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Foreword

This report broadens the debate about the marginalization and exclusion of the Roma in
Europe, primarily by moving the focus of analysis from human rights alone to the greater
challenge of human development.

As the United Nations Development Programme’s Human Development Reports have long
argued, human rights are an indispensable dimension of human development. However, they
need to be viewed not just as ends in themselves but also as a means to help broaden the
choices and opportunities for individual citizens to look after themselves and their families.
This means looking beyond simple measures of legislation or income to encompass issues
such as health, education and gender equality that are critical to providing people with the
capabilities to lead decent, productive lives.

Such afocus onincreasing people’s choices is particularly relevant in dealing with marginalized
groups such as the Roma. Since the deprivations they face are not solely legal or political in
origin, they cannot be undone simply by writing new laws. To fully enjoy fully what is available
to majority populations they need to be provided with active opportunities to enjoy good
health, receive an adequate education, and earn sufficient income through productive
employment.

Across Central and Eastern Europe, a disturbingly high share of Roma populations- in some
cases as high as 70 percent —derive their incomes primarily from state transfers such as child
allowances, unemployment benefit and pensions. At the same time, health standards are
disproportionately poor and education levels of Roma youth are broadly inadequate for the
acquisition of marketable skills. These problems increase dependency on the state, creating
a vicious circle that further widens the socio-economic gap between Roma and majority
populations with damaging social and political consequences.

By analysing the problem through the prism of human development, this report explains why
and how the dependency trap into which many Roma have fallen can be avoided. The data
from which this report was developed show that the Roma want to integrate productively into
the countries in which they live without losing their distinctive cultural identities and outlines
a number of concrete proposals on how this can be better achieved. Above all, the report
argues that integration does not have to mean assimilation-but it will require governments
and the international community to redouble and reshape their efforts to address the broader
development needs faced by Roma communities.

UNDP, as the centre of the United Nations’ global development network, is working all over the
world to help tackle such problems. Our hope is that this report will help open a new kind of
debate about the Roma, their choices and opportunities in a rapidly changing Europe.

Mark Malloch Brown
UNDP Administrator
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Avoiding the Dependency Trap

Summary

The challenges for the Roma minority are well
known: overcoming poverty, improving access
to education and developing marketable
skills.

Developing policies to assist the Roma
requires access to reliable data. But
comparative statistical information on the
Roma in Central and Eastern Europe has been
lacking. Consequently, policymaking so far
has relied primarily upon qualitative rather
than quantitative information. In some cases,
statistics were available for some countries, but
the data sets did not cover all countries in the
region and were therefore not comparable or
standardized.

Through this report, the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) and the
International Labour Organization (ILO)
have undertaken the first comprehensive
quantitative survey of the Roma minorities
in five Central and Eastern European (CEE)
countries (Bulgaria, the Czech Republic,
Hungary, Romania and the Slovak Republic).
This study seeks to provide national and
international policy makers, academics and
representatives of civil society with accurate,
reliable, and comparative statistical data,
which are necessary to design and implement
sound policy.

The survey looks at Roma realities from
a “human development” perspective, an
approach pioneered by UNDP over a decade
ago. Human development seeks to assess
development levels of groups or communities
according to a broad set of criteria. With the
ultimate goal of expanding people’s choices,
human development looks at indices of life
expectancy, education and per-capitaincome,
which provide a broader perspective on the
options available to groups such as the Roma.

This report presents and interprets the findings
of the UNDP/ILO survey, which was based
on 5,034 individual questionnaires and is
representative for the region as a whole, as well
as for each of the five countries covered.

The report’s objective is to provide answers to
anumber of crucial questions, such as “Why do
most attempts to integrate Roma communities
into mainstream societies fail?,” or, “What are
the systemic causes of the problems faced by
marginalized communities and by the Roma
in particular?” Based on new comparative
data, the report provides in-depth analysis of
these systemic causes.? It also offers specific
recommendations in selected policy areas
so that the long-term objective of policy
efforts—integration of Roma people into the
mainstream of society—becomes feasible.

The report is written for those concerned with
improving the development opportunities
of vulnerable groups in general, and of the
Roma in particular. This includes central
and local governments, international and
multilateral donors providing financial
assistance for development projects and
non-profit organizations involved in project
implementation.

Why this report?

The application of the human development
paradigm to marginalized minorities is a new
framework forRomaissues andincludesafocus
on human rights. This is particularly relevant as
the survey revealed that the Roma understand
“human rights” as being inseparably linked
with access to jobs and education. An
approach that emphasizes the centrality of
human rights while expanding the debate
to larger developmental issues, responds to

T Details on the survey and its methodology as well as the results by major groups are provided in

Annex 1.

2 "Systemic causes of exclusion” in this context means the outcome of self-regulating systems, which
may produce exclusion or inequality if not properly sensitized (fine-tuned) to meet marginalized
populations’ specific needs. For example, lacking access to education is not just a cause of exclusion
but even more so an outcome of the way the educational systems work, of the lack of awareness of
differences among the groups (both by majorities and minorities), and of low levels of aspirations
ordistinct cultural patterns. All these causalities form a system leading to exclusion and addressing

just one of its elements is usually insufficient.

Human
Development
seeks to assess
development
levels of groups
or communities
according to

a broader set
of criteria than
income alone
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one of the Roma minority’s greatest concerns
about existing opportunities and choices.

The survey highlights the Roma minority’s
desire to integrate, rather than assimilate,
in all five countries covered in the study.
Integration needs to replace the current
financial dependency on state support. To
be sustainable, integration policies need to
address three major deficiencies in:

B Availability of employment opportunities;
B Equal access to education;

B Participation in government, especially at
thelocal level.

This report is based on the premise that
sustainable integration of the Roma minority
can be achieved only when development
opportunities are in place. Development
opportunities are inexorably linked to human
rights, but these linkages have not been fully
explored. After the first decade of transition
and market reforms in Central and Eastern
Europe, essential (though notalways complete)
legal foundations for guaranteeing the human
rights of the Roma have been laid in most
countries. The experience so far suggests that
legal frameworks for minority rights protection
are a necessary but insufficient precondition
for sustainable integration. This report builds
upon these foundations and thereby attempts
to complement the human rights paradigm
with one that focuses on development
opportunities for the Roma.

Thereport outlines several major policy deficits
regarding Roma communities and vulnerable
groups in general:

B Llack of adequate disaggregated socio-
economic data for proper policymaking;

B Shortage of integrated solutions that treat
the problems of marginalized communities
in their entirety (for example, by linking
education, employment, health and
capacity building activities in community-
based projects);

B Insufficient awareness that the provision of
development opportunities for vulnerable
groups is a long-term investment, which
ultimately benefits the majority and
minority populations equally.

This report seeks to help policy makers address
these deficits. It represents the beginning of
a long debate on sustainable development
opportunities for marginalized groups.

As a UNDP “human development report,”
Avoiding the Dependency Trap conforms to
the major aspects of the human development
paradigm.  Access to  development
opportunities is the common denominator.
Special attention (in line with UNDP’s mandate
and priorities) is given to measuring and
reducing poverty, and to questions of how
the United Nations Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs)® could be applied to Roma
communities and translated into concrete
development opportunities.

The structure of the report is built around
the human development thematic areas with
every chapter dedicated to one specific theme:
employment and incomes, education, health,
political participation and social inclusion.
The beginning of each chapter introduces the
major hypotheses that are subsequently tested
in the survey and analysed. The end of each
chapter containsintermediary conclusions.The
final chapter on policy implications identifies
sustainable development opportunities for
the Roma and offers suggestions for their
realization.

Major survey findings

Employment

Data from the survey supported the major
initial hypotheses regarding employment,
namely that unemployment figures will be
lower than what is commonly believed. Indeed,
Roma unemployment for the five countries
studied averaged 40 percent—ranging from
a high of 64 percent in Slovak Republic to a
low of 24 percent in Romania. These figures
contradict frequently reported estimates of
nearly 100 percent. The informal sector was
found to provide important income generation
opportunities and, in Romania, is a key factor in
the relatively low Roma unemployment rate.
Survey respondents did not consider traditional
skills to be marketable in a globalized economy.
Therefore, these skills should not be seen as
potential solutions to unemployment.

3 On 6-8 September 2000 the UN Millennium Summit took place at the UN Headquarters with the
participation of the Heads of State/Government of the Member States of the UN. The Summit
adopted the Millennium Summit Declaration and identified the eight Millennium Development
Goals. The Goals are global targets that reaffirm the commitment of the Member States of the UN
toward eliminating poverty, sustaining development and achieving improvement in people’s lives

around the world. For more details see Box 10.
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The most important reasons for not finding
a job were described by survey respondents
as ‘my ethnic affiliation,” followed by ‘overall
economic depression in the country, and
‘inadequate skills.” This suggests that labour
market discrimination is certainly present, but
is not the only reason why Roma have difficulty
finding employment. Low skill and education
levels suggest that hiring decisions by rational
employers in competitive markets are unlikely
to favour the Roma. However, the variety of
interpretations of causes of unemployment
also reflects the cyclical nature of Roma
employment problems: lower competitiveness
in the labour market today is often due to
discriminatory practices and limited access to
education in the past.

Household income

The survey data suggest that poverty levels
among the Roma in all five countries are
comparable, regardless of differences in
economic development. Poverty is more
severe in rural areas than in urban centres,
which means that the Roma in rural areas are
“double losers”: in addition to lack of access to
the social safety nets available in urban areas,
rural Roma also lack access to productive
resources (mainly land and working capital)
needed for subsistence agriculture. The data
also indicate that national poverty thresholds
should be applied for monitoring poverty in
Roma communities.

Another symptom of poverty is the share of
household expenditures devoted to food
purchases. Only in the Czech Republic is this
share below 50 percent of total expenditures. In
other countries it ranges between 52 percent in
Hungary and 69 percent in Bulgaria.

The survey data provide additional information
on the vulnerability of Roma children. Substantial
numbers of Roma children suffer from
undernourishment, even in the most developed
economies in the region. This has profound
negative effects on their health and educational
capacities and further damages prospects for
escaping from poverty and dependency cultures.
Moreover, poverty and its consequences are
among the major systemic causes of exclusion
and segregation.

High rates of poverty and low levels of
employment leave Roma households heavily
dependent on social welfare and other
transfer payments. The structure of state
transfers is different from country to country
(depending on specific national legislation

and/or social protection levels). Nevertheless,
significant numbers of families across the
region are primarily reliant on state support for
their survival (between 16 percent in Romania
and the Czech Republic to 44 percent in Slovak
Republic). If pensions are included as part of
state benefits, then the level of dependency
reaches 24 percent and 55 percent of the
households (in the Czech Republic and
Hungary respectively). As a result, the Roma
often fallinto a vicious circle of marginalization:
weak incentives to leave the social safety
nets today reduce the likelihood of breaking
this dependency cycle in the future. At the
same time, Roma participation in the formal
economy is more limited than that of other
groups, so relatively large numbers of Roma
do not pay the social security taxes needed to
fund these benefits. This causes “asymmetrical”
Roma participation in social welfare systems:
active regarding benefits, limited regarding
contributions. This asymmetry can further
promote exclusion and ethnic intolerance.

The importance of informal community
relationships was an unexpected outcome of
the survey. While Roma rely on neighbours
(both Roma and non-Roma) for support,
their survival strategies must often include
resorting to informal moneylenders who
charge exorbitant interest rates. This pattern
also promotes vicious circles of dependency
and crime.

Education

The survey data outline the magnitude of
segregation in education. On average, 19
percent of the children in the households
surveyed attend classes comprised mostly of
Roma (from 12 percentin the Czech Republicto
27 percent in Bulgaria). The results supported
the expectation that the factors responsible
for exclusion from education (poverty,
involvement in income generation, replication
of “ghetto culture”) have a systemic character.
Data also suggest that discrimination in access
to education has a dual nature: discrimination
is both a consequence of exclusion as well as
its primary cause. Addressing these systemic
factors can therefore reduce discrimination.

The data also show that Roma parents are
open to a variety of options that can improve
their children’s educational opportunities (e.g.,
studying together with children from majority
groups, receiving additional majority language
training, and using assistant teachers).
Attaining equal access to educational
opportunities should be a major goal of policy

Hiring decisions by
rational employers
on competitive
markets are
unlikely to favour
the Roma

Discrimination
in access to
education

is both
aconsequence
of exclusion

as well as its
primary cause
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directed at Roma communities. Integrated
education should be seen as a major means
of achieving equal educational opportunities.
All other efforts to improve the educational
status of Roma should be implemented in the
context of integrated education asalong-term
objective.

The survey data did not support the hypothesis
regarding Roma languages as educational
tools. The use of Roma languages was not as
extensive as expected, even at home. Class
instruction in Roma languages segregates
as well as integrates; as such, it may further
reduce access to education opportunities. In
any case, instruction in Roma languages is
not a priority for Roma parents. While Roma
languages play a vital role in retaining cultural
identities, their importance in educational
opportunities should not be overestimated.
Proficiency in majority languages, and hence
explicit strategies for ensuring this proficiency,
should be a key policy goal in the field of
education.

Pre-school  participation has strategic
importance for educational opportunities.
This is the level at which exclusion from the
education system begins, and at which many
subsequent problems can be avoided. If Roma
children are included in education systems
from the very beginning, they have better
chances of avoiding the spiral of poverty,
unemployment, and marginalization. Pre-
school education also provides the best
opportunities for integrating Roma children
into mainstream education.

Removing income-related  barriers  to
education could be another high-impact
policy area. These problems have been
exacerbated by reductions in central subsidies
for education, forcing parents to cover out-
of-pocket school costs (e.g., paying for school
textbooks). Increased public expenditures
in these areas are not public consumption
spending, but rather an investment in future
labour force competitiveness, human capital,
lower morbidity, and better health profiles.

Health

Health in Roma communities sharply
deteriorated in the last decade. The survey
data, however, show that the respondents are
not aware of these negative changes. Instead,
most respondents believe their health, and that
of their children, is ‘good’ or ‘tolerable.” This
result may reflect low levels of awareness and
limited aspirations, rather than show that Roma
communities genuinely enjoy good health.

The same seems to apply for health insurance:
survey results show relatively high coverage
levels. Only in Bulgaria and Romania (where
54 percent and 63 percent of the respondents
claim to have health insurance, respectively)
is coverage relatively low. According to
respondents, health problems are usually
related to the inability to purchase medicines
and pay the patient contributions required
by health insurance programs. The data also
suggest that respondents may lack sufficient
information on the workings of the health
care system—and hence they lack adequate
access to health services. Further in-depth
studies of the health aspects of development
opportunities for Roma are necessary.

Roma children are a special health risk group,
reflected in high (in some countries—strikingly
s0) levels of infant mortality. Women'’s health is
another area of concern, due to socioeconomic
factors (poverty, inadequate nutrition, lack of
access to health services) and to cultural
patterns (relatively early and numerous births).
The links between frighteningly high infant
mortality rates and high fertility rates suggest
that expansion of women'’s reproductive rights
is increasingly emerging as a huge challenge
and opportunity for women and children’s
health status.

Problems with access to health services are
also important. These are due in part to the
cash payments required from beneficiaries;
although relatively small, they are often too
large for many Roma. Limited access to health
services in some countries results from the lack
of the appropriate identity documents and
birth certificates necessary for health insurance
enrolment.

Political participation and social inclusion

The survey data did not support the
initial expectation that social interactions
between Roma and majority communities
are infrequent, and that group solidarity
and support exist mainly along ethnic lines.
Current  “neighbourhood” relations and
contacts intermediated by children seem to
dominate interactions. Roma and majority
children playing together’ is an option
appearing equally frequently across the
region (60 percent of the respondents on
average, with a minimum of 56 percent in
Hungary and a maximum of 71 percent in
Romania). Inter-community interactions were
also determined by survival needs. Inter-
community interactions were reported to be
higher than expected, reflecting inter-group
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contacts and support determined by survival
needs. Interactions between the poor Roma
and non-Roma are, however, more frequent,
which suggests the existence or emergence of
class (rather than ethnic) solidarity.

The survey data also suggest that, contrary
to initial expectations, Roma are willing to
interact directly with central government
structures, and, if granted the opportunity, are
willing to bear the associated responsibilities.
This conclusion needs to be reflected in
projects designed to improve inter-ethnic
relations and decrease Roma social exclusion.
It suggests that, in a society with a sizeable
Roma population, Roma participation in public
services, state administration, police and other
spheres of public life should be of roughly
similar proportions.

As mentioned above, the survey data
indicate that human rights questions are
perceived predominantly through the lens
of development opportunities, with the
legal and political dimensions receiving
smaller attention. This may be due to Roma
community “survivalist agendas.” Whatever
the reason, attention is less focused on having
Roma ministries or Roma television channels
than on employment and education.

Contrary to expectations, Roma have little
trust in intermediaries in general. Support
for informal leaders, Roma (and non-Roma)
non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and
Roma political parties, is limited. These low
levels of trust suggest an absence of legitimate
representatives to articulate and aggregate
Roma interests. This is partially due to internal
cleavages within Roma communities, and
to inadequate mechanisms for representing
minority group interests in general. At present,
Roma do not believe that their interests can be
properly represented at the national political
level through the democratic mechanisms
established during the first decade of
transition.

