANIEI

fe

Fondul Social European

<

Instrumente Structurale

| MINISTERUL
EDUCATIEI
CERCETARII
TINERETULUI

o Ismomuu

OIPOSDRU

Roma Education Fund

MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013 Roménia
$IPROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU
put inRomac h i | dnindsmhé slea that @ucation is useful and valuabli could be usefuto say the

iknowl ed g edictuns in @ memswasive mannr each student who has not hedrtlefore in his

family and to repeat to the others.

Table72 Frequency of parent al advising with the #fAkn
groups of students
Student selectiongroujffas one of your parents or someone else at home ever told
Has one of your parents or someone else at home ever told you that]
Aknowl edge i s power0?
No one ever told me, I | Yes, | was once told Yes, | am being told
do not remember this every now and then Total
Student selection Non-Roma Count 19 135 215 369
group students % within Student 5.1% 36.6% 58.3% 100.0%
selection group
Roma students Count 42 254 228 524
% within Student 8.0% 48.5% 43.5% 100.0%
selection group
Early school Count 40 97 81 218
leavers % within Student 18.3% 44.5% 37.2% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 101 486 524 1111
% within Student 9.1% 43.7% 47.2% 100.0%
selection group

4. Characteristics of the community where the student lives

It was previously shown thathe rural / urbanresidencehas a relative influemc on school

absenteeism studentsfrom rural schoolsvere less likely to recorchore than20 urmotivatedabsences;

however, the result may bawedb y

t e accurde resoiing of unmotivated absences that may vary

from rural to urbanNevertheless hie differences iterms ofschool attendance probabilitgmains among

Roma and noiiRoma students, even when separatelglyseddata based on the urban and rural residence

criteriai see the table below

Table 73. Correlation between residency and level ohbsenteeism

Student selection group’evel of absenteeism@ur r ent resi dence. But presently you live &
Level of absenteeism
Current residence. But presently you |live & 20 unmotivated 20 unmotivated
absences at most | absences anuiore Total

Rural Student selection group Non-Roma students Count 230 25 255
% within Student selection group 90.2% 9.8% 100.0%
Roma students Count 259 134 393
% within Student selection group 65.9% 34.1% 100.0%
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Early school leavers Count 30 105 135
% within Student selection group 22.2% 77.8% 100.0%
Total Count 519 264 783
% within Student 66.3% 33.7% 100.0%
selection group
Urban Student selection group Non-Roma students Count 192 27 219
% within Student 87.7% 12.3% 100.0%
selection group
Roma students Count 107 71 178
% within Student 60.1% 39.9% 100.0%
selection group
Early school leavers Count 17 71 88
% within Student 19.3% 80.7% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 316 169 485
% within Student 65.2% 34.8% 100.0%
selection group

Thesurvey data showhat there are significant differences between Roma andRoam students
terms of how their neighboursfeel about educategdeople It is an additional argumernegarding the
homogeneityof the social environment from whichthese students were selectdthere is a significant
discrepancybetween the group of ndRoma / Romastudentsandthat of early school leavers or students
with morethan 20unmotivatedabsences wi t h i n tcdmenunityghere i littléappreciabn for more

educated people.
Table 74. Correlation b et we e n  n @darcgptidnoomedscdiedpeople andsampled groups

Student selection groupis far as you know, what do your neighbours (from the block of flats, around the Hunke)tout people with higher education / more grades?

As far as you know, what do your neighbours (from the block of flat:

around the house) think about people with higher education / mor

grades?
They have a worse They feel the
They have a better opinio opinion about them same way,
about them compared to then about those there is no
thosewithout education without education difference Total
Student selection Non-Roma students Count 443 61 101 605
group % within Student 73.2% 10.1% 16.7% 100.0%
selection group
Roma students Count 483 56 126 665
% within Student 72.6% 8.4% 18.9% 100.0%
selection group
Early school leavers ~ Count 167 24 79 270
% within Student 61.9% 8.9% 29.3% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 1093 141 306 1540
% within Student 71.0% 9.2% 19.9% 100.0%
selection group
Il n this particular situation the fundament a
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education influences the school absenteeism rate and thaanabsedthrough thelogistic regression
modelshown belowThe conductedstatistical analysishowedthat there is an influence of valuegjarding
education in thes t u d eommunisyon his / her school absenteeism. As a restilidents who sathat

their neighbourshave a bad opinion about people who attended more classes hayeaprobabilityof
recordng more than 2Qnmotivatedabsences andherefore a higrer risk of dropping outConsequently,

any intervention model for preventingSL shouldtake into account the community effect and, more
specifically, provide adequate counselling for the student in order to properly substantiate his / her referen

values regarding education.