The picture is slightly more optimistic at
lower levels of government. Respondents feel
their interests are better represented by local
government—particularly for issues important
for overall daily survival. This is also the level
at which representation and policy impact is
most easily attained, without the introduction
of major institutional reforms or compromises.
Respondents expect support not from
political institutions in general (which are often
perceived as abstractions), but from specific
institutions capable of providing tangible
support, in the areas of employment and social

assistance in particular. These attitudes contain
a certain contradiction: despite feeling that they
are underrepresented, the Roma nevertheless
still expect state institutions to provide
support—and believe that the state is capable
of doing so.

Conclusions

The general conclusion of the report goes
beyond the issues of Roma integration per se
and is related to the process of the five CEE
countries’ integration into the European Union
(EV): they will become successful members of
the EU if the Roma (as well as other vulnerable
groups) become integrated productively
into their home societies, via employment,
education and political participation. Without
proper integration, and without an overall
development framework to guide the process,
the opportunity provided by EU accession may
quickly disappear. The riskis that, if postponed,
the cost of finding solutions for marginalized
groups will be immeasurably higher and will
have few chances of success. The human
security costs of exclusion will spiral, potentially
resulting in political extremism and setbacks for
the democratic process.

But integration is a two-way street. It requires
certain changes both from majority populations
as well as from minority groups, based on the
understanding that integration (as opposed to
exclusion or assimilation) is in the best interest
of both majority and minority populations.
Successful integration will be possible only if the
international community shares responsibility
with the national governments and the private
sector in finding solutions for marginalized
groups such as the Roma.

Looking into Roma integration opportunities
throughahuman developmentframework, the
report reaches several specific conclusions:

B Legal frameworks for minority rights
protection are a necessary but insufficient
precondition for sustainable integration.
Without development opportunities, legal
rights remain hollow.

B Although employment and labour market
discrimination are major concerns in Roma
communities, allusions to 100 percent
unemployment among Roma are both
methodologically and  substantively
incorrect.

B Roma household incomes are highly
dependent on welfare payments and other
centralgovernmenttransfers (e.g., pensions
or child benefits), while participation in

Human rights
questions

are perceived
predominantly
through the lens
of development
opportunities,
while the legal
and political
dimensions
receive less
attention
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the formal economy is relatively limited.
This makes Roma participation in social
protection systems asymmetrical (i.e., as a
group, they receive more than they pay).
This asymmetry is an important cause of
social tensions and, ultimately, exclusion.
Integrated education is a major objective
but it cannot be enforced in a top-
down manner and/or if basic necessary
preconditions are missing. Integration
in education requires the removal of the
existing systemic barriers.

Substantial numbers of Roma children
suffer from undernourishment, which
dramatically reduces their development
opportunities.

Existing intermediaries (political parties
and NGOs) do not enjoy broad trust in
Roma communities.

Levels of interaction with majority
communities are high, which is a potential
asset for social integrity and integration.

Recommendations

Governments should reassess theimpact of
subsidized employment programs, paying
particular attention to their social inclusion
and educational aspects. The impact of
such schemes is much broader than their
direct economic outcomes (number of
temporary jobs, income received, etc.).
Social benefits should be linked to labor
force participation, following the principle
of “positive benefits for positive efforts.”
Otherwise a major systemic source of racial
exclusion will persist.

The significance of preschool preparation
for the life opportunities of children
suggests that linkages between obligatory
preschool education and social welfare
benefits be restored and strengthened.
Roma children attending integrated
preschools have incomparably higher
chances to continue their educations than
those attending segregated institutions.
Preschools should be where integration
begins.

Free textbooks books and meals for
all primary school children should be
reintroduced. If education is to be a
long-term priority, governments should
reconsider the withdrawal of this support.
Simply including Roma in existing health
programs is not sufficient to reduce
unfavorable health trends. Emergency
measures such as massive revaccinations
and TB screening for entire communities
should be pursued.

Health awareness and family planning
should be encouraged with the active
involvement (through training) of Roma
communities

Welfare to work programs should be
introduced both in public administration,
as well as in partnership with the private
sector.

Donors should invest in extensive
collection and development of comparable
socioeconomic data sets in order to
avoid ungrounded interpretations and
speculations on minority issues.
Community income generation and public
employment programs have a profound
impact on social inclusion and these
aspects should be taken into consideration
together with the direct economic impact
of such programs.

Integrated education should be seen as
the only effective means of achieving
equal education opportunities. All current
short- and mid-term steps towards
improving the educational status of Roma
should be implemented in the context
of integrated education as a long-term
objective.

Donor coordination at the community
level should focus on avoiding the creation
of “local monopolies” on access to funds.
It should also seek to avoid duplication of
Roma projects and the possible misuse of
resources.

The creation of transparent monitoring
and evaluation schemes should be a
prerequisite for project approval.

Local organizations working to improve
living  conditions for  vulnerable
communities should involve members
of those communities in the design
and implementation process. Roma
participation is key to the success of
programs. People should be seen as active
participants not as passive “target groups”
of intervention.

Capacity development (i.e. the ability to
identify problems and articulate solutions
in a sustainable development framework)
at the local level should be a priority.
Impact assessment and transparency
should be promoted as guiding principles
of local level involvement.

A clear division of labor between the
non-profit sector and governments
should be maintained. NGOs cannot and
should not replace governments in their
responsibilities, such as replicating the
successes of pilot projects at the national
level.
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Issues of Roma integration and sustainable
income generation in Central and Eastern
Europe (CEE) are key policy priorities in
the pre-accession countries. Progress on
minority issues, specifically concerning the
Roma, isamong the assessment criteria in the
accession preparation process. Significant
resources have therefore been devoted to
Roma-targeted projects, and more will be
devoted in the future.

Regrettably, the efficiency of these
investments has often not been as high
as anticipated. This is because today, as in
the preceding decades and centuries, CEE
governments do not employ internally
consistent, sustainable approaches to the
Roma, or to other marginalized communities.
This shortcoming is made critical by the
European Uninon (EU) accession process.

This shortcoming is not unique in either
time or space. The problems that Roma face
today are linked to long histories of tension
and violent solutions of the “Roma question.”
Different approaches for dealing with this
question have been pursued, ranging from
forceful settlement of Roma and provision
of (mostly) unskilled state subsidized
employment to attempts of physical
extermination by the Nazi regime. Since no
European country has developed successful,
sustainable solutions to Roma issues, there
is no universal know-how to replicate. On
the other hand, the persistence of similar
patterns of exclusion and (at times) aggressive
intolerance by the majority societies suggests
that some deep and fundamental issues so
far have been neglected in approaching the
Roma.

These shortcomings combined with the
importance of Roma issues in the EU
accession context led UNDP to investigate

the situation of Roma in the five CEE
pre-accession countries, using a human
development perspective.

Assumptions and objectives
of the report

This report advocates a new approach, based
on the human development paradigm, to
Roma integration issues. It suggests that
the socio-economic problems facing Roma
populations throughout the region require
an approach that puts violations of Roma
human and civil rights in a broader analytical
framework. This new approach should be
sustainable, humanistic, and development
oriented—it should provide the Roma with
opportunities for sustainable development.
Without development opportunities, human
rights are incomplete. Such a paradigm need
not be elabourated in an intellectual vacuum:
UNDP has been advocating a broader
approach to human rights for years.

This sustainable development perspective
has been missing in most analyses of Roma
issues. While Roma integration is treated as
a policy goal, the focus has generally been
on violations of human and civil rights,® or
on anti-poverty measures elabourated in
the context of increased social spending
for marginalized groups. The broader
development context—focusing on
choices, opportunities, participation, and
responsibility—is only rarely considered.
This report goes beyond the prevailing
“violations” discourse to address the root
causes of Roma problems and propose
adequate, sustainable policy solutions.
“Sustainable” in this context means
affordable and achievable solutions, which
do not require constant subsidization, and
can win support from majority populations.

4 Integrating Human Rights With Sustainable Development (UNDP 1998) was followed by UNDP’s
2000 Global Human Development Report entitled “Human Rights and Human Development.” Many
national human development reports (e.g., a 2000 Report for Armenia) have also dealt with this

issue.
5 See UNDP 1998:2.

The sustainable
development
perspective has
been missing in
most analyses of
Roma issues
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Box 1. What is Human Development?

Human development is about expanding people’s choices. Although it
involves the three components (incomes, health, and education) of the
human development index (HDI), the concept is much broader.

Development economics and economic policy have increasingly come
to acknowledge that development is about more than goods and
services. It should serve broader objectives for human welfare. UNDP’s
annual “Human Development Report” has been a major force behind
this shift, calling attention to the non-monetary dimensions of human
development. The HDI has played a major advocacy role by offering
a more holistic and quantifiable alternative to the more common
measurement of progress: per-capita gross domestic product.

Ironically, the HDI has reinforced a narrow interpretation of the human
development concept. People often tend to forget that the idea of
“human development”is much broader than the HDI's three components.
The attention devoted to the HDI tends to obscure the fact that people
should be the ends (rather than the means) of development processes,
which are fundamentally about human freedoms and dignity, and the role
offreedom in development.

There are three issues to keep in mind when discussing the concept of
human development:

B Development must be defined in terms of people’s welfare and the
expansion of their capabilities and functioning. Growth in goods and
services is a means and not the end of development process.

B Human development is inexorably linked to the freedom and dignity of
the individual. The expansion of freedoms is at the heart of the concept
and should be at the heart of its implementation. As stated in UNDP’s
2000 Human Development Report, capabilities include “the basic freedoms
of being able to meet bodily requirements, such as the ability to avoid
starvation and undernourishment, or to escape preventable morbidity
or premature mortality. But they also include the enabling opportunities
given by schooling, or the liberty and economic means to move freely
and to choose one’s abode. There are also important ‘social’ freedoms,
such as the capability to participate in the life of the community, to joinin
public discussion, to participate in political decision-making and even the
elementary ability ‘to appear in public without shame.”

B The human development paradigm does not regard people as
passive beneficiaries of economic and social activities. People must
become active agents of social change. This connotes opportunities
for participation, empowerment, access to information, and to
influence policy making. People can and should be agents of change
through individual and collective action. Being change agents means
possessing the health and education necessary to understand social
processes and act upon this understanding.

These three elements go well beyond the HDI components, especially when
applied to Roma and other marginalized communities. They also explain why,
despite the difficulties in computing HDIs for Roma (this report provides a
firstattempt in this direction), the human development paradigm is the most
appropriate for approaching the problems these communities face.

Based on: Fukuda-Parr, Sakiko. “Rescuing the Human Development Concept from
the HDI - Reflections on a New Agenda.” In Sakiko Fukuda-Parr and A.K. Shiva
Kumar et al. Human Development: Concepts and Measures — Essential Readings. New
York: Oxford University Press.

Focusing on these developmental elements
will provide new perspectives on Roma
issues. It will also increase sensitivity to the
danger that, even with the best of intentions,
programs that are not sustainable can in fact
deepen the already problematic dependency
cultures found in many Roma communities.
Successful policies must therefore be linked
to the participation of Roma and non-Roma
communities in their implementation. The
report addresses such issues as Roma access
to employment, health care, and education;
it identifies the fundamental causes of these
problems and it advocates sustainable policy
solutions.®

The failures thus far in dealing with Roma
problems can be attributed to a number
of factors. The inability of European
societies to guarantee equal development
opportunities and free choices to all citizens,
regardless of their ethnicity, is one such
factor. The legacy of assimilation attempts
that have been described as “integration”
is another, as has been the failure to explain
that both majorities and minorities should
be interested in solving Roma problems.
Sustainable solutions to the problems facing
Roma communities can only be found when
both majorities and minorities develop such
an interest. Solutions that are imposed—or
perceived as imposed—on the majorities are
likely to be rejected, and can easily deepen
anti-Roma sentiments and prejudices.

The EU accession process provides important
leverage to influence policy in the accession
countries. Change, particularly regarding
the adoption of anti-discrimination legislat-
ion, is feasible because it is in line with
accession requirements. Roma issues have
therefore become an important criterion
used for assessing the progress of applicant
countries. But laws are just the first step; their
implementation and the elabouration of
sustainable development policies remain the
most challenging parts of the task.

The increasing involvement of European
institutions in Roma issues in accession
countries deserves special attention. As seen
from Graph 1, EU financial support within

6 The link between human rights and development opportunities receives increasing attention, one
recent example being the publication of the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for
Human Rights, A Human Rights Approach to Poverty Reduction Strategies (UNHCHR 2002). The real
challenge however is how to go beyond guidelines and complement basic rights with sustainable

opportunities.
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the PHARE Program’ for Roma-targeted
projects has been growing, but the impact
on the ground has often been far smaller
than expected. This suggests that sustainable
changeis not so much a matter of the volume
of resources allocated, but of how the money
is spent, and especially the conceptual
framework in which it is utilized.

The human development paradigm can have
major advantages here. It identifies human
rights and economic growth not as ends in
themselves, but as means to help individuals
realize their potential. It emphasizes the
sustainability, equity, participatory, and
human security dimensions of social welfare.
Human development is also about efficiency,
measurable impact, mitigating dependency
cultures, and avoiding corruption.

This report applies the human development
paradigm in two particular ways. First, it
provides new quantitative data outlining the
existing status of Roma populations in terms
of human development opportunities. How
high are Roma unemployment rates? How
low are education-attendance rates? Without
measurable data on these issues, analysis can
fall prey to manipulation and speculation.
Using data from the comprehensive survey,
the report provides at least partial answers
to these questions. This helps place Roma
issues in a broader development context,
and can outline the costs and benefits of
different policy approaches. Moreover, such
aframework s a prerequisite for involvement
by Roma communities in the solutions to the
problems they are facing without further
deepening dependency cultures.

Second, this report seeks to encourage a
debate on the elabouration of a commonly
(albeit informally) accepted set of rules for
cooperation among major actors involved
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in development projects for vulnerable  Systainable
communities, including the Roma. Such an
informal “code of conduct” could outline the Change has
basic conditions that any initiative should [ess to do with
meetin order to avoid adverse outcomes (e.g.,
increasing segregation instead of bridging the volume
the gap between majority and minorities, or  of resoyrces
increasing dependency on social assistance
or humanitarian aid instead of encouraging allocated, than
the adoption of active life strategies). it does with

Itis also necessary to bear in mind what this ~ fhe conceptual
report is not. It cannot (and is not intended .
to) provide blueprints for solutions. Roma framework in
groups are very different across and \which itis utilized
within  countries.® Direct comparisons

are difficult. Due to this national/regional

dichotomy, this report—which has a regional

character—cannot be a source of direct

policy recommendations. Ensuring regional

consistency means excessive generality.

The “recommendations” part of the report

is therefore focused more on the general

attributes of the sustainable development

7 The PHARE Program— Poland and Hungary Assistance for the Restructuring of the Economy— is an
instrument to assist the EU applicant countries in their preparations to join the Union. The Program
began in 1989; it provides support to the countries of central Europe and has helped them through
a period of economic restructuring and political change. PHARE had by 1996 been extended to
include 13 partner countries from the region. The original budget allocated was Euro 4.2 billion for
the 1990-1994; it was increased to Euro 6.693 billion for the 1995-1999 period. On the support for
Roma communities in Central and Eastern Europe see EU 1999, EU 2000. For detailed information on
the resources allocated by different EU programs see Annex 2.

8 In different countries Roma populations are defined in different ways (Gypsy, Romany, Romani,
Romanies, Gitanes etc.). There is no consensus even on linguistic aspects of the issue. The authors
deliberately avoid a debate on subtle contextual meanings of different terminology using the term
“Roma” as an encompassing term to define the population of Roma/Sinti origin regardless of the
specific sub-group (often very distinct from each other) to which an individual may belong. From
linguistic point of view “Roma” is used both as adjective and as plural noun (instead of “Romany” used
as adjective and “Roms” or “Romanies” as plural nouns used in some publications).
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Box 2. Human rights and human development

UNDP 2000 report on Human Rights and Human Development,
stated: “Any society committed to improve the lives of its people
must also be committed to full and equal rights for all.” The UNDP
report implied that human rights are not a result of economic
development, but rather a critical prerequisite for economic
development. Key indicators for human development include
levels of civil liberties and of participation by all individuals and
social groups. A broad vision of human rights, including social,
economic and cultural rights must be accompany the achievement
of sustainable human development.

The UN formally recognized the relationship between human
rights and human development in 1986 when the General
Assembly adopted the Declaration on the Right to Development.
Article 1.1 of the Declaration defines the right to development
as “an inalienable human right by virtue of which every human
person and all peoples are entitled to participate in, contribute
to, and enjoy economic, social, cultural and political development,
in which all human rights and fundamental freedoms can be fully
realized.” The Declaration recognizes development as a human
centred, participatory process and links human development to
the realization of international human rights obligations. The
principles of universality, indivisibility, interdependency and
inter-relatedness of all human rights adopted by the international
human rights agreements in the 1990 (notably the 1993 Vienna
World Conference on Human Rights), stress the links between the
civil and political rights on one hand, and economic, social and
cultural rights on the other.