Table 75. Statistical model for assessigpeerinfluence on school absenteeism

B S. E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

a 401 245

Step 1 vocationaleducationparents 451 267 2.667 1 .102 1.493

highschoolhighereducationparents 2.838 1 .092 1.569
255 .293

Roma .759 1 .384 191
1.107 .225

pts 24.102 1 .000 3.025
2.874 .284

rrural 102.385 1 .000 17.706
-.410 176

lastorpenultimateseat 5.420 1 .020 .663
.309 174

kindergartenoneyear 3.140 1 .076 1.361
.021 .263

kindergartentwoyears .006 1 .938 1.021
-..695 .233

kindergartenthreeyears 8.891 1 .003 499
-.782 227

betweenlland25booksathome 11.844 1 .001 .457
.011 .247

morethan25booksathome .002 1 .964 1.011
-.463 .272

likesgoingtoschool 2.908 1 .088 .629
-1.118 .295

intentionoffiriendstodropoutofschool 043 025 14.362 1 .000 .327

communityappreciatesschool 3.009 1 .083 .958
.581 .280

communityneutraltowardsschool 4.312 1 .038 1.789
-.031 .209

Constant .022 1 .881 .969
-.368 438

.704 1 .401 .692

a.Variable (s) entered at Step 1: lowersecondaryeducationparents, vocationaleducationparents, highschoolhighereds;dtiomaanglst
rural, lastorpenultimateseat, kindergartenoneyear, kindergartentwoyears, kindergartenthreeyears, between11ahd2ioukstha25
booksathome, likesgoingtoschool, intentionoffriendstodropoutofschomlmnunityappreciatesschool, communityneutraltowardsschool

5. Reference group influencd friends / schoolmates

The esearclalsorevealed the extent to which studesaits exposed tmleas, opinionsthoughts from
friends in the sense of leaving schadbteworthy differencesire once again present among the sampled
groups: the influence of friends considering to drop out of school when completing the lower seconda
education cycle is significantly less in the case of-Rmma students compared to Roma students and early
school leavers or students with more than 20 unmotivated abs@imtes.about one in three n&toma
students revealed thhtvingfriends who would verynuch like to leave school (3@®of them ratd the

item from 1 to 4 on a scale of 1 1® - 1 meant that they had friends who woudlefinitely like to leave
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schooland 10meant that under no circumstances would the do so). Simsaresis were given b45.3% of

theRoma studentand by48.3% of the early school leavers.

Table 76. Correlation between the degreef exposure tothe influence of friends whointend to drop

out of schoolwhen completing the lower scondary educationand group affiliation

Student selection grou@o you think some of your friends intend to drop out of school after completing the 8th grade?

Do you think some of your friends intend to drop out of school after completing the 8th grade?
Yes, they No, they
definitely definitely
do 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 dond Total
Student Non-Roma Count 79 37 43 19 39 29 23 41 205 576
selection students % within Student 13.7% 6.2% 7.5% 2.2% 6.8% 5.0% 4.0% 7.1% 35.6% 100.0%
group selection group
Roma Count 124 52 74 38 64 36 22 42 143 634
students % within Student 19.6% 8.2% 11.7% 6.0% 10.1% 5.7% 3.5% 6.6% 22.6% 100.0%
selection group
Early Count 54 26 23 28 35 9 15 20 49 270
school % within Student 20,0% 9.6% 8.5% 10.4% 13.0% 3.3% 5.6% 7.4% 18.1% 100.0%
leavers selection group
Total Count 257 115 140 85 138 74 60 103 397 1480
% within Student 17.4% 7.8% 9.5% 10.4% 9.3% 5.0% 4.1% 7.0% 26.8% 100.0%
selection group

The influence of peers on the level of school absenteeism is also impdHarfbllowing statistic
modelshows a significant relationship betwestndents with friends wanting trop outof school and their
number of unmotivated absences. The gredemumber of friends who wish tirop outof school, the
higher the level of school absenteeidtris thereforedesirablet h at t h entermeatiorialsor fecused
on counsellinghe student with respect to lmedationship withhis / hergroup of frierds.

Table 77. Statistical model for assessing the influence of friends on school absenteeism

B S. E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

a 255 237

Stepl vocationaleducationparents 245 261 1.165 1 .280 1.291

highschoolhighereducationparents 1.754 1 .185 1.412
127 .286

Roma .196 1 .658 1.135
1.106 221

pts 24.955 1 .000 3.022
2.789 .273

rrural 104.528 1 .000 16.270
-.449 173

lastorpenultimateseat 6.742 1 .009 .638
314 .169

kindergartenoneyear 3.445 1 .063 1.369
.020 .258

kindergartentwoyears .006 1 .939 1.020
-.662 227

kindergartenthreeyears 8.485 1 .004 .516
-.762 222

betweenlland25booksathome 11.807 1 .001 467
.032 244

morethan25booksathome .017 1 .897 1.032
-.487 .264

likesgoingtoschool 3.392 1 .066 614
-1.067 .279

intentionoffiriendstodropoutofschool 14.650 1 ,000 .344
-.054 .024

Constant 5.110 1 .024 .948
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=187 400
.218 1 .641 .830

a.Variable (s) entered at Step 1: lowersecondaryeducationparents, \aedlimationparentsjghschoolhighereducationparents, Roma, pls,
rural, lastorpenultimateseat, kindergartenoneyear, kindergartentwoyears, kindergartenthreeyears, betweenlland25bouksdtzibe,
booksathome, likesgoingtoschool, intentionoffriendstodropoutofschool
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Research results Wave 2(2013