Although the right to development provided in the Universal
Declaration on Human Rights needs further elabouration in relation
to other rights, it is clear that approaches to social change based
on human rights are complementary to those based on the human
development paradigm. In 1998 the UN Secretary General launched
a new rights-based approach to development that was intended to
help states and development agencies to redirect their development
thinking.

The UNDP has summarized the value of a rights-based approach
to development as follows: “Through the systematic application of
human rights principles during all phases of program development
and implementation ways must be found to empower people to make
decisions about issues that affect their lives, rather than treating them
as passive objects of decisions made on their behalf by bureaucrats.
This recognizes that all people are inherently holders of rights... This
is particularly relevant at local government level in relation to basic
social services delivery.” (1998, UNDP: Integrating Human Rights with
Sustainable Human Development.) The sentence “This is particularly
relevant for the rights of Roma people,” could easily be added to this
declaration.

Box prepared by Dimitrina Petrova, Executive Director, European Rome Rights
Center. Budapest, 2002.

approach; specific recommendations should
be treated rather as illustrations describing
what is meant by “sustainability.”

This regional report should be treated as a
part of a “package” consisting of five national
reports and the Roma human development
knowledge web site (http://roma.undp.sk).
Each element of this package has its specific
objectives:

B The regional report provides the overall
framework for a sustainable approach to
Roma issues as well as comparable data
outlining certain tendencies regarding
employment, poverty, education, and
participation.

B Each of the national reports analyses
in depth the issues at the country level
and makes extensive recommendations
relevant to the specific country context.
The national reports, rather than the
regional ones, are expected to be policy
tools at the national level.

B TheRomahuman developmentknowledge
web site provides access to all six reports
(one regional and five national) as well as
the accompanying regional and national
data sets (downloadable in Excel or SPSS
format). These dataare intended to promote
independent analysis on these issues, and
aresubjectonly tothe requirements that the
source be cited and the research containing
it be uploaded to the knowledge web site
for similar public access.

The report’s preparation was marked by
a rich debate on the specific nature and
contents of different terms, revealing the
complexity of the issues and differences in
individual national contexts. The debate also
underscored the importance of the common
understanding of seemingly self-evident
terms. Box 3 provides a glossary.

To ensure proper understanding and clarity
of data, analysis and quotations, survey
questions are shown in lItalics (without
quotation marks) throughout the report,
whereas answer options are shown in single
quotation marks. Double quotation marks
denote other references.

The partnership framework

Although initially planned as a report on
the situation of Roma in five East European
countries, the project evolved into a
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platform for inclusive dialogue that brought
together many actors. The first draft of the
report was circulated among a broad circle
of experts and practitioners involved in
Roma issues. Most of their comments were
integrated into in the final text. We wish to
continue this cooperation by establishing a
network of knowledge and people, merging
efforts on this common issue. The Roma
web site is a key element of this network.
The elabouration of a common set of rules
of cooperation for major actors in this area
could be another.

Roma issues are intrinsically linked to the
transition that CEE countries are undergoing.
Minority issues are not just about minorities;
they are about patterns of coexistence and
exclusion, cooperation and tensions between
minoritiesand majorities. Bettermanagement
of these tensions means investigating
different models of behaviour and choice
through different “ethnic lenses,” in order to
identify areas of cooperation. This approach
is consistent with UNDP and ILO support
for inclusive policy approaches, and will
contribute to building the inter-community
understanding that is a prerequisite for
sustainable integration policies.

Sources of data and methodology

This report is based on data from several
sources:

B Analytical country reports from the five
pre-accession CEE countries (Bulgaria,
Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania, and
Slovak Republic);

B Socioeconomic profiles of Roma
populations in the five countries, based
on data from representative sociological
surveys conducted among Roma
households by the joint UNDP/ILO project
usinga common methodology (described
in detail in Annex 1) and a comparable set
of questions in all countries; and

B Regional and country analyses on the
issue and assessments of existing policies
and projects.

The analytical national reports summarizing
the existing data on Roma in their respective
countrieswerecomplemented byinformation
from the sociological surveys. Due to the
lack of reliable “hard data” (on the size of
Roma populations, among other things) the
socioeconomic information from the survey

Box 3. Glossary of main terms used*

Integration

The opportunity to participate in socioeconomic life on an equal basis
without losing one’s own distinct identity (linguistic, cultural), while
simultaneously contributing one’s individual distinctiveness to the
cultural richness of the society.

Assimilation

Social inclusion at the expense of losing distinct group identity.
Assimilation of minorities (usually ethnic) generally requires the
sacrifice of their ethno-cultural distinctiveness in order to receive to
receive “entry opportunities.” Assimilation is rarely successful, at least
in the short and medium term. Minorities can easily lose elements
of their distinctiveness without receiving commensurate “entry
opportunities.”

Social exclusion

Limited or blocked access to the social system. Social exclusion
can be associated with long-term unemployment, with such group
characteristics as ethnic affiliation or sexual orientation, health status
(HIV-AIDS), or with social pathologies (e.g., ex-prisoners or drug
abusers). Social exclusion is often a first step toward marginalization.

Segregation

Isolating a part of society by denying access to major social, political,
or economic institutions. Segregation by ethnic criteria can lead to
“vertical” (as opposed to “horizontal”) social stratification, whereby
different entities are separated into their own, mutually incompatible
social structures.

Marginalization

A process of socioeconomic degradation resulting from the failure
to meet inclusion requirements for participation in different social
systems (e.g., the labour market, political institutions, educational and
health institutions). These systems are usually interlinked, so exclusion
from one makes exclusion from others more likely. Marginalization
processes can culminate the formation of under classes.

Sustainable development

While usually understood as environmentally sound development,
this report uses the term with a focus on “affordability” and “returns.”
Sustainable development is understood as a “not-subsidized
developmentpath,”in which developmentdoes notoccuratthe expense
of a “third party,” be it other sectors of the economy, the environment, or
future generations. In this context, subsidies are acceptable only if they
lead to investment in capital (tangible or intangible, physical, financial,
or social) that generates explicit returns (be itin increased opportunities,
social capital, or individual capacities).

*The authors are aware that these are complex and often debated definitions. The
purpose of this box is not to provide a comprehensive overview of the existing
literature on these issues, but rather to let the reader know exactly what the
authors mean by use of various terms.
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component often served as a primary source
of information and analytical input. Where
possible, the data format is consistent with
such similar sources as household and labour
market surveys (summarized in Annex 3).

However, dataon many issues are still missing.
From this point of view, this report is a first
step in applying the human development
paradigm to issues of Roma integration and
development opportunities.

Regarding comparability, the reader should
remember that the countries in question
have very different historical experiences.
Distant although they may be, the different
experience and heritage of the Austro-
Hungarian and the Ottoman empires
strongly influenced cultural and political
environments in these countries.

Thesedifferences can haveavery pronounced
impact on Roma issues.



CHAPTER1

A brief historical overview

The Roma issue cannot be understood without
examining the broader context of the evolution
of nation states in Europe. The objective of
this chapter is not to summarize the extensive
literature on this issue but to point out
elements that influence the success (or failure)
of recent approaches to Roma integration.

The persecution and victimization of Roma
in Western Europe from the 15 century
through the 18" century can be related
to the appearance and consolidation of
nation states in this part of the continent.!®
This aspect of Roma relations with majority
communities is noteworthy for two reasons.
First, levels of tolerance and acceptance of
Roma in Eastern Europe were generally high
(despite such exceptions as the near-slave
status of Roma in Wallachia and Moldova until
the mid-19th century). Second, the patterns
of relations with majority communities in
the last few centuries show that anti-Roma
sentiments are neither unique to Eastern
Europe nor arecent, transition phenomenon.
These sentiments should be understood in
the broader context of modern nation-state
building. Following the collapse of the Soviet
system and Eastern Europe’s multinational
states, processes of renewed nation building
and national consolidation came to dominate
(and in some cases still dominate) the agenda
of many societies in the region. This can lead
to ethnic intolerance because rejection of
otherness is a major element of the nation-
building process."

Roma and social structures
of industrial societies

Roma integration has been affected by
differences in social structures of Roma

populations compared to the majority, and
by the evolution of these structures over
time. Roma populations throughout the
region have traditionally engaged in non-
agricultural activities; they earned their
livelihoods by entering into commercial
relationships with agrarian cultures. Agrarian
cultures, with their private land ownership
and related social and state structures,
generated institutional and cultural norms
for non-Roma populations, while Roma
communities did not establish institutions
linked to private land ownership. The Roma
were never part of a single territory and
never cared much about the acquisition
of land or real estate, which may be one of
the roots of the propensity toward current
consumption rather than accumulation.

Today, only a tiny fraction of Roma
populations in Europe is truly nomadic.”?
But even after their adoption of sedentary
life styles, the Roma’s geographic mobility
raised demand for their craft skills.
Complementarities between this “post-
nomadic” lifestyle and the agrarian societies
of majority populations were, however,
reduced during industrialization. Demands
for traditional Roma skills (blacksmithing,
musical entertainment, collecting and
processing wood and other raw materials,
and more recently recycling) fell sharply
over time. Not having land of their own and
lacking agricultural experience/culture,
Roma communities increasingly supplied
cheap labour to the heavy industries that
expanded during the socialist period—and
collapsed afterward. The unemployment,
poverty, and social exclusion apparent in
many Roma communities result from these
historical roots.

9 The bibliography in Annex 5 includes materials directly related to the specific topics analysed in this
report. For a detailed lists of sources, see the Understanding Roma bibliography http://www.osi.hu/
exhibition/collection.html or http://dmoz.org/Society/Ethnicity/Romani/.

10 For vivid examples of the Roma’s long history of persecution, see Fraser 1995: 63-175 (Medieval
Europe) and 256-269 (the Holocaust). On the historical “sequence of approaches” from ancient to
contemporary times (exclusion-containment-inclusion-indecision) see Liégeois 1994: 123-155.

" See for example CoE 1996, CoE 1999b, Cahn and Peric 1999, or Petrova 1999. For more details on
Roma aspects of the Kosovo crisis, see the European Roma Rights Center “Regional Index - Kosovo”
http://errc.org/publications/indices/kosovo.shtml.

12 Forafirst-hand account of nomadic life of Roma groups in 1930s see Yoors 1987.
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These developments are not solely East
European: similar development patterns
are apparent in Western Europe. In almost
all European countries, minorities are over-
represented among the unemployed. In 1998
in Holland, 18 percent to 20 percent of people
of Turkish or Moroccan origin were officially
registered as unemployed, as compared to
4 percent for the Dutch. The unemployment
rate in 1997 in Germany was 20 percent
for people of foreign origin as opposed to
9 percent for Germans. In the UK in 2001,
the unemployment rate for minority males
was 13 percent, compared with 6 percent
for majority men.”® The major distinctions
between East and West in this regard are that
social welfare transfers in Western Europe are
larger than in Eastern Europe, and that anti-
discrimination legislation in Western Europe
is more developed—and enforcement more
systematic—than in Eastern Europe.

Generally Roma  skepticism  towards
accumulating fixed assets is part of a highly
“provisional” lifestyle that is dominated
by low savings rates and high current
consumption. This impermanence is a
consequence of poverty, as well. Saving and
investment are not possible when income
barely covers subsistence. This means that
large changes in lifestyle patterns can come
only with significant improvements in Roma
living standards.

Social systems in newly industrialized
societies, in education, health care, social
security, and state administration, clash
with these provisional lifestyle strategies.
For example, the educational institutions of
majority populations (irrespective of whether
they are part of market-based or centrally
planned economies) are viewed with
suspicion because they are often perceived
as being imposed from the outside. Hence
the combination of the weak social role of
asset ownership, the “provisional” lifestyle
strategies, and poverty facilitates the Roma’s
social exclusion. Roma participation in such
social institutions as employment, health, and
education systems can be viewed as inclusion
into a different, sometimes alien (gadje)
world.”* The social exclusion traditionally

13 See Shaw 2002: 13

experienced by Roma has created attitudes
towards the non-Roma world that are full
of caution, suspicion, and mistrust. To a
certain extent, opposition to the non-Roma
environment and its social structures is an
important traditional element of Roma
identity. In their relationships with majority
populations, many Roma communities at
the end of the 20t century found themselves
where they had been a century earlier.”®

Roma often perceive their integration into
majority social systems as asymmetric
processes. Inclusion means participation
in social interactions whose rules were
established by other groups. As such, Roma
often perceive themselves as “objects”
rather than as equal participants, and face
polar alternatives of adaptation and non-
participation.'® These perceptions—and the
conditions giving rise to them—promote
“rejection when possible” and “remain
distinctive at all cost” behavioural patterns,
irrespective of the long-term consequences
of exclusion. This is the cultural context in
which European countries found themselves
during the first half of the 20™" century.

During the communist period, policies
towards the Roma were broadly consistent
with theregimes’ideological framework: class
rather than ethnic cleavages were viewed as
the key drivers of social differentiation. Within
this framework attempts were made to “melt”
ethnic and individual distinctiveness into a
homogeneous class of labourers. Working
class homogenization was the key to the
“inclusion” of ethnic minorities and was
expected to eradicate ethnic distinctions or
at least to make their significance negligible
compared to class characteristics. Since they
did not own land, Roma populations were
often seen as ideal subject for this social
experimentation.

The social engineering initiatives applied to
the Roma included:

B Obligatory employment in the state and
cooperative sectors. In rural areas, this
mainly consisted of employment on state
and cooperative farms. In urban areas,
Roma were integrated as workers into the
industrial and construction sectors.

Gadjeis the Roma term for non-Roma. It refers to representatives of both majority and other minority

cultures. The term illustrates the “us” vs. “them” dichotomy.

5 “Non-identification” and “non-confidence,

"o

reluctance to trust society,” a tendency “to seek

individual alternatives rather than aim at participating in a collective process of change in the
individual countries” are among the reasons given for the wave of emigration from the Czech
Republic and Slovak Republic at the beginning of the 1990s outlined in CoE 2000e: 15.

16 See Vasecka and Radi¢ova 2002: 359.
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B Administrative allocation of housing to
the Roma from state funds for the socially
disadvantaged, without regard to cultural
patterns.

B Dispersion by settling/intermingling
Roma families among  majority
communities; erosion of the integrity of
the Roma group (the basic element of
Roma societal organization'”).

B Enforcement of the statutory requirement
that children attend school; obligatory
Roma participation in the health care
system (immunization, periodical medical
checks, etc.).

The results of this approach cannot be
assessed unequivocally. On the one
hand, this re-engineering of traditional
Roma lifestyles and culture generated
significant improvements in terms of human
development. Roma incomes grew, and
access to public services and health status
improved. On the other hand, the collapse
of the development model pursued in these
countries during the socialist period suggests
that these improvements were economically
unsustainable. Moreover, many of the ties
within Roma communities were fragmented
or destroyed by assimilative social
engineering, as well as by industrialization
and urbanization. Traditional ties were
only rarely replaced by links generated by
integration into majority populations. When
Roma families were settled among the
majority population, they only rarely acquired
majority status. They usually remained
smaller, isolated, excluded microcosms (sub-
groups) among the majority.

In sum, the “socialist project” in CEE failed
to construct new, sustainable social links
to replace traditional identities and support
networks that were eroded under the
socialist system. But since it nonetheless
provided important human development
benefits, Roma groups in a sense were
tied to the socialist ideological construct,
and were left particularly vulnerable by its
collapse.

The social impact of transition

The collapse of large state owned enterprises
(SOEs) as employment providers was not the
only reason for the deterioration of Roma socio-
economic status during the transition. Roma
were also affected by land restitution and the
collapse of cooperative farming in rural areas.
Roma were never landowners—not because
of legal restrictions (as was the case with Jews
in most of CEE countries until the end of the 19t
century), but because of cultural and economic
factors. In the pre-industrial period, Roma were
part of non-agrarian societies and possessed
limited economic resources. They continued
to be poor under central planning, and even
when granted plots of land or housing, these
plots generally remained under formal state
ownership. When post-communist restitution
began, many Roma families not only did not
have any property to reclaim: they also had
no legal grounds to retain their houses. As a
result, Roma migration from rural to urban
and suburban areas intensified, leading to the
expansion of ghettos with all their attendant
social consequences.'® The magnitude of this
phenomenon is very difficult to assess, but it
seems to take the following form: the suburban
ghettosare expandingand peoplearereturning
to semi-nomadic patterns. They commute to
surrounding villages in search of employment,
lookforseasonal jobsin neighbouring countries,
or simply become involved in informal cross-
bordertrade. This would suggest that providing
Roma with opportunities to purchase land and
seek employment in rural areas, including
engagement in subsistence agriculture, might
help promote sustainable livelihoods.

Subsistence agriculture as a survival
strategy should be considered with caution,
especially in the context of EU membership
and the expected decrease in the share of the
population involved in the agricultural sector.
Nonetheless, itis definitely more feasible (and
perhaps more cost-efficient in the short run)
in reducing extreme poverty than urban
employment generation schemes. In the long
run, however, an increase of rural population
cannot be considered a sustainable solution.

7" On the role of the group and group identity in Roma social organization see Marushiakova, Popov,

1993:65-66.

18 See for example Save the Children 2001a: 308 on the expansion of ghetto-like settlements in

Romania.
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A delicate compromise between the
survival needs of vulnerable groups and the
development of competitive agribusiness is
necessary. Each of the hypothetical options
("survival through subsistence agriculture”
or “survival through urban employment
generation”) has its cost. Whatever the
options taken, they will inevitably involve
substantial resources that can be best utilized
only if an appropriate balance between short-,
mid- and long-term priorities is in place.

Additional evidence of the social impact
of transition on Roma populations can be
found in their stated source of incomes and
food consumption. The UNDP/ILO survey
data show that less than a quarter of Roma
households produce vegetables, and only
16 percent produce meat as elements of
their survival strategies. In most countries
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this is much lower than the shares of majority
populations (particularly at similar income
levels) producing food at home. Moreover,
these results are in a sense skewed by
the Hungarian data: 37 percent of Roma
households produce vegetables and 27
percent produce meat (see Graph 2). More
generally, the UNDP/ILO survey data indicate
that currently only 15 percent of Roma receive
earnings from agricultural activities, and 9
percent from construction related activities.
In all the other countries, these types of
activities are overshadowed by the response
‘did nothing—did not earn money during the
last 6 months.’ These figures underscore the
problem of access to productive resources,
specifically land, agricultural machinery, and
working capital.

The current heritage

Many of the problems affecting Roma
communities reflect transitions from pre-
industrial to industrial societies, and later to post-
industrial societies. CEE countries today are a
strange mix of elements from industrial societies
(e.g., economic structure, gross domestic
product per-capita, social assistance networks),
and developing world elements (marginalization
of entire communities, cases of extreme poverty,
high incidence of poverty-related diseases,
etc.). As seen from Box 4, the “developing world
segments” in CEE societies can be identified
by using such composite indicators as UNDP's
human development index, disaggregated by
ethnic groups.

This “industrialized countries” and “developing
world” mixture often precludes the direct
applicationof bestpracticesdevelopedinother
social environments. For example, approaches
to poverty alleviation that are effective in
developing countries may be less relevant in
CEE countries due to the “industrialized world
reality” of the background against which they
are implemented. In addition, many of these
countries are presently in the last phase of
nation building, with all the related patterns
and attitudes of exclusion and intolerance that
inevitably arise. That means that in the near
future, societies that are still completing the
process of national consolidation and nation-

9 Roma are often considered to be “the biggest loser” of transition, but determining which group is
“the biggest loser” is an extremely difficult task. In many respects, older citizens with drained savings
and small pensions, or people with disabilities having negligible income generation opportunities,
also seem to be big losers. Such groups often tend to be “invisible,” and as such receive less political
attention and advocacy opportunities. On the issue of “invisible minorities” see the section entitled
“Minorities other than ethnic” in UNDP Bulgaria 1998b: 71-72.
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state building will probably face rising tensions
related to Roma exclusion and rejection.

Being the “double losers” of transition,'” Roma
tend to view the current situation negatively
in comparison to “past memories.” This
“nostalgic” perception of current changes
(relevant for the society at large but especially
for the Roma) has been neglected during
the last decade. During the socialist period,
a significant part of the population in CEE
countries (including, to some extent, Roma)
essentially belonged to the middle class.
These groups had access to goods and services
typical for the middle class in industrial
societies (quality dental care, medical security,
personal cars, summer houses). Asked in
private, informal discussions what they miss
most from the socialist period, Roma often
answer “The opportunity to have a vacation
with the whole family with the majority
population in company tourist resorts.”2%
Such activities were tangible examples of
the integration of the Roma population
into majority populations. As transition has
significantly reduced the opportunity to
engage in such activities, survey data suggest
that most Roma currently assess their life 5 to
10 years ago as better than it is now (see the
responses in Graph 3, which are based on
the question, How is your life in comparison
to 5 years ago?). The graph shows that Roma
in all these countries believe that their life
has deteriorated since the inception of the
transition from socialism to capitalism.?'

It is not only Roma who are nostalgic for the
past, of course; majority groups also exhibit
significant amounts of nostalgia as well. Such
sentiments are probably not really nostalgia
for the past, but rather a longing for a safe
and predictable—although restricted—
past. Since non-Roma populations also
demonstrate similar nostalgia, the basic
correlation is most likely between the level
of inclusion in economic transformation

Box4. RomaHuman DevelopmentIndex:
Developing world fragments in industrialized societies

The material deprivation experienced by Roma and their limited development
opportunities can be measured by computing human development indexes
(HDIs) for Roma populations. Due to data inconsistencies (and, in many
countries, the absence of data disaggregated by ethnicity), the standard
methodology cannot be applied directly. Initial attempts have been made to
estimate HDIs for Roma living in Romania. These are crude estimates, but they
are consistent with other sources of information and case studies.

Life expectancy. Although mortality tables for the Roma population in
Romania are unavailable, life expectancy can be estimated on the basis of
the Roma infant mortality rate, which is roughly three times higher than the
national average. Roma mortality in the one to four years age group is also
several above the national average. When compared with other countries with
similar infant mortality trends, these trends suggest that a realistic estimate
for the average life expectancy is between 63 and 64 years. By contrast, the
overall Romanian life expectancy value is almost 70 years. The resulting life
expectancy index for Romanian Roma can therefore be taken as 0.64.

Education. Adult literacy among Romanian Roma isaround 72 percent. Although
dataontheaverage combined gross enrolment ratio are missing, expert estimates
place this at 35 percent. This yields a Roma education index of 0.60.

Gross domestic product (GDP). This is the major unknown factor. Studies
done on sub-national HDIs in Brazil and UNDP/ILO survey data on poverty and
income suggest that Roma per capita GDP is roughly one-third of the national
average (around $1,500—measured by a purchasing power parity method—
for Romania as a whole). This produces a Roma GDP index of 0.5.

Since the HDI for Romania as a whole in 2000 was 0.775, these estimates place
the HDI value for Roma in Romania at around 0.570. This is roughly comparable
to the 2000 HDI level recorded in Botswana (0.572). The uncertainties
surrounding this calculation suggest that a range of possible HDI values should
be considered. Use of such a range would place the HDI for Roma in Romania
between countries like Zimbabwe (0.551) and Swaziland (0.577).

Analysis by Dirk Westholf, independent consultant and demographer.

and the intensity of nostalgic sentiments.
Opportunities, rather than ethnic affiliation
per se, seem to be the primary determinant
of the presence/absence of such views. Being
among the groups most excluded from the
“transition benefits,” Roma are also among
the most nostalgic.

The emergence of a sense of “historical
injustice” is another aspect of the shrinking
former “socialist middle class.”?? Irrespective
of rational explanations about the
unsustainability of Soviet-type socialism,?3

20 Fieldwork reports, IMIR Archives 2001. On the importance of informal social networks (such as the
work collective) during socialism see World Bank 2000e: 32-33. On the sense of lost stability and

predictability see World Bank 1999a: 23-29.

21 The 10 years period was chosen as a “time horizon” because in most transition countries the
momentum of the old system (especially regarding social protection and state-subsidized

employment) remained in the early 1990s.

22 The shrinking of the former “socialist middle class” and its measurement in the case of Bulgaria were
comprehensively analysed in Raichev (ed.) 2000. The framework of this study could be applied to all

transitional countries.

23 Ensuring that human development prospects for the current generation are not advanced at the
expense of prospects for future generations is an important and often underestimated aspect of
sustainable development. A substantial part of the “socialist welfare” generated by the socialist
system was of a borrowed nature, and generated large external debts in Bulgaria, Romania, and

Hungary during the 1970s and 1980s.
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many people cannot come to terms with the
deterioration of their status and feel deprived.
These sentiments naturally generate
expectations that someone (the state, foreign
donors) should do something to improve the
situation. In Roma communities, where the
gap between memories of the “secure past”
and current deprivation is extremely large,
such expectations are quite high and are
susceptible to political manipulation.

State paternalism and weakened
community ties

Expectations of state paternalism are a
significant aspect of the current heritage,
and they need to be taken into consideration
when designing policies regarding Roma.
Through the socialist-era policies of
resettlement, ethnic intermingling, and
employment provision, Roma communities
became particularly reliant on social policy
to meet basic needs. By making Roma
populations reliant on state paternalism,
social policy weakened traditional family
solidarity, both within and between families.
As the data from the UNDP/ILO survey show
(see Graph 4), in all the countries, a significant
share of respondents (and in Bulgaria and
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Romania a definite majority) choose the
option, ‘Itis up to the state to solve problems,
we cannot do much’ when asked what is the
best way for people to solve their problems.
Individualist attitudes like, ‘Everyone should
take care of themselves,’ dominate only in
Hungary. Collectivist attitudes dominate in
the Czech Republic and Slovak Republic, with
most respondents choosing the option, ‘If
people have common problems, they should
approach them jointly, no matter what
ethnicity they are from.

State paternalism was the price paid for the
assimilation model of integration of Roma
communities pursued under socialism. It
was the flip side of the destroyed community
networks. This heritage and the related
decreasing ability of Roma communities
to support their members, is reflected in
the striking level of disagreement with the
statement ‘People should seek solutions to
their problems within their own ethnic group.’
Respondents from all countries, regardless
of their socioeconomic standing, provided
only 5 percent to 6 percent support for this
option. This response can also be interpreted
as indicating that people do not trust the
community’s capacity to deliver solutions.
The pessimistic aspect of this message is
related to the insufficient potential of the
communities to play the role of “actors of
change.” From a policy perspective, however,
even more important is the integration
potential of such attitudes. They suggest
that Roma are not focused primarily on
“closing” within their own ethnic identity, but
tend to look for solutions within integrated
approaches and are willing to cooperate with
the majorities.

For this reason, it was important to
investigate the role of the community?* from
a development perspective, and answer the
question, “To what extent can it promote
Roma involvement and participation?” These
are major issues regarding opportunities for
non-assimilative Roma participation. In order
to avoid biases, for example, in the form of
respondents reacting towhattheyassumeare
interviewer's expectations, the research team
adopted indirect methods for estimating the
extent to which Roma communities provide
rules, values, knowledge, assistance, security,
and the like. Educational processes are a
complexinteraction between the community

24 “Community” in this context is understood more as a source of informal ties, Roma tradition,
language and history and not as a form of local organization (such as community councils).
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(or the family) and educational institutions.
One survey question asked respondents to
select from a list of alternatives those skills
and practices they learned in the community
and not at school (summarized in Graph 5,
based on the question, You most likely have
some individual knowledge or skill, which
you did not learn in school but rather from
the community. Please select items from the
following list for which this is the case.).

The results show that the community plays
an important role as a knowledge provider
on Roma language and traditions, but less so
with regard to Roma history.2> Communities
are only an important provider of skills (such
as 'harvesting from nature’) in countries with
less advanced reforms, namely Bulgaria
and Romania. In all the countries (with a
slightly lower incidence in Hungary) Roma
communities are important sources of moral
values. The survey data show that the moral
hierarchy (moral values, respect for the elderly
and love of the country where the respondent
lives) is similar in all five countries.

This supports the assumption that Roma
communities play an important (and for
values—a major) role in the individual’s
development and socialization. Individual
beliefs and behaviours are unlikely to change
if community patterns do not change. The
ghetto however is also a community, and as
such it has a profound influence on individual
behavioural and socialization patterns. This
vicious circle can only be broken by policy
measures if both the community and the
individual are addressed simultaneously. The
success of development policies targeted at
vulnerable groups depends upon their ability
to address the incentives of the individual and
the community, as well as subjecting different
actors to performance-related competitive
pressure, in order to avoid creating “local
community monopolies.”

Inherited conditions, of course, varied from
country to country, with each having national
specifics regarding legal framework, strength
of market elements, and the like. However,
policies during the communist period in all
the CEE countries had some commonfeatures:
inclusion of Roma in socialist societies was
donein an assimilative and non-participatory

GRAPH 5
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way. After the system collapsed, consistent
policies regarding Roma were not pursued,
and governments responded on largely ad
hoc activities. Current efforts to develop
strategies to integrate Roma communities
face enormous difficulties because they are
rarely rooted in comprehensive visions of
CEE societies, visions that would include the
presence of, and a role for, the Roma.

The social impact of transition

The collapse of the socialist regimes in
Central and Eastern Europe during 1989-1990
had far-reaching implications for the Roma
living in these countries. These implications
were broadly similar across the CEE region,
reflecting the broadly similar challenges
posed by the post-communist economic
transition. Nonetheless, this transition did
not proceed in an identical fashion in each
CEE country during the 1990s, and these
differences have influenced the situations of
Roma communities in different countries in
different ways.

The Czech Repubilic is the wealthiest of the
countries examined in this report. Per-capita
gross domestic product (GDP) expressed
in purchasing-power-parity (PPP) terms in

2> |n order to control the length and complexity of the questionnaire, the survey did not distinguish
between the overall history of Roma in the European context and the history of Roma in a particular
country. This issue, being a part of the fast developing Roma self-consciousness, definitely deserves

additional attention and research.
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2000 was nearly $14,000, more than double
the levels reported in Bulgaria and Romania.
This relative wealth reflects historical factors:
the Czech lands prior to the World War Il were
among the richest in Europe. It also reflects
the fact that the Czech economy suffered
relatively little from the peaceful dissolution
of the Czechoslovak Federation in 1993, and
reported strong GDP growth during 1994-
1996. Czech policy makers also pioneered
the use of vouchers to privatize state-owned
enterprises (SOEs), which led to rapid growth
of the private sector (at least on paper) in the
early 1990s. This apparently rapid progress
in transition, combined with the low (2
percent to 3 percent) unemployment rates
recorded in the mid-1990s, led policy makers
to claim that the Czech transition had been
completed.

Such claims proved to be premature,
however. A currency crisis in May 1997
caused GDP to drop during 1997-1999, and
unemployment rose to above 9 percent
during this time. Strong owners did not
appear in many of the SOEs and banks, and
restructuring initiatives lagged. GDP growth
resumed during 2000-2002, but it did not
reach the levels recorded during 1994-1996,
and unemployment rates have stayed high.
The billions of dollars spent to recapitalize
Czech banks and bail out large companies
also created large fiscal deficits during 2000-
2002, limiting the government’s ability to
pursue ambitious social policy measures.
Unlike neighbouring Slovak Republic and
Poland, GDP in the Czech Republic in 2002
remained below its 1990 level. Still, thanks to
the Czech Republic’s relatively high levels of
income and employment, Czech Roma are on
average the wealthiest in the CEE countries.

Bulgaria differs from the Czech case in a
number of respects. Bulgarian per-capita
GDP in 2000 was only $5,700 (in PPP terms),
and Bulgaria has not been regarded as a
leader in transition. GDP in 2000 had fallen to
about half of its 1990 level, and the country
suffered ruinous inflations during the early
1990s and again in 1996-1997. A large foreign
debt inherited from the socialist period
combined with weak restructuring in the
enterprise and banking sectors to depress
foreign investment, further contributing to
Bulgaria’s economic problems. Restructuring
took hold, the foreign debt was rescheduled,
and economic growth returned, following

the 1997 elections. But privatisation and
restructuring initiatives kept unemployment
rates in the vicinity of 18 percent to 20
percent during 2000-2002, making the
socio-economic position of the Roma (and
other marginalized groups) increasingly
untenable. The UNDP/ILO data suggest that
Roma unemployment rates at the end of 2001
in Bulgaria were above 50 percent, the second
highest of the five countries surveyed. The
survey data also indicate that more than half
of the children in Bulgarian Roma households
experience  severe undernourishment,
bordering on starvation.

Asin Bulgaria, significant attempts at economic
restructuring in Romania did not begin until the
second half of the 1990s, following the 1996
elections. The restructuring and privatisation
initiatives begunin that year, combined with the
challenges of reducing large fiscal and external
deficits, caused GDP to contract by some 15
percent during 1997-1999. Unemployment
rates doubled during this time (from 6 percent
toas much as 12 percent), exacerbating poverty
problems. A strong economic recovery took
hold during 2001-2002: GDP grew by some 10
percentduring this time, helped by large inflows
of foreign direct investment. Unemployment
declined only slightly, however (to between 8
percentand 9 percent), while poverty remained
an acute concern. The UNDP/ILO data indicate
that more than 40 percent of the children in
Romanian Roma households experience severe
undernourishment, bordering on starvation.

Alone in the region, policy makers in
Hungary during the first half of the 1990s
focused extensively on attracting foreign
direct investment, in order to privatise
and restructure SOEs and to pay down the
unsustainable foreign debt inherited from
the socialist period. These efforts paid off
handsomely during the second half of the
1990s: Hungary’s GDP during 1997-2001
grew by 25 percent, and the unemployment
rate dropped below 6 percent. Some major
successes were also recorded during this
time in attracting FDI to the country’s
depressed eastern regions, where many of
Hungary’s Roma communities are located.
But despite this, large east-west regional
imbalances continue to plague the country.
Recent studies indicate that the strong
growth recorded during 1997-2001 did not
significantly reduce poverty.?® As in the
Czech Repubilic, large fiscal deficits appeared

26 On poverty dynamics in Hungary see: Towards eliminating human poverty. Human Development

Report for Hungary, 2000/2001 (upcoming).
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in Hungary during 2001-2002, which limit
possible increases on social spending in the
future.