Research methodology

The study conducted ikVave 2 of the research was based on quantitative data collected in a
longitudinal sociological surveys (panél)the same samples of respondents waterviewed at two
differentmoments in timein March- April 2011 and April-May 2013. One of thenain challengesvhen
conductingthis type ofresearch isnaintaining the highest possible humber of respondents from the initial
wave of the research to the following one. Henteas importantto seethe percentage of respondents

interviewedduringboth waves ofhis longitudinal researchseethetable below.
Table 78. Retention rate in Wave?2

Student selection grouBample retaining of subjects from Wave 1

Sample retaining afubjectsfrom Wave 1
Studentinterviewedin the Student interviewed only|
2011 Wave 1 as well in the 2013 Wave 2 Total
Student selection group Non-Roma Count 539 91 630
students % within Student 85.6% 14.4% 100.0%
selection group
Roma students Count 570 129 699
% within Student 81.5% 18.5% 100.0%
selection group
Early school Count 223 76 299
leavers % within Student 74.6% 25.4% 100.0%
selection group
Total Count 1332 296 1628
% within Student 81.8% 18.2% 100.0%
selection group

As indicated in the tablgpproximately 8% of the respondentgarticipated in both waves of the
researchThere were various reasons wkiyave lrespondents could no longer be includetMave 2,such
as the fact that they could no longer be found (utamily migration, change of residence etarthey
simply refused tdbe interviewed fokVave 2 Since no such research (nameljgragitudinal studyfocusing
on Romanian students #e universe othe investigation) has been conducted before in Roraatiere is
no benchmark to evaluate the retention rate between theetsearclwaves.At a European levethere was
the "Longitudinal Sudy of Young People in Englah@LSYPE) with aretention ratef 85% for the second
wave'®. However, theetention rate recordedithin the present studynitiated within the project Equal
opportunities in edeation for an inclusive societyconsents further dagnalysisin order to investigate the

18 hitps://www.education.gov.uk/ilsype/workspaces/public/wiki/LSYPE#10.1
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dynamicof the sampledyroups of students relation tothe topics addressed in researéhsignificantly
lower rate of retention (74%) could be noti@@dong thenoni randomly selectedample of studentsith a
high ESLrisk. It is a natural outcome sindbe respondentfom this grouppresented areaterrisk of
dropout at the moment dhe study and,consequentlythae were greatecchancs of residence change
(either by migration or simply moving out to another pla&nilarly, it was among the profiles of this
group that the higher rate mdluctance orefusalto participate in the second research wave was registered
which is also the effect of a weak agbngip with theschool environmentHowever, presently the focus
will be onanalysingthe different dynamic of the two groupsmahdomly selectedespondents (Roma and
nonRoma students). The retention rate among the latteap@m®ximately 8%, significantly lower among
Roma respondentsthe Pearson ChiSquare coefficient 0.05 < 0.1 The difference is not very largeut
the choserstatisticalthresholdsignificance isa high one - see belowFor these reasons tltemparative
analysisbetween the two samples will not be affectedtiydifferent retention rateBom one research

wave to another.
Table 79. Retention rate for randomly chosensamplesfrom W ave 2

Student selection grouBample retaining of subjects from Wave 1

Sample retaining of subjects from Wave 1
Studentinterviewedonly
Studentinterviewedin the in Wave2, for the first
2011 Wave 1 as well time in 2013 Total
Student selection group Non-Roma Count 539 91 630
students % within Student selection 85.6% 14.4% 100.0%
group
Roma students Count 570 129 699
% within Student selection 81.5% 18.5% 100.0%
group
Total Count 1109 220 1329
% within Student selection 83.4% 16.6% 100.0%
group

Objectives of the research

1. Highlighting the explanatory mechanisms of ESL / school dropout using unique data (longitudinal data)
collected throughout the research. The added value of longitudinal studies compared to transversal studi
(data collected only at a specific time) or lijaéive data- based studies is already acknowledged in social
sciences, so this aspect will not be dealt with here. The data collected in this study come from representati
samples of students. Moreover, the research design took into account theoooléctlata from two

ethnicity defined samplésa sample of Roma studentsspectivelya sample of nofRoma students. Roma
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children were identified through the heterad ent i f i cati on met hod by resot
these elements led the gathering of a data capital and an analysis framework with a high added value
compared to the other studies carried out so far on school dropouts.

2. In assessing the results obtained by sampled students throughout their educatjghecyetearch fosed
on their academic performanbg turning to the results fronné NationalCapacity Examinationused as a
common nominator. The 2011 sample included students from all four lower secondary Bv@ts 78 and
8" grades). Therefore, three cohafsstudents (the exception being tHedsade) sat or should have saét
National Capacity Examinatiorfprovided there were no cases of repatitifailed subjects, abandonment
etc.). Therefore we will also assess school performance in a comparative manner, according to the differe
categories of students. In this way the school dropout analttsésrisk of leaving the educational systém
will be completed by analysis of tldegree ofeducability generated by participation in the educational

process. There are two facets for characterizing the educational inclusion.

We shall deal in extenso, with each of thanalytical perspectivespened upby the research
objectives.In order to meet the objectives we shall elaborate several analyses on the figldhdmeais a
strong empirical approado this endeavouData analysis will allowfor extracting relevant conclusions
and recommendations that will outline the framewiorka ESL strategyin Romania.