Slovak Republic is the only one of the five
CEE countries considered in this report in
which GDP in 2002 exceeded levels of ten
years earlier. This largely reflects the rapid
economic growth recorded during the mid-
1990s, but this growth was made possible
by unsustainably large fiscal and external
deficits. Growth slowed, and unemployment
rose sharply, following the adoption of a
macroeconomic stabilization program and
accelerated privatisation and restructuring
initiatives in 1998. Unemployment rates
settled into the 18 percent to 19 percent
range during 2000-2002, as the prosperity
that took hold in Bratislava failed to spread
to depressed regions in central and eastern
areas of the Slovak Republic. The UNDP/ILO
data show that Roma unemployment rates in
Slovak Republic are around 70 percent—the
highest in the five countries surveyed. While
these high rates reflect weak labour market
conditions generally, they also stem from the
strong work disincentives that are built into
Slovak Republic’s social welfare system. Not
surprisingly, local government officials from
regions with large Roma communities are in
the forefront of social policy reform efforts in
Slovak Repubilic.

Main conclusions of Chapter 1

Anti-Roma sentiments are neither unique
to Central or Eastern Europe, nor are they
a transition phenomenon. They should
be approached in a broader conceptual
framework in which issues of nation building
and consolidation of nation states are intrinsic
parts.

Roma populations in the CEE region have
traditionally engaged in non-agrarian
activities, and made their livelihoods by
entering into commercial relationships
with the agrarian societies of the majority
populations. Complementarities between
traditional Roma nomadic lifestyles vis-a-vis
majority agrarian societies eroded during the

course of industrialization. As the demand
for traditional Roma skills declined, Roma
communities increasingly became a source
of cheap labour to quickly- expanding, heavy
industries.

Class, rather than ethnicity, was viewed as the
primary social cleavage during the communist
period. Class-formation processes were
seen as being of primary significance, and
attempts were made within this framework to
“melt” individual and ethnic distinctiveness
into a homogeneous working class. Working
class homogenisation was seen as key to
the inclusion of ethnic minorities, and was
expected to eradicate ethnic distinctions.
The results however were dubious. On the
one hand, the Roma under communism were
better off in virtually every aspect relevant for
human development, although this progress
came at the cost of lost traditional cultural
and economic patterns. This improvement,
however, was unsustainable, as was the
economic growth during the socialist period.

In addition, many community ties
were fragmented or destroyed by the
industrialization, urbanization, and explicitly
assimilative social engineering of the socialist
experiment, and were rarely replaced by
majority patterns of behaviour and living.

CEE countries today are a strange mixture
of elements from industrial societies (e.g.
economic structure, GDP per-capita, social
assistance networks) and developing
world elements (marginalization of entire
communities, cases of extreme poverty,
high incidence of poverty-related diseases,
etc.). The “developing world” segments of
CEE societies are predominantly made up of
Roma.

Despite the ambiguous impact of the central
planning period on Roma, they tend to view
their current situation negatively in comparison
to that period, when a significant part of the
population in CEE countries (including Roma)
essentially belonged to the middle class.

Being degraded to the poorest strata today,
they tend to perceive the current economic
setbacks through a nostalgic lens.




CHAPTER 2

Demography and social structures

All countries in the CEE region are being
pressured by the European Union (EU) to
tackle Roma issues. Responses to these
pressures are complicated by the absence
of basic information about these people.
For one thing, there are no firm data on the
actual size of Roma populations in the region.
This leaves the magnitude of the region’s
“Roma problem” unclear and creates risks in
interpreting and generalizing from the data
that are available.

This is the reason why Roma populations are
usually much larger than what are officially
registered during censuses. Roma often avoid
identifying themselves as Roma, in order
to escape prejudice (or being stigmatised).
Determining to what extent this is the case was
one of the explicit objectives of the survey.

Investigating the demographic patterns of
Roma groups was another objective. Are
they gradually converging toward majority
family models or do they tend to follow
the traditional patterns? Finally, due to the
importantimpact on other aspects of human
development opportunities, it was important
to address the issue of early marriages and
theirincidence.

Problems of demographic
measurement

A number of factors both complicate the task
of determining the size of Roma populations
and suggest that official demographic data
systematically undercount Roma. The first
reason reflects the desire to avoid the “ghetto
stigma,” especially in countries where the word
“Roma” has become synonymous with poverty,
marginalization, and exclusion. This hypothesisis
supported by the results of the UNDP/ILO survey,
which indicate that more affluent respondents

are less willing to identify themselves as Roma.?’
Fears of anti-Roma discrimination in the labour
market, and in education and health systems, are
a second reason. This is one of the reasons why
unemployment registries in CEE countries do not
track ethnicity.?®

Measurement difficulties also stem from the
fact that, in social surveys, Roma populations
(especially when Roma communities are
relatively small and living among other
minority populations) tend to identify
themselves as affiliated with local ethnic or
religious majorities (“local majorities” are not
necessarily national majorities; they could
be other minority groups concentrated in a
certain region). In Bulgaria, Roma living in
areas populated primarily by ethnic Turks
tend to identify themselves as Turks, even
though they may not speak Turkish. This may
be seen as another aspect of the desire to
escape the ghetto stigma.

These difficulties notwithstanding, such data
are desperately needed in order to design
appropriate policies to address Roma issues.
The first step probably should be reaching a
consensus on major affiliation criteria. Should
affiliation be based solely on individual self-
identification? Or should additional markers,
such as cultural identity, behavioural patterns,
traditions, and language be applied? From a
political perspective, this issue is addressed by
article 32 of the Document of the Copenhagen
Meeting of the Conference of Human
Dimension of the Council for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (5 June-29 July 1990),
which explicitly states that “to belong to a
national minority is a matter of a persons [sic]
individual choice and no disadvantage may
arise from the exercise of such choice.”?® But
for various reasons, including the desire to
avoid stigmatization, self-identification is often

27 This largely depends on the specific country context, field of professional affiliation, belonging to
specific Roma group, etc., and is not a general rule. In many cases the opposite trend is observed: the
revival of Roma identity, and the growing pride of being Roma that is manifested by prominent Roma

individuals. See for example Goldston 2002.

28 On the complexity of the issue of ethnically desegregated data, see: round table discussion “Roma
and Statistics” organized in May 2000 by the Council of Europe and the Project on Ethnic Relations
(CoE 2000f); Haug Werner, Statistics on minorities between science and politics in Haug Werner,
Compton Paul, Courgage Youssef. 2000, vol. 1; Krizsan Andrea, 2001.

29 See CSCE 1990.
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Box 5. Whois a Roma?

Roma ethnicity is a fluid concept. Strong assimilationist policies during the
Habsburg and socialist periods diminished the salience of Roma ethnicity,
while the post-communist transition seems to have increased it. Moreover,
the Roma themselves are highly heterogeneous, and are viewed as a unitary
group only by outsiders.

Recent survey data from a project supervised by Emigh and Szelenyi
illustrative the difficulties in answering the “Who is a Roma?” question. The
proportion of the respondents in Bulgaria, Hungary, and Romania identified
as Roma by the interviewers is higher than the proportion of the respondents
identifying themselves as Roma in these countries. Self-identification as
Roma by survey respondents is virtually always accepted by interviewers.
While at first glance that may seem obvious, this pattern does not hold true
for such minorities as Turks in Bulgaria, Hungarians in Romania, or Ukrainians
in Russia. The same holds for self-identification with majority groups
(Bulgarians in Bulgaria, Hungarians in Hungary, Romanians in Romania,
Russiansin Russia). For example, over half of the survey respondents in Russia
who identified themselves as Ukrainian were not classified as Ukrainian by
interviewers. Contradiction of survey respondents’ self-identification almost
never happens with Roma. This suggests that interviewers perceive Roma
to be such a stigmatized group that no one would claim to be Roma if s/he
were not.

To a far greater degree than for other ethnicities, interviewers classified
survey respondents as Roma who do not self-identify as such. The Emigh
and Szelenyi survey shows that other social and economic factors affect
interviewers’ perceptions of ethnicity (apart from declared self-identity).
One such factor is income: respondents in the bottom half of the income
distribution are more than twice as likely to be classified as Roma. Education
also has a strong effect: those with only an elementary school education or
less are almost three times as likely to be classified as Roma compared to
those with more schooling. Livingin alarge household ora Roma settlement
also increases the likelihood of being categorized as Roma.

These results support the interpretation that, as a racially stigmatized group,
the Roma'’s status is ascribed externally, by others. Outsiders tend to classify
individuals as Roma based on such social characteristics as whether they are
poor, uneducated, and live in large households. However, such factors are not
significant predictors of interviewer classifications of other ethnic minorities
(Turks, Hungarians, Ukrainians), suggesting that these other groups’ ethnic
boundaries are not similarly demarcated by socio-economic characteristics.
This suggests that the criteria for identifying the highly stigmatised Roma
differ from those used to identify other ethnic groups.

These results illustrate that much more research is needed to clarify who the
Roma are. Theyalso suggest that the causality between poverty and ethnicity
needs to be examined. Social scientists should be wary of perpetuating
stereotypes by conflating Roma ethnicity with economic hardship and
discrimination, thereby inadvertently compounding their stigmatization

Box prepared by Rebecca Jean Emigh and based on: Patricia Ahmed, Cynthia
Feliciano, Rebecca Jean Emigh, “Ethnic Classification in Eastern Europe,” American
Sociological Association Annual Meetings, Los Angeles, CA, August 2001.

30 CoE 1995a: 3.

31 CoE 1995b: 5.
32

amended with “experts’ estimates” or with
“linguistic markers.” This broader approach
was reflected in the Framework Convention for
the Protection of National Minorities (Article 3
paragraph 1), which states that “every person
belonging to a national minority shall have the
right freely to choose to be treated or not to be
treated as such.”° The explanatory report to
the Convention further states that “Paragraph
| ... does notimply a right for an individual to
choose arbitrarily to belong to any national
minority. The individual’s subjective choice is
inseparably linked to objective criteria relevant
to the person’s identity.”’

These objective criteria refer primarily
to cultural and behavioural dimensions
of individual identity. These markers
complement ethnic self-identification with
opinions of professionals working with
Roma or with Roma issues (teachers, social
workers, doctors, police etc.) or opinions of
the interviewers (whether of market research
or scientific studies).

In addition to this “extended self-
determination”  approach  to  ethnic
identification, a second approach—identity
imposed by social context—also exists, and
affects Roma in particular (Box 5). This identity
isimposed by the surrounding majority culture
(which may be another minority in the broader
society).32 Within the imposed identity pattern,
a person from a distinct group is not regarded
as an individual with individual characteristics
(education, income, etc.), but instead as a
carrier of group characteristics. According to
these views, it does not matter how educated
a Roma may be: being Roma automatically
implies illiteracy. Imposed identification is a
major factor behind refusals to self-identify as
Roma.?

These problems notwithstanding, credible
estimates indicate that some 8 million Roma
live in Europe, 70 percent of whom live in
Central and Eastern Europe and the Balkans.34
Roma populationsin the five countries covered
in this report are estimated as follows:

This is the case of the Bulgarian Turks, a minority in Bulgaria but a majority in certain areas of the

country. The population in these areas often refuses to ascribe non-Roma identity to Roma living
in the same neighbourhood, even if they have acquired all the characteristics (religious affiliation,
language, political voting patterns) of the local majority. For more details see Tomova 1995: 20.

33 Ontheissue of identities see also Hancock 1998.

34 Inthis section data from the national teams and the Fact Sheets of the European Roma Rights Center
are used (online access http://errc.org/publications/factsheets/numbers.shtml). For the approximate
(minimum and maximum) numbers of the estimated Roma populations in the five countries see

Table B13in Annex 3 part B.
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Romania. Official data (1992 census)
count 409,723 Roma, or 1.8 percent of the
population. Different expert estimates
(Institute for Research of the Quality of
Life, 1998) place this figure at around 1.5
million, or 6.5 percent of the population.
Other estimates report between 1.4
million and 2.5 million Roma, making this
group the largest Roma population in
Europe and possibly the world.

Bulgaria. Official data (2001 census®?)
report 365,797 people of Roma identity
or 4.7 percent of the population. Different
experts’ estimates (data from sociological
polls, labour offices, social assistance
service, Ministry of Interior) vary between
600,000 and 750,000, without showing
essential changes over the last years.

Hungary. The 1990 Hungarian census
reported that 142,683 Hungarians were
Roma, the 2001 census registered 190,046
Roma in the country.3® Roma groups and
NGOs put this number between 400,000
and 500,000, and sometimes go as high
as 800,000. The sample survey generally
recognized as the most systematic
attempt to calculate inter alia the size of
the Roma population was undertaken in
1993/94, and estimated that on 1 January
1994, there were 456,646 Roma living in
Hungary (a little under 5 percent of the
population).?’

Slovak Republic. Official data (2001 census)
report 89,920 people of Roma identity, or
1.7 percent of the population.?® However,
the London-based Minority Rights Group
NGO estimates the number to be 480,000
to 520,000, or 9 percent to 10 percent of
the total population. This would make the
Roma the second largest minority in the
Slovak Republic, after the Hungarians.

Czech Republic. According to official data
(2001 census), the number of Roma is
11,718, sharply below the 1991 census figure
of 32,903.3° Different experts’ estimates vary
between 160,000 and 300,000 (Liégeois
1994). The Minority Rights Group estimates

35
36
37
38
39
40

4
42

http://www.nsi.bg/Census/Census-i.htm

the numberto be 275,000 (2.5 percentto 2.9
percent of the population).

Birth rates and demographic trends

Roma birth rates across the region are higher
than those of majority populations, although
this difference varies across countries
(see Tables B1 and B2 in Annex 3). Higher
birth rates reflect the Roma demographic
characteristics and reproduction behaviour,
which are related to socio-economic status.
That is one of the most important reasons
why Roma families have traditionally been
large.*® The data from the UNDP/ILO survey
suggest that, in all the countries, except
Bulgaria, Roma households average 3 to 4
children (see Graph 6). Likewise, the number
of children per Roma mother is higher than
the number of children per majority mother
across the region. In the Czech Republic,
married Roma women with children had on
average 5 children at the end of reproductive
age (in the 45 to 49 age group), while the
corresponding figure for Czech women was
only 2.17 children.*' In poor Roma settlements
in Slovak Republic, the number of children
per family reaches 7.8.42 In Romania, the total

GRAPH 6
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Kemény etal., 1994.

http://www.statistics.sk/webdata/english/census2001/tab/tab3a.htm.
http://www.czso.cz/eng/figures/4/41/410101/data/tab41.xls

“The social status of a Roma in his community is enhanced through creating his own family and
producing more children, and this is one of the highest traditional values in Roma culture.” Tomova:

1995, 37.
Kalibova 1999: 105
Filadelfiova and Guran, 1997.
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fertility rate (births per woman) for Roma is
2.6, compared to 1.2 for Romanian and 1.3 for
Hungarian women.*® These trends make the
shape of age pyramids for Roma minorities
similar to their shapes in developing countries
(as seen from Graph 7, based on population
data from the National Statistical Offices
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Males |

Females

age
[$)]
o
[$)]
ey

100

Based on Kalibova 2000: p. 179.

50 0 50

100

150

Population in thousands

Roma
demographics
have substantial
labour force
and other
socio-economic
consequences

regarding the Roma population in Eastern
Europe).

These demographic patterns explain why
Roma populations are very young. The aging
index (number of people over 65 per 100
people below 15) for Roma is 15. For total
populations in all the countries, this figure
reached 50, with the highest levels recorded
in Bulgaria, Hungary, and the Czech Republic.
The median age for Roma is 19.3 years,
compared to 33.6 for the overall population.**
Major scenarios of the increase of the Roma
population, based on available data on
demographics in Hungary, Romania and
Slovak Republic, are summarized in Tables
B14,B15 and B16 in Annex 3, Section B.

Roma demographics are not just about
population growth: they will have substantial
labour force and other socio-economic

4 ARSPMS 2001: 34,

consequences in the region during the next
10 to 15 years. If significant improvements in
Roma access to education are not achieved
soon, labour forces in Central and Eastern
Europe by 2015 (when these countries
expect to be EU members) will have large
and growing unskilled and uneducated
components. This will generate significant
amounts of structural unemployment in
these countries—an issue that is discussed
in more detail below. As Table 1 shows, the
share of Roma in the 0 to 15 age group is
roughly double the share of Roma in the
overall population.

At first glance, the data for different countries
are markedly different. It seems that only
Bulgaria and perhaps Romania could
experience rapid growth in the unskilled
labour force during the next 10 to 15 years.
But Bulgaria is among the countries where
the discrepancy between the registered and
estimated numbers of the Roma population
is lowest. Also, in all three countries the
share of Roma populations in the youngest
age cohorts is roughly double the share
for the total Roma population. In any case,
if current conditions of socio-economic
marginalization and inadequate education
persist, in 10 to 15 years substantial parts of
the labour force (today’s population in the 5
to 15 year age cohort) in CEE countries may be
virtually unemployable. This potential threat
should be addressed today.