Dropout rate and explanatory mechanisms

The collected datahowthe percentage odarly school leaverns the two years since tlemmpletion

of Wave 1i see the table below.

Table 80. School situation in2013 for students surveyed in 2011

Current school situation of students sampled in 2011
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Thus out of thestudents interviewed in both waveselectedaccording toa random sampling
procedure andonsidering the knownurrent educationaituation- about one in five X9.7%6) dropped at
of school No spedic definition was considered when characterizing the droppeither the ROFPEI
definition, nor the one fronThe Annual Report on the National Education drawn up by the Ministry of
National Educatiopexcept for the statements from school headmaster&aanilies that confirmed that the
student no longer attended school, that he has droppetihmdropoutwasdetected by théeld operators
who visitedeitherthe school where the studamed to be enrolled or his / her household. When students
could no longer be identified and no information could be gathered regarding their educational status,
remainedon the fence regarding their uncertain situatidhese cases were not includedthe statistics
presented above. One thie vulnerable groups whose situation has been addressed as a prawihat of
Romastudents The data allowed us to separate the dropoutafaiRoma students from that of tien
Romaones According to the pvious studieshe difference waso the detriment of Roma students. The

studywe conducted confirdthis difference.

Table 81. Dropout rate amongsampled Romaand non-Roma students

School dropout among sampled Roma and nBoma students
1,70%
Roma students 8,30% m Dropped out of school
| m Still enrolled in school (lower or
upper secondary education)
,10%
Non-Roma
students 2,90%
0,00% 50,00% 100,00%
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School dropout among sampled Roma aodRoma students

Student selection group Wave CURRENT SITUATION

CURRENT SITUATION
Still enrolled in
school (lower or
upper secondary Dropped out of
education) school Total
Student selection group Non-Roma Count 494 38 532
Wave 1 students % within Studenselection group Wave 1 92,9% 7.1% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 56.4% 17.7% 48.8%
Roma students  Count 382 177 559
% within Student selection group Wave 1 68.3% 31.7% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 43.6% 82.3% 51.2%
Total Count 876 215 1091
% within Student selection group Wave 1 80.3% 19.7% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Only one in fourteen7%6) nonrRomastudentsnterviewed in both waves dhe research dropped
out, compared taalmost one in thre¢31%) Roma childrendropping out just two years after the initial
interview. From another perspective, overd8®f the early school leavers frothe twoanalysedsamples
are Roma studentdn light of these resultshe hgher risk of ESL among Romastudents becomes
irrefutable Nonetheless, the maihallenge is to identify the social mechanisms that expledsituation
and dentify solutions to reduce the existiggp. Other studies hawaso addressed this issuéut the
available datawere nearly as close to the onestractedwithin this project Therefore the previous
explanations havalways been partighnd the matter was never entirely resolvélis study offers the
opportunityfor real results providing the appropriate guidelinesdsnool dropout preventioand ESL
reducingeducational policies

What is the explanation for schooddropout?

The staiing point for the present research was a series of assumptions, some of which have alrea
been mentioned in the previous sections, as possabigedor schooldropout as alreadyighlighted inthe
specialized literature

Limited family supporis the basic causdehind oneof the hypothesepredicing a high risk of
dropping out.lt may take the form of low educational capital pdrents / guardians anbence reduced
capacity to guide the studesibngthe educationdimazée. Family support camlsobe characterizeldy low
cultural capital. For exampléhe number of books available in the household is an indicator of the student's

family cultural capitalan aspect thatccording tgorevious studiesepresents strong predictor ad child's
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cognitive skills- see the PISA stud

An unfriendly, noninclusion school environmenis another factor that predisposes stthool
dropout. Such an environment is reflected in the extent to which stietgay going toschool, the extent
to which they feelintegrated into theschoolmategyroup In this respect we used tledassroom seating
arrangemenindicator, sincelast row seating may be the consequence rafigginalizationtendency Non-
attendancer low attendance gireschool educati@h kindergartenss another factor that may predispose to
marginalization and school maladjustmesgpeciallywhen there are situations lohited family support.

Another assumption was thatlass performancés also aschooldropoutpredictor This happens
becaus®n ore hand theransition from one educatiahcycle toanotherdepends othe gradesand on the
other hand the individual gradesobtained by the studertan make him / her feel comfortable or
uncomfortable about schodthey may influencethe studeré sselfesteem his / her level of social
integration his / her understanding sthoolparticipatior). Basically they represent tiselfassessmerbol
for a student, the indicator for possible acad:
in his / her ability to organize his / her life around ¢deicational process. Career datlire life coursecan
be organized based on academic sucaes®educational certifications andependently fronschool The
gradesobtained bythe studentre alsoan indicatorin building this representation and valuimglucation
itself. On the other handradesmay simply be the reflection o& certain social situation the studesit
experiencingfamily circumstanceseconomicaspectstc.)and that may actually be the true cause behind
school abandonment. In ordenterify which oftheseperspectives is more accurate, it is necessary to resort
to thestatistical regression technique .