High Roma birth rates illustrate how different
aspects of Roma life patterns could be both
a benefit and a problem. Currently, majority
populations perceive these high birth rates
mostly as a problem (“Roma will overwhelm
us”). On the other hand, high birth rates are
exactly what ageing European societies need
for labour force growth and socio-economic
vitality. The problem is not the birth rates
per se, but rather providing development
opportunities and quality education for
current and future Roma generations, so that
Roma can contribute to the societies to which
they belong.

44 “Median age” is defined as the age of the person in the middle of the total population arranged in
order of magnitude. See Kalibova 2000: 180-181. Available data however suggest that the number
of children in Roma families is beginning to decline. According to a 2001 survey conducted by A.S.A.
(commissioned by UNDP Bulgaria), reproductive attitudes of Roma are converging toward the “two
child model” preferred by Bulgarians and Turks. 51.1 percent of Roma surveyed preferred two children.
On the other hand, 25.4 percent of Roma respondents would like to have three children, while only 14.7
percent of Turkish and 11.7 percent of Bulgaria respondents expressed a preference for three children

(Mihailov 2001a).



Demography and social structures

Table 1
Share of Roma population in young er age groups
Bulgaria Slovak Republic Romania
Al AllRoma Al AllRoma Al AllRoma**
population | Number Z?;gf:lt population | Number F:)?;Ziglt population* | Number F:)?;Ziglt
Total 7,781,369 365,160 4.69 5,398,657 91,284 1.7 22,408,393 | 409,723 1.8
0-4 305,069 35,987 11.80 291,630 7,544 2.6 1,135,506 38,855 34
5-9 375,390 40,042 10.67 366,408 11,173 3.0 1,198,739 43,439 3.6
10-14 487,192 44,388 9.1 411,336 11,857 29 1,651,378 56,463 34
15-19 522,624 38,990 746 447,766 10,756 24 1,623,469 47,295 29
20-24 563,224 35,663 6.33 475,444 9,610 2.0 1,924,862 46,859 24
25-29 554,587 32,622 5.88 419,220 8,456 2.0 1,854,851 35,581 19
Source:

For Bulgaria: Population census, 1.03.2001 (based on the 2 percent of the census results), Available on the Internet at

http://www.nsi.bg/Census/Census-i.htm

For Slovak Republic: SU SR, 2000: Bilancia pohybu obyvatelstva podla ndrodnostiv SR - 1999
For Romania: * - 2001 Population Census; ** - Estimated breakdown based on the 1992 population census number of Roma population
(409,723) and age structure of the extended database (5836 persons) from the December 2001 survey.

Early marriages
and family hierarchies

Early marriages and the almost complete
absence of contraceptive practices also
contribute to the large number of children
in Roma families. In the case of Bulgaria,
most Roma marriages occur in the 15 to 20
age group, and marriages before the age
of 15 are not rare. According to 1995 IMIR
research data, 40 percent of the Roma marry
before reaching the age of 16, 32 percent
marry at the age of 17 to 18, and 22 percent
marry between the ages of 19 and 22.% The
situation is similar in Romania: 35 percent of
married Roma women started their wedded
life when they were 16, 17 percent at 17 to
18 years, and 26 percent between 19 and 22.
Only 8 percent of marriages were concluded
after this age interval (Institute for Quality of
Life, 1998).

These data are mirrored in the results of the
regional UNDP/ILO survey, which show that,
in four of the five countries, 33 percent to 47
percent of respondents in the 16 to 19 age
cohort are married (see Graph 8, which shows
the share of respondents stating ‘married’ or
‘living with a partner’). The share of married
in the 20 to 24 year old age group is generally
at 68 percent to 78 percent; only in the Czech
Republicis it smaller (54 percent).

45 IMIR Archives, 2000.

Growing numbers of so-called “custom
law” marriages, at the expense of formal
civic marriages, are another important
demographic tendency in Roma
communities. In contrast to the Anglo-Saxon
legal tradition, custom law marriages are
not “common law” marriages and are not
recognized by the state as legally binding.
“Custom” means that the couple is viewed
as married by the community, relatives
and their own—but not in the eyes of the
administration.

GRAPH 8
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Table2
Number of Roma children and parental education
Level of education achievement
. Noor . Incomplete | Secondary
incomplete Primary .
. . secondary education
primary education ) .
. education and higher
education
No children 8 9 15 21
1 child 10 10 13 16
2 children 15 22 22 30
3 children 18 24 23 16
4 children 19 14 13 7
5 children 1 10 6 3
6 children 6 4 2
7 children 1 0
8 children 1 1 0
9 ormore 3 2 5
Total (percent) 100 100 100 100

Percent of Roma parents with various number of children categorized by level of
education achievement
Source: UNDP/ILO regional survey

The link between
education levels
and the number

of children
underscores the
importance of
family planning

The numbers of unmarried mothers, divorced
women, and comparatively young widows
who bring up their children alone have
also increased. In Slovak Republic in 1993,
46 percent of children were born to Roma
mothers living out of wedlock, and this share
has been increasing since then. Large numbers
of these births were to very young mothers (20
percentof these children were born to mothers
under 18 years of age, and for 13.2 percent of
those mothers these births were not their first
delivery). Women under 19 give birth to about
40 percent of all children born out of wedlock.
Most of these young Roma mothers have only
basic education or vocational training.* These
figures contrast sharply with national averages
(see Tables B3, B4 and B7 in Annex 3).

The regional UNDP/ILO survey data show a
correlation between the number of children,
years of education completed, and living
standards.*’” Of people with ‘five and more
children,’ 45 percent have none orincomplete
primary education; 38 percent—primary; 15

46 Filadelfiova and Guran, 1997.

percent—incomplete secondary education;
and only 2 percent—secondary education
or higher. In the group with 3 to 4 children
those with primary education dominate, but
the correlation between large numbers of
children and low education is evident here as
well (see Table 2).

The link between education levels and
number of children underscores the
importance of educating girls and young
women to increase their awareness of
reproductive health and family planning.
Data on this issue are scarce, but a number
of different sources outline the negative
impact of tradition and cultural patterns
in this regard. In traditional Roma families,
husbands and mothers-in-law are often the
main opponents of the use of diaphragms
and contraceptive pills.*® Abortion therefore
remains the “universal means” for family
planning for many Roma. Of those women
who have had abortions in the past, almost
two thirds report having had more than
five during their reproductive period.
Data from Romania indicate that the use
of contraceptives among Roma is not
widespread. Men rarely use condoms, and
among Roma women family planning is
known and used with less frequency than in
the overall population. Research conducted
by the Institute of Quality of Life in 1998
indicated that 14 percent of Roma women
at fertile ages used contraceptive methods,
while the percent of women in the overall
population using contraception was over 4
times higher (57 percent in 1993). 23 percent
of Roma women interviewed declared that
they did not possess the knowledge needed
to use contraceptive methods. In Romania
in 1999 the total induced abortion rate for
women aged 15-44 was 4.6 per 1000 Roma
women, compared to 2.1 for Romanians and
1.2 for ethnic Hungarians.*® (For national
averages and trends in abortion rates, see
tables B8 and B9 in Annex 3.%9)

On the other hand, data from UNDP/ILO
survey suggest that substantial changes
are emerging in Roma family hierarchies
and roles. The traditional family hierarchy

47 On the positive correlation between the number of children in the household and poverty risks, see

World Bank 2000e: 85-87.
48 Tomova 1995:42.
49 ARSPMS 2001: 65.

50 In the regional survey the issue of family planning and contraceptive use was not approached
because of the complexity of the questionnaire. Special research on the issue is definitely necessary.
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features men as heads of households. When,
however, respondents were asked, Who keeps
the money in your household? the responses
were, ‘women more than men,’ and ‘mothers
more than fathers.” Only in a small number
of households did mothers play a smaller
role than fathers. This underscores the
important family roles played by women
and wives, roles that have not been formally
acknowledged (Table 3). While women in
many cultures manage the money even
while men are seen as head of the household,
in the case of the Roma it may be evidence
of a changing pattern.’’ Women seem to
have a stronger participatory role in family
decision-making than would appear to be
the case on the surface. This has important
implications for projects being developed in
Roma communities. To be successful, projects
should be gender sensitive, taking their role
into account and promoting the broad
participation and involvement of women.

Responses to the question, How are important
decisions taken in your family? give additional
information on gender relations within
Roma families. The “paternalistic” option?
in which ‘the head of the household decides’
received less than one-quarter support
across the region. The highest incidence was
in Romania—36 percent—and the lowest
was in Hungary—16 percent. Most of the
respondents (44 percent) chose, ‘The head of
the household together with his/her spouse
decides’ (63 percent in Hungary and 32
percent in the Czech Republic). The option,
‘In the decision-making all members except
the children participate,’ received the most
support in the Czech Republic (24 percent).
There are no substantial discrepancies in
responses broken by gender: the “joint
decision making” options are almost equally
supported by both men and women (48
percent and 47 percent, respectively).

Main conclusions of Chapter 2

This chapter shows that the simple question,
“Who is Roma?,” does not have a simple
answer. Different affiliation criteria can

Table 3
Family hierarchies
Whois the head of your | Who is keeping the money
household? in your household?
Gender of the Gender of the respondent
respondent
Male Female Male Female
Myself 88 23 53 61
My wife/husband 5 71 39 32
My father 4 2 2 1
My mother 1 1 2 1
My grandfather 0 0 0
My grandmother 3
:C»\c,)vr;;\gbody else 1 1 1 1
N/r 1 0 0 0
Total (percent) 100 100 100 100

The table summarizes responses from respondents identified as married or with a
partner. It does notinclude single, divorced, or widowed respondents.

Source: UNDP/ILO regional survey.

be used and each will produce different
results. However, reliable demographic data
are needed for reliable assessments of the
magnitude of the problems facing the Roma,
and of the resources necessary for their
solution. These data are not always available.

Reproduction patterns in Roma populations
are among the most sensitive demographic
questions. The issue is not limited to the fact
that Roma families are large and young; the
causes and consequences of these trends—
including early marriages and the near
total absence of contraception, other than
abortion—must be analysed, as well.

ILO/UNDP survey data indicate that Roma
women play significant roles in family
decision-making. This has important
implications for practical measures to
improve the situation of Roma communities:
to be successful, projects should take these
roles into consideration and promote broad
participation and involvement of women.

51 Onthe situation of Roma women see the report “Young Roma/Gypsy Women: Twice Discriminated,”
prepared by the Forum of European Roma Young People, 1999.

52 In this context “paternalistic” means traditionalist elderly and male-dominated hierarchies,
rather than state paternalism as an element of the post-socialist heritage, as was analysed in the

introductory chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

Employment and unemployment

Reduced employment opportunities are
generally perceived as a major human
development  challenge  for  Roma.
Because significant problems with existing
employment data can generate arbitrary
interpretations and ungrounded conclusions,
employment issues were a high priority
addressed by the UNDP/ILO survey. For
example, Roma unemployment is often
reported to reach 95 to 100 percent. These
assumptions, however, do not take into
consideration involvement in the informal
sector, which is often not perceived as
“employment.” That is why quantitative
information on the real magnitude of
unemploymentand the types of employment
was crucial in the research.

Another important aspect related to
employment was ethnic discrimination in
the labour market and its relationship to the
low competitiveness of the Roma labour
force. Where does low competitiveness end
and discrimination begin as a cause of Roma
unemployment? Finally, the issue of traditional
skills as possible source of employment
opportunities was explicitly addressed. Do
Roma perceive them as marketable in a global
economy and if yes, what types of skills?

The magnitude of unemployment

Employment and labour income problems are
usually ranked highest among the problems
“seriously affecting” Roma households. The
UNDP/ILO survey data indicate that, in the five
CEE countries examined here, it is only in the
Czech Republic that Roma concerns about
labour market discrimination exceed overall
employment and economic questions. This
in itself may reflect the relatively low levels of
Roma unemploymentin the Czech Republic, as
comparedtoothercountries. Askedtoassessthe
magnitude of different problems affecting their
household, respondentsin all five countries rate
employment and economic hardship as being
of highest importance. As seen from Table 4,

concerns about unemployment and economic
hardship in almost all the countries exceed
concerns about “discrimination in access to
employment.”

Unemployment levels are difficult to assess
for several reasons. First, exact Roma
population numbers are not known. Second,
unemployment registries usually do not
maintain ethnically disaggregated statistics.
Third, the concept of “unemployment”
may have different interpretations for
different  people. Respondents often
understand “employment” as having a
“steady job"—in other words stable wage
or self-employment. But according to the
standard ILO definition, an unemployed
person is one who is willing, able and actively
seeking work. In some circumstances, the
third criterion (actively seeking work)>3 is

Respondents
often understand
“employment” as
having a “steady
wage job” and not
as involvement

in any form
ofincome
generation

Table 4
Ranking of problems facing Roma

BG cz HUN RO SK
Unemployment 1.1 1.6 1.5 1.2 1.4
Economic hardship 1.1 1.8 1.4 1.2 1.5
Discrimination in access to 14 16 17 18 25
employment
Unclear housing regulation 23 21 29 16 20
status
lelFed access to social 20 23 22 17 24
services
Lack of educational 20 | 23 | 25 | 20 | 26
opportunities
Crime 2.0 2.3 2.7 2.1 2.6
Restricted possibilities for free 25 25 27 21 26
movement
Loose family ties 24 2.6 2.7 2.3 29
Lack of respect for the old 25 26 )8 22 29
people

Source: UNDP/ILO regional survey. Based on the question Which of the following
problems are seriously affecting you and household? Respondents were asked to assess
the magnitude of the problem on a scale 1-3 where 1 means ‘a major problem,’ 2 - ‘this
isa problem but not serious’and 3 —‘'not a problem at all.’ Values in the table are the
mean score for each option. Different options in the table are ranked by regional
averages (mean values for each option for the whole sample in the five countries).

33 The use of the active job search behaviour in defining unemployment has also been brought into
question by empirical work by Micklewright and Nagy (2002) in Hungary.
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Box 6. Roma on the Hungarian labour market

The social integration of low-skilled workers has become a global social
problem. The changes in employment and labour market trends in
Hungary during the 1990s had a particularly dramatic impact on the
Roma in that country. Two thirds of the jobs that they had occupied under
the socialist system were wiped out during the transition. According to
data produced by the national Roma survey in 1993, 57,000 Roma were
unemployed in that year, yielding an unemployment rate of nearly 50
percent (compared to 13 percent for the non-Roma population). The
57,000 Roma who were registered as unemployed constituted 9 percent of
the total registered unemployed. According to a survey conducted by NEO-
Autonémia in May 2002 (based on local job centre data from May 2001), in
2001 registered Roma unemployed numbered between 55,000 and 58,500.
While this figure constituted 15 percent to 17 percent of the total number
of unemployed, only 8 percent of those receiving unemployment benefits
were Roma. Thisimbalance probably reflects the long-term nature of Roma
unemployment, as many unemployed workers exceeded the period of
eligibility for receiving benefits. The share of Roma among those receiving
“post-benefit support was 16 percent, while Roma comprised 14 percent of
“unassisted registered unemployed” group. The survey also indicated that
Roma were over-represented in the group participating in various public
works programs: 14 percent of those involved in large public works projects,
and 19 percent of those involved in local public works, were Roma.

These data point to two basic facts. First, although (registered)
unemployment rates fell, the proportion of Roma in total unemployment
nearly doubled between 1993 and 2001. Unemployed Roma workers
have dramatically fewer chances than non-Roma workers for entering
or re-entering the Hungarian labour market. The data also show that a
smaller portion of unemployed Roma workers actually receive official
labour market assistance than do non-Roma workers.

Hungary’s overall population is shrinking, and the share of the population
comprised of working-aged individuals is falling. The demographic
currents among Hungarian Roma run sharply counter to these trends:
the population of Hungarian Roma grew from an estimated 500,000
in 1993 to 570,000-620,000 in 2001, and the working-aged population
grew as well. If (as is suggested by the above data) Roma unemployment
rates have not fallen sharply, then a smaller proportion of the inactive
Roma population in 2001 was classified as unemployed—and received
unemployment benefits—than in 1993.

All these are reasons for higher dependency of Roma on central transfers,
constituting 22 percent of those receiving social benefits. This suggests
that a sustainable solution for Roma unemployment is still to be found
and in the mid-term this population will have to rely largely on state-
funded employment and income-generation schemes.