The hypothesisof dropout rate increasing in the trangih process from oneducation stageo
anotherdue tospecific conditionshigh economic and integration difficulti@s adaptingto a new school
environment, outside the communityas also investigatedchool dropout is expected to be higher at the
endof the 8" grade and amongoma students and students from rural areas

The research also tested thygothesighatbelonging to vulnerabland disadvantagegroups could
be an explanation fothe high rate of school dropouthe characteristics othe vulnerable groups in
Romania, namelyRoma children children from monoparent&milies, children with disabilities, children
from poor families or families with alow educational stock, childrenom rural areasare wellknown and

stipulated in the programmimgublic policydocuments.

Y hitp://www.oecd.org/pisa/
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The results largely confirm the hypotheses stated above.

First of all, data showan association betweethe quality of the gradesobtainedandschooldropout

risk - seethe chart below.Therefore, he higher the average grade iratllematics anRomanian Language

and Literature, the lower thask of school dropout before completinghe compulsory education (10

grade$. For students with an average grade iathématics an&Romanian Language and Litéwee above

8.5 the dropout risk was virtually zerdout among students with average gradesveen 5 and 6.the

dropout rate was as high 86%,equivalent tane in four students.

Table 82. Correlation between average grades in Mathematics and Romanian Language and

Literature and schooldropout

Above 8.5

Between 7.5 and 8.49

Between 6.5 and 7.49

Between 5 and 6.49

Below 5

Correlation between average marks in Mathematics and Romanian Language

and Literature and school dropout

98,80%
0 m Dropped out of school
94,40%
K 83.20% m Still enrolled in school (lower or
upper secondary education)
0,
73,90%
0,
62,60%

0,00% 20,00%40,00% 60,00% 80,00%100,00%

Correlationbetweeraveragggradesn Mathematics anBomanian Language and Literatamed school

dropout

Averagegradesn Mathematics and Romanian Language and Literatutteresholdslefined by the selection of beneficiari€@8RRENT SITUATION

CURRENT SITUATION

Still enrolled in

school (lower or

Romanian
Language and
Literaturein
thresholds defined

by the selection of

beneficiaries

Language and Literatuie thresholds defined by the selectior]

of beneficiaries

upper secondary Dropped out of
education) school Total
Averagegradesn Below 5 Count 72 43 115
Mathematics and % within Averagegradesn Mathematics and Romanian 62.6% 37.4% 100.0%
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Between5 and Count 343 121 464
6.49 % within Average gradeis Mathematics and Romanian 73.9% 26.1% 100.0%
Language and Literatura thresholds defined by the selectior]

of beneficiaries

Betweer6.5 and  Count 139 28 167
7.49 % within Averagegradesn Mathematics and Romanian 83.2% 16.8% 100.0%
Language and Literatura thresholds defined by the selectior]

of beneficiaries

Between7.5and  Count 134 8 142

8.49 % within Averagegradesn Mathematics and Romanian 94.4% 5.6% 100.0%
Language and Literatura thresholds defined by the selection|
of beneficiaries

Above6.5 Count 161 2 163
% within Averagegradesin Mathematics and Romanian 98.8% 1.2% 100.0%

Language and Literatuia thresholds defined by the selectior]

of beneficiaries

Total Count 849 202 1051
% within Averagegradesn Mathematics and Romanian 80.8% 19.2% 100.0%
Language and Literatuia thresholds defined by the selectior]

of beneficiaries

Normally, gradesshould not lead to abandonmeumtessthey arebelow 5 andforbid the transition

to the next educational stagévenso, studentscan stillcontinuetheir education by sitting a special exam
on the subject they failed, mgpeatinghe entire academic year efthe data, however, show a high rate of
dropoutamong studentwith gradedrom 5 to 7.5. For these cases there must be other explanatigsslie
thediscomfort or schoainarginalizationthat couldlead tolow grades.

As it can be seen in the table beldhe situation is differentvhen theanalysisis being ran only on
theRoma, respectively neRomagroups of studentAmong Roma students with average grades under 5 in
2011 the share of dropouts wafs43.8% compared to 15.4% among nr®omastudentsThis shows that
the impactof school peformanceon school dropouts much higher among Ronsudents- probably a
more acute effecof lack of family and school supportn i mpr o v i n gchdolhsguatisrand d e r

easing the scholastic integrationRdmastudentexperiencing school diffidties.
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Table 83. Correlation between averagegrades in Mathematics and Romanian Language and

Literature and current school situation

Correlation between averagenarksin
Mathematics and Romanian language and
literature and current academic situation

(dropout or not) amorg NonRoma

students
Above Y .
8.5 | 78,5 ‘ODropped out of
Between 0 school
T ®p > D7,8%
Between 0 ) .
o/ Still enrolled in schoc
C ®p 98,804 (lower or upper
Between i 0 secondary education
p Ly 87,5%
1 0
Below 5 84,f 0%
0,0% 50,0% 100,0%