Box prepared by Autonémia Foundation, Hungary, based on: Kemény Istvan (ed.)
Aromdk/cigdnyok és a ldthatatlan gazdasdg. Osiris - MTA Kisebbségkutaté Mihely,
2000; Kertesi, Gabor. “Cigany foglalkoztatas és munkanélkiiliség a rendszervaltas
elétt és utan,” In: Cigdnynak sziiletni, Bp., ATA, 2000; Hablicsek, Laszl6. “Kisérlet
a roma népesség eléreszamitdsara 2050-ig.” In: Cigdnynak sziiletni, Bp., ATA,
2000; Kemény, Istvan (ed.). A magyarorszdgi romdk, Press Publica, 2000; Koll6,
Janos. Roma Unemployment and the Benefit Reform of Year 2000 - Indirect Evidence
Based on Regional Data (recent survey on the Roma labour market programs in
Hungary)

relaxed, leading to the so-called “broad”
ILO definition of unemployment. Many
commentators (e.g. O’Higgins et. al, 2001
and O’Higgins 2001) have suggested that the
broad unemployment rate may be a more
appropriate measure, in some circumstances,
since the very act of looking for a job often
depends on subjective expectations of the
chances of finding employment. In any case,
the numbers of “discouraged workers”*
will depend on objective labour market
conditions that may be different for different
areas or for different groups of people.

These difficulties led the UNDP/ILO survey
to approach the employment issue from
a number of different angles. One was
captured in the question: What is your current
socio-economic status? Another source of
information on unemployment levels came
from a response of, ‘Nothing - | did not earn
any money last month’ to the question,
What type of work/activity did you do to earn
money in the last month? A further question
was, When did you last have a job? Finally,
information on unemployment levels was
also provided by the ‘No unemployment in
the family’ answer to the question, Who is
unemployed in your family?

Based on the subjective interpretation of
unemployment—in the form of responses
to the question, What is your current
socio-economic status?—three outcomes
dominated: unemployed (46 percent on
average for the region), employed (20
percent), and retired (15 percent). On this
basis, Graph 9 (left bars) shows subjective
unemployment rates among the Roma in
the five countries.> As might be expected,
the subjective beliefs produce relatively
high unemployment rates, ranging from
46 percent in the Czech Republic up to 85
percentin Slovak Republic. However, the rates
do tend to reflect the overall unemployment
rates reported for the country in question.

In an attempt to get closer to the ILO
definition of unemployment, information
from the self-definition question and the
question What was the type of labour relation
with which you earned money last month?,
were combined to produce a broader

54 That s to say, people who would wish to work but do not seek employment because they are aware

of the lack of job opportunities available to them.

%5 The standard unemployment rate is calculated as the number of unemployed divided by the labour

force (unemployed plus employed).
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definition of Roma unemployment. The
resulting trends are shown in Graph 9 (right
bars). The average rate for the region using
this revised definition was 40 percent,
ranging from 24 percent in Romania to 64
percent in Slovak Republic. Notable here
is the relatively low rate in Romania, which
reflects extensive informal sector and casual
employment activities, which are considered
“employment” by the ILO definition but
would not necessarily be viewed as such by
the respondents themselves. Even using this
less restrictive definition of unemployment,
unemployment rates remained at or above
25 percent of the economically active
population across the region. That is, at least
one in every four Roma on the labour market
was unemployed at the end of 2001.

Unemployment is not evenly distributed
among the Roma; rates differ according to
age and educational level. Graphs 10 and
11 (p. 34) show rates of (broadly defined)
unemployment, broken down by age
and education. Educational level is clearly
an important determinant of success on
the labour market, although subjective
unemployment rates are relatively high for all
groups. Age also has an influence, however,
as the difference between Roma youth and
adult unemployment rates is smaller than for
overall population of these countries.

Unemployment duration was explicitly
addressed by the question: When was the
last time you had a job? Responses to this
question point to the long-term nature
of Roma unemployment: more than half
(51 percent) of unemployed respondents
stated that they last held a job before 1996.
Respondents with primary or lower education
levels stated that they last held a job prior
to 1995 more often than respondents with
at least a secondary education (56 percent
compared to 46 percent). Their long durations
of unemployment indicate why many Roma
areineligible for unemployment benefits, and
thus have to rely on minimal social assistance.

Causes of unemployment

The ILO/UNDP survey data indicate that
the majority of respondents in all the CEE
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countries face difficulties on the labour
market. Only in the Czech Republic is
the share responding ‘No, do not have
difficulties’ relatively high (30 percent), in all
other countries this percent varies between 7
percent (Bulgaria) and 10 percent (Hungary).
Whenasked, Whatarethethree maindifficulties
infinding ajob?, respondents usually mention
‘Overall economic depression in the country,’
or ‘My ethnic affiliation’ and ‘Inadequate skills’
(Graph 12, p. 34).¢ There are many possible
interpretations of these responses. One could
be that Roma perceptions of existing ethnic
discrimination regarding employment are
accurate. Another could be that respondents
tend to interpret the objective impediments
they face in the labour market (being
linked to their low skill levels) as ethnic
discrimination. This distinction is one of the
reasons why discussions about the ethnic

GRAPH 10

Long durations
of Roma
unemployment
indicate why
many of them
are ineligible for
unemployment
benefits

Roma unemployment rates by age
(unweighted average for all five countries)

Older adults
(45-59)

Prime age adults
(25-44)

Youths
(15-24)

34 36 38 40

42 44 46

B Unemployed Roma as percent of labour force in respective age group

%6 This graph is based on responses to a question concerning the subjective reasons for difficulties
in finding work that included as options: bad luck, age, poor health, and gender. In all countries,

the principal responses were consistently ethnic affiliation, economic depression, and lack of

qualifications.
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aspects of employment policies can be so
difficult. Both interpretations may be correct:
the skills of many Roma workers do not
meet labour market requirements, whereas
those Roma who possess marketable
skills can still face barriers of prejudice
and imposed identification (discussed in
Chapter 2). Finally, the variety of possible
interpretations also reflects the cyclical
nature of Roma employment problems:
lower competitiveness in the labour market
today is often due to discriminatory practices

GRAPH 12
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and limited access to education in the past
(discussed in Chapter 5).

Unemployment issues also relate to different
types of income generation activities
(pertaining, for example, to monetary and
non-monetary incomes). Roma who stay
out of the formal labour market are often
involved in income generation in the shadow
economy or subsistence agriculture.”” Graph
13 demonstrates this phenomenon across
countries, reporting the percents ofemployed
Roma working in the formal or informal
sectors. Consistent with the data cited above,
involvement in informal sector activities in
Romania is particularly high. Although there
are relatively low unemployment rates for
Roma in Romania, they are mirrored by
relatively high involvement in informal
sector activities. Although “only” one in four
Romanian Roma is unemployed, of those
involved in income generation activities, less
than one in three obtains employment in the
formal sector.

Looking at the picture by education (Graph
14) provides further useful information. For
Roma with higher education levels (only
one in four has secondary education or
better), employment in the informal sector is
relatively rare. Not only does better education
improve the chances of finding employment,
it also greatly improves the chances of
finding a job in the better paid and more
stable formal sector, thereby providing a way
out from the vicious circle of low wage and
unstable employment prospects in many
Roma communities.

The  complexities of  employment
opportunities are often oversimplified both
by Roma and by different actors involved in
Roma employment issues. The real problem
is in determining where inadequate skills
end and ethnic discrimination begins. Roma
employment prospects in dealing with
opportunities for arbitrary assessments by
employers are enormous, and significant
prejudices exist in this regard, as negative
stereotypes of Roma are deeply rooted.
The simplest approach to this dilemma
is to explain everything in terms of
“discrimination,” and to propose passage
and implementation of anti-discrimination
legislation to address these labour market
issues. But such solutions run afoul of the
relatively low skill levels of many Roma

57 Involvement in informal sector as “the other part of the labour market story” is outlined also in

Ringold, 2001: 16.
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workers, and as such must be complemented
by measures to increase skill levels.

The responses to the question, Which of the
following problems are seriously affecting
you and household? (summarized in Table 4:
“Ranking of problems Roma are facing” at
the beginning of this chapter) lend additional
support to the hypothesis that respondents
tend to underestimate the objective labour
market requirements and overestimate the
impact of their ethnicity. The option, ‘Lack of
educational opportunities,” was selected by
disturbingly small numbers of respondents,
suggesting that many Roma may not directly
connect their employment difficulties to
their competitive weaknesses on the labour
market. Despite being aware of their low skill
levels, many respondents apparently do not
appreciate the importance of education and
training for improving their employment
prospects.

Employment: possible approaches

In order to improve Roma access to
employment and income generation,
policy makers must decide whether
to emphasize wage employment, self-
employment, or some combination of the
two. High subjective unemployment rates
and extensive involvement in the informal
economy suggests that Roma tend to
perceive “employment” primarily in the terms
of wage employment. Such opportunities are
diminishing, however, especially for unskilled
labour. This suggests that policy makers
should focus on improving the employability
of the Roma labour force, and that other
possible policies should be assessed from
this perspective.

Active labour market policies (ALMPs) in CEE
countries do not seem to be very effective for
Roma. Between 6 percent (in Bulgaria) and 25
percent (in Slovak Republic) of respondents
to the UNDP/ILO survey participated in
employment and retraining programs. The
high share in Slovak Republic is due to the
dominance of public works programs in that
country. In the Czech Republic, Hungary,
and Romania, training programs play the
most important role in ALMPs, while in
Bulgaria public works slightly prevail. In all
these cases, however, the impact (in terms
of improvements in employability) was
rather poor. Asked, How did those programs
increase your chances of finding a regular
job?, a majority of respondents in most of
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the countries said ‘Not at all’ or ‘Not much’  The real

(86 percent in Bulgaria, 84 percent in Slovak ..
Republic, 76 percent in Hungary, and 66 prOblem Isin
percent in the Czech Republic). Only in determining
Romania are respondents more optimistic
about the potential of ALMPs to improve their where
employability: 33 percent there responded inadequate
‘substantially’ (although the share of those .

not responding there was the sample’s skills end
highest—21 percent). These trends could gnd ethnic
illustrate the key link between the two major . .
problems Roma are facing: lack of education discrimination
opportunities and unemployment. If the begins

training and retraining efforts are not

effective, there may be little incentive

for further participation in educational

programs.

The issue of employability is also often
approached by focusing on traditional
skills as sources of potential competitive
advantages for Roma workers. But are these
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Box 7. Roma vs. non-Roma unemployment
in the Czech Republic

High unemployment levels are one of the most important problems
facing Roma communities in the Czech Republic. Roma are over-
represented among the chronically and long-term unemployed. If
long-term unemployment is defined as lasting for more than one year
(according to ILO standards), then about 75 percent of unemployed
Roma fall into this category. Some 30 percent of unemployed Roma
have not had employment for more than four years. Survey data
indicate that Roma perceive themselves to be victims of labour market
discrimination more often than other job seekers. Research on inter-
ethnic relations suggests that Roma unemployment rates in the Czech
Republic are four times greater than those for Czechs (Kaplan states
that the Roma unemployment rate is 3.4 times higher).

Survey data indicate that low skill levels are the main cause of high
Roma unemployment rates. Some 75 percent of Roma workers
have no skills whatsoever. About 15 percent of Roma workers are
classified as skilled labourers, and some 10 percent have professional
status. One fifth of Roma workers older than 20 have not worked at
all, so their socio-economical status cannot be derived from their
occupational position.

A large negative role is played by the social welfare system. Many
employers are unwilling to employ Roma workers because
of unfavourable (subjective) assessments of Roma workers’
productivity and their work ethic. Research on long-term and chronic
unemployment shows that Roma unemployment rates are between
40 and 50 percent, while the overall unemployment rate in the Czech
Republicis 8 percent to 9 percent.

Based on: Vyzkum interetnickych vztaha: zprava. PHARE Project “Improvement
of Relations Between the Roma and Czech Communities” (CZ 9901.01) Fakulta
socialnich studii Masarykovy univerzity v Brné, Brno, 2002; Kaplan, P. 1999.
Romové a zaméstnanost neboli zaméstnatelnost Romd v Ceské republice. In:
Romové v Ceské republice, pp. 352-377. 1999. Praha: Socioklub.
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skills marketable today and could they serve
as a basis for sustainable employment? The
answer is generally “no.” Traditional forms
of Roma employment (e.g., smiths, spindle-
makers, horse-traders) are no longer viable in
industrialized Central and Eastern European
societies. For all their cultural distinctiveness,
Roma populations are like all ethnic groups: if
they are unable to benefit from globalization
via economic integration, they will be
unable to address the challenges of poverty,
deprivation, and marginalization. Developing
and maintaining competitive advantages
today inevitably ~mean integration,
which implies a certain abandonment of
distinctiveness.

The survey data produced by the ILO/
UNDP study support this analysis. The
three responses to the question, What
traditional Roma activities practiced in your
close community could be a source of income
today? (Graph 15), that received the greatest
support are music (60 percent), commerce
(56 percent), and handicrafts (43 percent).
The expectation that music can be a source of
competitive advantage is lowest in Bulgaria
and Romania (supported respectively by
48 percent and 50 percent of respondents).
Handicrafts are seen as an area of potential
advantage mostly in Bulgaria (73 percent,
which places this option as the first in the
country). All other options receive negligible
support. The problem is the lack of sufficient
demand for these skills in current economic
environment.

Moreover, focusing on traditional skills
and crafts sends a “retroactive” message:
it implies that it is possible to reverse the
post-communist economic structure (a
sensitive issue in countries experiencing the
collapse of old industries, which is perceived
by growing constituencies as intentional de-
industrialization). Instead of emphasizing
exotic but outmoded handicrafts, the flip
side of traditional Roma occupations should
be promoted: their flexibility and service-
oriented character. The traditional service-
oriented focus of Roma crafts suggests that
Roma could be well suited for inclusion in
rapidly growing service sectors. The real
advantage of traditional Roma skills may

8 The Background Document on the situation of Roma in the candidate countries adopted by the
EU (COCEN Group) explicitly suggests that, with regard to the integration of Roma into the labour
market, governments should “explore the possibilities for creating jobs in the public sector, making
use of the traditional ability of Roma for the provision of service” - EU 1999: 6.
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lie not in the skills themselves but in the
entrepreneurship that underpins them.>8

The above factors need to be taken into
consideration when employment policies for
Roma (and other disadvantaged groups) are
being devised. Its current skill set significantly
limits the competitiveness and marketability
of the Roma work force. As such, the official
sectors in the CEE economies and the EU will
notgenerate large job opportunities for many
Roma workers. Public works schemes should
therefore be considered as an important
source of employment provision, at least in
the short- and medium-term—especially if
they have training/retraining components.
While the fiscal implications of such programs
can be significant, investment in such
schemes is often preferable to unconditional
social welfare that can create dependency
cultures. Donor resources can also be
mobilized to cover these expenditures.

The so-called “social economy” (also known
as the voluntary, community, or third sector
economy) is another area that deserves closer
attention. Social economy organizations
are motivated by social purpose rather than
by profit, combining economic with social
criteria. While this sector cannot generate
resources itself, it can be a perfect partner for
governments and donors in the delivery of
servicesinsuch areasas health, welfare, housing,
training, and education. Involving vulnerable
groups in social economy enterprises not only
provides employment but can have profound
socialization effects as well.

Main conclusions of Chapter 3

This chapter provides a realistic assessment
of the magnitude and duration of
unemployment, and explains  what
“employment” means for many Roma.
Unemployment rates are far below the
levels that are often reported. It shows
that respondents often understand
“employment” to mean a “steady job” rather
than the broader conception of “income
generating activities.” This explains why self-
reported subjective unemployment rates
often substantially exceed conventionally
defined unemployment rates: Roma who are
involvedinincome-generation, inthe shadow
economy or in subsistence agriculture, often
describe themselves as unemployed and
this is the reason why subjective and broad
unemployment rates differ substantially. But
despite extensive involvement in the informal

Box 8. Bulgaria: Market-based poverty
alleviation is feasible

Self-employment and subsistence agriculture are important survival
strategies for many Roma in Bulgaria, even though their access to
land and working capital is limited. At the same time humanitarian
assistance often has a demoralizing impact on Roma communities,
and encourages dependency cultures.

For that reason the Creating Effective Grassroots Alternatives (CEGA)
Foundation NGO, together with the Institute for Market Economics
(IME), initiated the “Land-based Income Generation for Poor Roma
Families in South Bulgaria” program, with financial support from
the NOVIB and Friedrich Naumann Foundations. Since its inception
in 1993 the program has evolved into a consistent and sustainable
mechanism for combining access to land and secured credit with the
development of new skills.

The basic scheme is simple. Participants establish (in accordance
with Bulgarian legal requirements) limited partnership companies
in their communities. The NGO (as the manager of donor funds) has
a representative in the company with veto rights. Each member of
the company chooses a plot of land and negotiates the price with
the owner. The price may not exceed certain limits which are set in
advance. Participants must deposit 20 percent of their own money to
purchase the land. The company provides the remaining 80 percent
in the form of a 3-5 year intra-company loan with a 6 percent annual
interest rate. Participants become legal owners of their land only
after the loan has been paid back in full. If they don't pay the loan
back in full, participants lose their investment (the initial 20 percent
deposit and any further repayments), which is securing the loan and
donors’ money. The annual payments are comparable to the cost of
leasing land from private owners. Short-term working capital is made
available to participants under similar conditions. Participants also
have access to agro-technical training and expertise within the Agro-
information Centre run by CEGA.

The fact that participants are “almost owners” from the very beginning
is crucial, as it makes the prospect of becoming owners seem feasible.
Their self-esteem and prestige within the community can grow
dramatically.