Correlation between averagenarksin
Mathematics and Romanian language
and literature and current academic
situation (dropout or not) amongRoma
) students
0,
Above 8.5 100,0%
i D d f
Between 7.5 o 'Sg,ﬂ’ﬁgf outo
and 8.49 87,8%
Between 6.5 0
and 7.49 68,6%
4 m Still enrolled in
Between 5 0 school (lower or
66,2% upper secondary
and 6.49 | ° education)
0,
Below 5 i'f?GéZ%
0,0% 50,0%  100,0%

Data show thaschooldropoutis higheramong Romastudents, compared twrnRoma students

evenwhen theirgradesare above5 (exceptfor those withaverage grades abo®eb in Mathematics and

RomanianLanguage and LiteratureOne interpretation of these data is that Roma students tiath

intellectual potential to continu&eir educatiordrop outof school because of their social conditions or the

nortinclusive school environmerit basically,factors thatgo beyond their personal control. Alustrative

exampleis that of Roma studentsvith average grades in &thematics andRomanianLanguage and

Literaturebetween 7.5 and 8that recorded aropout rate of 12% compared ta 2% rate among non

Romastudentsthe dropout rate among this group of Rostadentds similar tothat of noARRoma students

with average graddselow6.5.
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Table 84. Correlation between averagegrades in Mathematics and Romanian Language and

Literature and current school situation (dropout or attendance)among nonRoma students

Averagegradesn Mathematics and Romanian Language and Literatutieresholds defined by the selection of beneficiar@§RRENT SITUATION

CURRENT SITUATION Total
Still enrolled in
school (lower or
upper secondary Dropped out of
education) school
Averagegradesn Below 5 Count 22 4 26
Mathematics and % within Averagegradesn Mathematics and 84.6% 15.4% 100.0%
Romanian Romanian Language and Literatimethresholds
Language and defined by the selection beneficiaries
Literaturein Between5 and 6.49 Count 147 21 168
thresholds defined % within Averagegradesn Mathematics and 87.5% 12.5% 100.0%
by the selection of Romanian Language and Literatimethresholds
beneficiaries defined by the selection beneficiaries
Betweer6.5 and 7.49  Count 91 6 97
% within Averagegradesn Mathematics and 93.8% 6.2% 100.0%
Romanian Language and Literatimethresholds
defined by the selection beneficiaries
Between7.5 and 8.49  Count 91 2 93
% within Averagegradesn Mathematics and 97.8% 2.2% 100.0%
Romanian Language and Literatimethresholds
defined by the selection beneficiaries
Above6.5 Count 130 2 132
% within Averagegradesin Mathematics and 98.5% 1.5% 100.0%
Romanian Language and Literatimethresholds
defined by the selection beneficiaries
Total Count 481 35 516
% within Averagegradesin Mathematics and 93.2% 6.8% 100.0%
Romanian Language and Literatimethresholds
defined by the selection beneficiaries

Literature and current school situation (dropout or attendance)among Roma students

Averagegradesn Mathematics and Romanian Language and Literatutteresholds defined by the selection of beneficiarf@gRRENT SITUATION

CURRENT SITUATION

Still enrolled in
school (lower or

upper secondary

Dropped out of

education) school Total
Averagegradesn Below 5 Count 50 39 89
Mathematics and % within Averagegradesn Mathematics and 56:2% 43.8% 100.0%
Romanian Romanian Language and Literatimethresholds
Language and defined by the selection bEneficiaries
Literaturein Betweenrb and 6.49 Count 196 100 296
thresholds defined % within Averagegradesn Mathematics and 66.2% 33.8% 100.0%

by the selection of

Romanian Language and Literatimethresholds

Table 85. Correlation between averagegrades in Mathematics and Romanian Language and
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beneficiaries defined by the selection bEneficiaries
Betweer6.5 and 7.49  Count 48 22 70
% within Averagegradesn Mathematics and 68.6% 31.4% 100.0%

Romanian Language and Literatimethresholds

defined by the selection bEneficiaries

Between7.5 and 8.49  Count 43 6 49
% within Averagegradesn Mathematics and 87.8% 12.2% 100.0%
Romanian Language and Literatimethresholds

defined by the selection bEneficiaries

Above6.5 Count 31 0 31
% within Averagegradesn Mathematics and 100.0% 0% 100.0%
Romanian Language and Literatimethresholds

defined by the selection beneficiaries

Total Count 368 167 535
% within Averagegradesn Mathematics and 68.8% 31.2% 100.0%
Romanian Language and Literatimethresholds

defined by the selection bEneficiaries

The data show that the dropout rateomg Romastudentswith gradesbetween 6.5 and 7.%as

31%, compared taonly 6% among thenonRomastudents in a similar situatioin this case theffect of
belonging to a vulnerable group (Roma studenss)evident, thus confirminganother one of our
assumptions. However, in both situations remainshifpothesisof the influenceof gradeson the risk of
ESL.

Theoreticallynowadays a studergin continuehis / herhigh schooleducation until the fbgrade
with minimum passing grade$ peing the minimum passing graibethe Romanian systemyhe national
final examinationis no longer an impedimein acceding to highesecondary educatioms long aghe
students who failed to pass on a certain subject, but graduate frorfl' rad® and sit on the special
examination session, can enrolupper secondary schoads thevacant seats this is currently happening
in Bucharestin certain less popular highchools wherghere areteacherswith vacant seats in their
classroom and where students are enrolled, despite not having sat the national final examination, provi
thatthey completed the lower secondary education. Terts of students surveyed time firstwave in
2011 wereenrolled in &' to 8" grades, so in 2013 they were still withhre range of compulsory education
(10 grade}i namely the students enrolled met8" grade back in 2011 that should have been fhdrade
in 2013. Naturally, the question that comes toc
inability to obain the minimum passing grade whether there are other possible explamwetifor this
situation.If obtaining the minimum passing grade were the main prqoliteenschooldropout should behe
sameeach year assunmg thatthe degree ofcholastidifficulty is similar for each educational levelbr it

shouldincreasewith eah educational stage once again, assuming thifie degree of difficulty increases
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with each educational stage. Therefore, dropout rate anfdgraéiers should bless or similar to thatf 7"
graders, among"Bgraders higher or similar to that of graders and so on. But is that really the situation?
What dothe datasay?

Table 86. Correlation between level of education and riskof schooldropout

Correlation betweenlevel of education and risk of school dropout
| 0,
8th grade 71,50%
| m Dropped out of school
0,
7th grade 73,40%
T 0 m Still enrolled in school (lower or
6th grade 89 60% upper secondary education)
| 0,
5th grade 89,10%
0,00% 50,00% 100,00%

Correlationbetween level of education and risk of school dropout

What grade @& you in?*CURRENT SITUATION

CURRENT SITUATION
Still enrolled in school
(lower or upper Dropped out of

secondary education) school Total
What grade are 5th grade Count 212 26 238
you in? % within_What grade are you in? 89.1% 10.9% 100.0%
6th grade Count 242 28 270
% within_What grade are you in? 89.6% 10.4% 100.0%
7th grade Count 199 72 271
% within_What grade are you in? 73.4% 26.6% 100.0%
8th grade Count 223 89 312
% within_What grade are you in? 71.5% 28.5% 100.0%
Total Count 876 215 1091
% within What grade are you in? 80.3% 19.7% 100.0%

The data support the idea thhe main cause for school dropasidetermined by the difficulty of

obtainingthe minimum passing grade For the ohorts ofstudents enrolled in thé"@nd 6" grades(back

in 2011)the dropout rateshould berelatively similarto that ofstudents enrolled in thé"7and &' grades.

However, there is aharp differencén terms ofdropout rate between the tveited cohorts 6" and &" on
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one hand7" and & on the othehand. What is the explaation behind thi2 The main differenckes in the
fact that the youngegenerationdavenot yet made the leap high school, while2011 7" and &' graders
have already experienced the high school education by(@018y could have experiencell iEssentially
thetransition fromlower secondary education to higher secondary educatiomilestonefor a large share
of studentswho fail to pass despite their capacity obtain the minimunpassinggraderequiredfor the

transition

Example of a statistical analysis:

Dropout probabilityfor 8" graders: 0399

Dropout probabilityfor 5" graders: 0122

Odds ratio: 0.399/0.122 = 3.27. Thisans that the risk of drop out oue next two year
among the 8 graders from the sampled schools where the study was condu@@tiliwas
3.27 times higher than fdhe students who werenrolled in the 8 grade back ir2011 The
explanation lies ithe difficulty of completing the 9 grade which represents a harsh filte
the educationaprocess. A similar differencen dropoutrisk can be encountered wh
comparing & graders with & graders. However, there is s@nificant difference regardin
school dropout risk among"8gracers and % graders(ODDS RATIO = 1). It is a clea
indicator that schoadbandonment actually hapeduringthe first year of high school

Data confirm that the dropout rate depends on the family sugfenice,students whose parents
completedhe uppersecondary oeven higher education shawsignificantly lowemprobability of dropping

out than students whose parents hapgamaryeducatiorlevel,at mos{ODDS RATIO = 40).
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Table 87. Correlation betweenfamily education leveland dropout rate

Roma Education Fund
Romania

university education

most

Upper secondary education
Vocational education or trades

Lower secondary education, 8 grade

No school or elementary level, at

Post-highschool, higher or postt Y

70,

62,09

D8,5%

92,3%

82,6%

7%

0,0% 20,0%40,0% 60,0% 80,0%100,0%

Correlation between family education level and school dropout rate

m Dropped out of school

m Still enrolled in school
(lower or upper
secondary education)

Correlationbetween family education level and dropout rate

Parents educatiorURRENT SITUATION

CURRENT SITUATION
Still enrolled in
school (lower or
upper secondary Drooped out of
NG SCHo0T 67 STETanTary education) school Total
Parenteducation level, at most Count 101 62 163
% within Parents education 62.0% 38.0% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 11.5% 28.8% 15.0%
Lower secondary education Count 183 76 259
8 grades % within Parents education 70.7% 29.3% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 20.9% 35,3% 23.8%
Vocational education or Count 251 53 304
trades % within Parents education 82.6% 17.4% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 28.7% 24.7% 27.9%
Upper secondary education Count 274 23 297
% within Parents education 92.3% 7.7% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 31.3% 10.7% 27.2%
Posthigh schogl higher or Count 66 1 67
postuniversity education % within Parents education 98.5% 1,5% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 7.5% .5% 6.1%
Count 875 215 1090
Total % within Parents education 80.3% 19.7% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Data also showthat students whose parents slateat they could not afford

to give the child

everything he/ sheneeds at school have a significantly higher rate of droponnipared to thosehose

parents can afford to provigserything the chilcheeds at school.
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Table 88. Correlation between family financial capacity to support educatioral expensesand risk of

school dropout

Correlation between family financial capacity to support educati@rexpenses
and riskof school dropout

... could you afford to offer your 9,0%
child everything he / she needs at 1.0% m Dropped out of school

school? No

- m Still enrolled in school (lower or uppe
secondary education)
... could you afford to offer your 2,8%
child everything he / she needs at
7,2%
school? Yes
0,0% 50,0% 100,0%

Considering your financial situation, could you afford to offer your child everything he / she needs at school?* CURRENTG&NIU

CURRENT SITUATION
Still enrolled in
school (lower or
upper secondary Dropped out of
education) school Total

Considering your YES Count 551 81 632

financial situation, % within Considering your financial 87.2% 12.8% 100.0%

could you afford to situation,could you afford to offer your child

offer your child everything he / she needs at school?

everything he / she NO Count 323 132 455

needs at school? % within Considering your financial 71.0% 29.0% 100.0%
situation,could you afford to offer your child
everything he / she needs at school?

Total Count 874 213 1087
% within Considering your financial 80.4% 19.6% 100.0%
situation,could you afford to offer your child
everything he / she needs at school?

The fact that preschool education influences heavily the educational process of a students is alre:

considered daruism Therefore, a higher dropout rate is expected among children with fewer years o

preschool educatiorattendance The survey data confirmed this assumptitine dropout rate was
significantly higher amonghildren who never attendéahdergarten compared with those wiibended it

for three years
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Table 89. Correlation between kindergartenattendance and schootiropout

Correlation between degree of kindergarten frequency and school dropout
0,
Three years 87.9%
T m Dropped out of school
0,
Two years 78,4%
i m Still enrolled in school (lower ¢
0, .
; upper secondary education)
Maximum 1 year 75,6%
0,
Never attended kindergarten 66,1%
0,0% 50,0% 100,0%
kindergarteattendancgtudent*CURRENT SITUATION
CURRENT SITUATION
Still enrolled in
school (lower or
upper secondary Drooped out of
education) school Total
Never attended
kindergarteattendancstudent Count 113 58 171
kindergarten
% within kindergarteattendancstudent 66.1% 33.9% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 12.9% 27.8% 15.8%
Maximum 1 year Count 93 30 123
% within kindergarteattendancstudent 75.6% 24.4% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 10.6% 14.4% 11.4%
Two years Count 211 58 269
% within kindergarteattendancstudent 78.4% 21.6% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 24.1% 27.8% 24.8%
Three years Count 457 63 520
% within kindergarteattendancgtudent 87.9% 12.1% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 52.3% 30.1% 24.8%
Total Count 874 209 1083
% within kindergarteattendancstudent 80.7% 19.3% 100.0%
% within CURRENT SITUATION 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

The relevance of theuttural capital of the familyiQdicated by theaumber of books in the family)
for the studentds school performance and the d
proven by previous studies condled in this field. Ourstudy confirmedt, as studentswith less thanlO
books at home (other than textbooks) had a higher drapteithan thosehavingmore than 50 books at
home.
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Table 90. Correlation between thenumber of books at home andisk of schooldropout

Correlation between number of books at home and risk of school dropout

More than 50 books

Between 26 and 50
books

Between 11 and 25
books

Maximum 10 books

0,0%

50,0%

7%

(=)

100,0%

m Dropped out of school

m Still enrolled in school (lower
or upper secondary educatio

Number of books at home corrected according to parents and students VCERRENT SITUATION

CURRENT SITUATION

Still enrolled in
school (lower or

upper secondary

Drooped out of

% within CURRENT SITUATION

education) school Total
Maximum 10
Number of books at book Count 482 167 649
0oks
home corrected % Number of books at home corrected accordir| 74.3% 25.7% 100.0%
according to parents to parents and studefta n s we r s 55.5% 79.5% 60.1%
and studenfsans we % within CURRENT SITUATION
Between 1T and
Count 167 24 191
25 books
% Number of books at home corrected accordir 87.4% 12.6% 100.0%
to parents and studeft®a n s we r s 19.2% 11.4% 17.7%
% within CURRENT SITUATION
Between 26 and
Count 12 13 125
50 books
% Number of books at honmrrected according 89.6% 10.4% 100.0%
to parents and studedt®a n s wer s 12.9% 6.2% 11.6%
% within CURRENT SITUATION
More than 50
Count 108 6 114
books
% Number of books at home corrected accordir| 94.7% 5.3% 100.0%
to parents and studedt®a n s wer s 2.9% 10.6%
% within CURRENTSITUATION
Total Count 869 210 1079
% Number of books at home corrected accordi 80.5% 19.5% 100.0%
to parents and studefta n s wer s 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

One of the key issues addressed in the resezmsokideredthe importance of belonging to a

Roma Education Fund
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