The scheme differs from most assistance-oriented programs in a
number of respects. It both distinguishes between and combines
social objectives and market-based rules. It is consistent with
the market environment (loans, not grants are provided) while
simultaneously providing opportunities for socially motivated
support (in certain circumstances the donor may decide to reduce the
interest rate). Since the program is not based on grants, participants
think twice before investing their initial capital. The scheme is also
flexible enough to allow for individual approaches depending on the
region, participant, or other specific characteristics.

At the end of 2000 only 6 participants had signed up for the program.
A year later the number of participants had grown to 14, 8 of whom
had selected land plots that were purchased by the company. The
next step should be scaling up. This however goes beyond the
capabilities (and the mandate) of the third sector.

Box prepared by CEGA (Creating Effective Grassroots Alternatives) Foundation,
Bulgaria, www.cega.bg
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economy, Roma households are heavily
dependent on welfare payments and other
central government transfers (pensions, child
support etc.).

Low levels of employment and employability
are key features of the Roma labour market
performance.Thisis due both to discriminatory
practices and to the low competitiveness of
Roma workers. Poor education opportunities
for Roma today guarantee poor employment
prospects of Roma tomorrow. Income
generation projects based on traditional skills

should not be viewed as likely to effect large
reductions in unemployment.

Long-term unemployment has profound,
negative effects on the social fabric of Roma
communities. ALMPs have so far failed
to reach many Roma communities. This
suggests that public works employment for
Roma (and other disadvantaged groups)
should be promoted—especially if they can
be tied to job training or retraining activities.
Social economy entities could be extremely
helpful in this regard.



CHAPTER4

Household incomes and poverty

An analysis of Roma household incomes,
when supplemented by comprehensive data
on household ownership of durable goods,
provides crucial information regarding
poverty and the quality of life for Roma in the
five countries. The UNDP/ILO survey focused
special attention onthe links between sources
of household incomes and dependency on
social welfare payments. The survey was
intended to go beyond the statement that
Roma households dominate among those
most affected by poverty. It was expected
to provide additional information on the
magnitude of poverty, of the most affected
groups, and particularly to investigate to what
extent children are affected as a particularly
vulnerable group.

Another aspect of household incomes
was related to the role that social welfare
payments play in Roma household survival

Filling these data holes (at least in part) was
one of the objectives of the regional UNDP/
ILO survey, which included a set of questions
that were modelled on the format of the
official household surveys. The respondents
were asked to assess the incomes of their
household, their main income sources, their
total expenditures, and expenditures by main
product and service groups. The results show
that Roma are among the poorest of the poor
in Central and Eastern Europe.

Some idea of the relative dimensions of Roma
poverty is provided by the data summarized
in Table 6, which compare levels of stated
overall expenditures of Roma households
in all countries to the average household
expenditures  (reported in household
surveys) and average gross wage levels.%' In
all five countries, levels of Roma household
expenditures are, surprisingly, equally low

Roma households
in most countries
are equally poor

compared to

national averages

strategies. What is the magnitude of
dependency on social welfare? How does it | Table5
affect recipients’ life strategies? What is the Poverty and ethnicity (the case of Bulgaria and Romania, 1997)*
impact'of.this depen.dency on relations with Share of the (Pover?/ F?EE boverty denth
the majority populations? respective ethnic | Po centorthe | Fovertydep
Ethnic group group in total resp-ective (average
population ethnicgroup | shortfall below
Levels of incomes (percent) below poverty | povertyline)
line)
Data on household incomes and |Bulgaria
expenditures that are disaggregated b Bulgarians 836 317 8.5
P o 9greg y Bulgarian Turks 8.5 40 12.8
ethnicity are scarce. For many reasons |Roma 6.5 843 46.6
statistical institutes do not monitor |Other* 1.4 46.9 15
household budgets by ethnic distribution.>® I;ulgarla_total 100 36 11.4
60 H omania
A recgpt Wprld Bank®® analysis of Roma and Romanians 89.8 29.7 73
transition in Central and Eastern Europe Hungarians 6.8 28.4 6.7
supplied socioeconomic data broken down | Roma 2.3 78.8 33.2
by ethnic groups for only two countries |Other** 1.1 326 8.0
Romania total 100 30.8 79

(Bulgaria and Romania). These data make
possible certain estimates of poverty ratios
and depth, which are shown in Table 5.

*Table based on Ringold, 2000: 11.
** Due to the small number of respondents self-identified as “other,” the stochastic error
regarding poverty rate and poverty depth could be quite high.

%9 In the Roma context, this reflects both political sensitivity and resistance from Roma organizations.
There is reasonable concern that ethnically disaggregated data could be used for discriminatory
purposes (for example, in access to jobs or to active labour market policies for unemployed) if ethnic
identity is stated in the files.

60 Ringold, Dena. 2000.

61 The survey explores household expenditures through a set of questions that focus on the
“household” rather than the “individual.” The respondents were asked to assess not their personal
but overall household expenditures.
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Table 6
Levels of poverty reflected in household budget expenditures (€ per capita per month)
Average month'ly Average monthly Roma household expenditures (as
household expenditures
Average monthly it stated by respondents)
Country wage per employee per capita
- percent percent of average monthly
(in Euros, 2001) percent of ;
Amount ofaverage | Amount household expenditures per
average wage .
wage capita
Bulgaria 138 60 43 20 14 33
Czech Republic 410 244 60 11 27 45
Hungary 403 265* 66 70 17 26
Romania 165 62** 38 18 1 29
Slovak Republic 286 169 59 51 18 30

Table based on data from the national statistical offices data and the UNDP/ILO survey. For more detailed information on the sources and
the electronic links used see Tables D2, D3 and D4 in Annex 3.
*Household expenditures data for Hungary — from 1999.
**Household expenditures data for Romania - from 2000

relative to national averages (between 26
percent in Hungary and 46 percent in Czech
Republic). These figures suggest that Roma
households in most countries, with the
possible exception of the Czech Republic, are
equally poor compared to national averages.

Another symptom of poverty is the share of
household expenditures devoted to food.
Only in the Czech Repubilic s this share below
50 percent. In other countries it ranges from
52 percent in Hungary and 59 percent in
Romania to 69 percent in Bulgaria.®?

Issues of household income generation were
approached through various questions.
Answers to, From which of the following
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sources did the household usually receive
money during the last 6 months? reveal the
sources of family income (not the share
of the household revenues coming from
the respective source). Another question
investigates the largest sources of household
income. Graph 16 shows the responses
to these questions classified by formal or
informal sector employment, government
transfers (including pensions) and ‘other
sources’ (including remittances and loans).

Sources ofincome

The data summarized in Graph 16 are not
directly comparable with the “sources of
household incomes” outlined in household
surveys, but still provide an idea of the
magnitude of Roma household dependence
on central transfers for each country. The
share of formal sector employment is highest
in the Czech Republic and lowestin Romania.
The distances between individual countries
are smaller when “total incomes” are
considered, due to relatively larger informal
sector involvement in Romania. Notable
here is the fact that government transfers
as a main source of household income are
relatively low in both countries. The reasons
for this are very different. Whereas a relatively
large proportion of Roma are integrated
into formal sector employment in the Czech
Republic, in Romania access to (and levels of)

62 These figures are estimated on the basis of stated expenditures by major commodity groups and the

sum of total expenditure on these items.
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government welfare are such that people are
constrained to look to the informal sector for
some kind of alternative income. Graph 17
shows that reliance on government transfers
(social welfare, child support or pensions) falls
off markedly as education levels improve.3

Since  Roma reliance on the state is
manifested through social assistance, this
crucial issue is related to all other dimensions
of poverty (employability, active/passive
life strategies, aspirations, etc.). On the one
hand, poverty in Roma communities makes
social protection and security networks key
to their survival strategies. On the other
hand, social security benefits combined
with low general aspirations can discourage
the adoption of pro-active life strategies. A
difficult compromise must be found between
providing adequate social protection while
still giving Roma the incentive to invest in
themselves. In particular, social assistance
should go hand in hand with efforts to
increase social aspirations (especially among
the young), and must somehow be linked to
productivity for those able to work.

This is not the case with social protection
today. The data from the regional UNDP/
ILO survey indicate that Roma are very
dependent on transfers (see Graph 18
showing responses to the question, Which
of the following sources provides the most
money for the household?). The structure of
state transfers is different from country to
country (depending on specific national
legislation and/or social protection levels).
Nevertheless, in all of them significant
numbers of families are primarily reliant on
state support for their survival (between 16
percent in Romania and Czech Republic and
44 percent in Slovak Republic). If pensions
are included as part of state benefits, then
the level of dependency reaches 24 percent
and 55 percent of the households (in the
Czech Republic and Hungary respectively).
Data also show the importance of pensions
(which, due to relatively low life expectancy,
probably reflects invalidity pensions or
benefits paid to families after the death of a
principle wage earner) in Roma household
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incomes, compared to household incomes
overall. Given the relatively short Roma life
expectancy, the importance of pension
incomes can generate additional tensions for
stressed household budgets.

The case of Slovak Republic—where
government welfare payments and other
central government transfers are the main
source of income in almost 70 percent
of Roma households—deserves special
attention.* A possible explanation for the
importance of transfer payments is that,
following the Czechoslovak Republic’s

GRAPH 18
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63 Some care is required here because the question concerning educational levels refers to the
respondent, while the question concerning main income sources refers to the household. It is not
unreasonable, however, to suppose that the level of education of the respondent will reflect the

average level of education in the household.

64 Other sources also support the survey findings regarding high level of dependency on social welfare
of Romain Slovak Republic. An IOM report estimates that up to 80 percent of the Roma populationin
Slovak Republic depends on the state’s welfare system IOM 2000: 50.
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Social security dissolution in 1993, many Roma familieswere  majority and minority populations. The
b f precluded fromreceiving such benefitsinthe  minority can fall into a “vicious circle” of
enefits Czech Republic. This may have lead “Slovak” marginalization: weak incentives to leave
combined with Romaresidentsin the Czech Republictoseek the social safety net today both increase the
I . benefits in Slovak Republic.®> Another is the  costs and reduce the likelihood of departure
ow aspirations “side effect” of VPP (public works programs) in the future. The implications for the
can discourage involving Roma: after six months of VPP work, majority can be equally serious. Extensive
he ad . f recipients eligible to return (and they usually  dependence of minorities on social transfers
the aaoption o do s0) to the list of unemployed also become increases the social tax burden—or, for the
pro-active |ife eligible for benefits that otherwise would be  same level of tax revenues, reduces the
. unobtainable. resources available for other public uses.%8
strategies In both cases—especially in countries with
high tax burdens—income-generating
The impact of social assistance populations become increasingly
The social welfare systems in the five concerned about the uses of their social
countries are based on passive measures (e.g., se:cu.rlty tax contributions. Such economic
. frictions between Roma communities and
unemployment compensation) that create income-aenerating non-Roma populations
negative work incentives and perpetuate . 9 . 9 . . p.p .
dependency cultures®8  Although their (especially in countries with high social
. e - security tax rates) are often behind
magnitudes are different, social benefits alleqations that “emploved” non-Roma
are a significant source of Roma household o gulations heaise Romlz cli,ildren 69
income in all five countries. It can be argued pop '
that, once an individual attains a certain Thisissue goes far beyond social welfare: it is
threshold income level in the form of transfer  a key cause of ethnic intolerance and Roma
payments, incentives to seek employment exclusion. Roma participation in formal
are weak—especially for the relatively social welfare systemsis asymmetrical: active
: low wages available for unskilled workers. regarding benefits, but less so regarding
ial welfare ="' A : o L
Social welfare This is especially likely to be the case if the contributions. At the individual level, such
systems should social environment is, or is perceived to be, asymmetry can be an important element of
reflect the hostile and offers limited opportunities for social solidarity. Majority populations often
o inclusion. accept that certain individuals require more
prlnCIple of In order to decrease dependency cultures assistance than others and will therefore be
”pOSI'l'I'Vé’ net social welfare systems should reflect the gset ,22”:22::':,,5’ :::2:)/ saiiﬁa?iga piLC;VZC:
b fits fe principle of “positive net benefits for positive . ) 9
enefits ror net efforts 67 dramatically where groups are concerned,
positive net ) especially when they are defined on an ethnic
B Dependency on social welfare has basis. Social solidarity vis-a-vis individuals in
efforts problematic implications affecting both this situation is easily converted into group

65 The dissolution of Czechoslovakia brought the issue of citizenship (Czech or Slovak) to the fore for
many Roma who were born in Slovak Republic but had resided in the Czech lands. Due to the formally
“ethnically neutral” provisions of the 1992 Czech Law on Acquisition and Loss of Citizenship, many of
these Roma could not receive Czech citizenship. Amendments regulating the issue were approved
in 1999. For more details see Siklova and Miklusakova, 1998.

66 The “discouraging” effect of permanent cash benefits on the beneficiaries is noted for example in
Ringold 2000: 33.

7 The logic of this recommendation corresponds to that of the negative earned income tax. While
this instrument is not directly applicable in a transition economy where large shares of personal
income are earned in the informal sector, there is no reason why this approach can not be applied to
marginalized communities.

68 As Nicolae Gheorghe and Jennifer Tanaka (1998: 11) point out, “public policies concerning Roma
and Sinti may be either an ethnic or social approach, or a combination of the two, depending on the
issue or situation. Roma-specific policies ... may also create a negative reaction among non-Roma,
as non-beneficiaries. On the other hand, strictly social policies may fail to account for intermediary
institutions and persons who, owing to deep-rooted prejudice and stereotypes, may act in ways,
which impede full participation of Roma in societal relations. Indeed, governments, especially
those in Central and Eastern Europe, are faced with the challenge of preventing new forms of Roma
exclusion through dependence on social welfare, and the shortcomings and tensions related to the
costs and distribution of welfare assistance at the local level.”

6% This was not the case in the communist period with its non-market, egalitarian, class- (rather than
community- ) based ethos (everyone equal in relative poverty and everyone taken care of).
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solidarity within his/her own group vis-a-vis
other groups. In these circumstances the
social welfare system can create systemic
preconditions for ethnic exclusion, providing
rational economic arguments for ethnic
intolerance and rejection.

This systemic link between asymmetrical
participation in social welfare systems and
ethnic intolerance has many aspects and
practical consequences. Among other things,
it suggests that tolerance depends on the
financial affordability to be tolerant. To make
things even more complicated, affordability
(like poverty) is a relative, subjective category,
which has to do more with marginal costs
than with absolute costs. On the other hand,
once marginalized, those communities fall
into a vicious circle: being excluded and
unemployed, they cannot contribute to the
social systems. They face further exclusion
from labour markets and stigmatization,
which further reduces their chances for
contributing to social welfare systems and
perpetuates dependency. This points to the
need for policies that can be simultaneously
justified to non-Roma populations on the
grounds that they will decrease the economic
burden posed by Roma dependency on
social welfare, and to Roma by promoting
access to employment. A key element of such
policies should be the awareness of the joint
interest (both of majorities and minorities)
in decreasing Roma dependence on social
assistance.

Profile of poverty

Poverty is not just an income issue: it is
a complex social phenomenon. Official
statistical data, which are generally supported
by the results of the regional UNDP/ILO
survey, shed additional light on the process
of “ghettoization” of whole communities in
the CEE countries. Inadequate education,
poor health, long-term unemployment,
fragmentary work history, labour market
participation limited to informal sector
employment and a dependence on social
welfare benefits—these elements contribute
to ghetto cultures. If they persist, they
can lead to irreversible marginalization
and vicious circles of exclusion. Their
overrepresentation in the poorest social
strata could lead Roma to dominate these
ghettoized communities. This could have
profound negative consequences, the most
dangerous of which is the transformation—
certainly in the perception of majority

Box 9. Slovak Republic: Development opportunities
challenge the dependency culture

Slovak Republic’s Middle SpiS region during 2000-2002 reported
unemployment rates around 25 percent. Roma unemployment rates for
the region are particularly high, and most Roma in the region are completely
dependent on social welfare. The challenge is to provide the region with
development opportunities that can help break dependency on social
welfare. In order to develop a systematic approach to addressing the region’s
problems, UNDP together with the Slovak government and the ETP Slovak
Republic NGO initiated the pilot program Your Spis: Sustainable Community
Development in Middle Spis at the beginning of 2001.

By late 2002 the program had established cooperative partnerships with ten
towns and villages. Community activists employed by the program help the
residents of the partner towns and villages to establish community-based
organizations (CBOs) to address local development concerns. Small grants
are distributed to CBOs to implement projects and start self-help initiatives.
In addition to providing small grants, a micro-credit program was launched
in 2002, to provide seed capital to finance micro- and family businesses.
In partnership with the Dutch Government, the project is also seeking to
establish community development service centres, which will serve as
micro-incubators for start- up entrepreneurs. The program also facilitated
the establishment of 10 new Roma CBOs and had supported 21 community
projects.

Your Spis has worked closely with the local authorities to introduce positive
incentives into social assistance policies and decrease the work disincentives
that pervade social policy in Slovak Republic. The program is helping people
who have traditionally been dependent on social welfare to reduce this
dependency. The mayors of the partner villages have presented several draft
amendments concerning Slovak Republic’s social legislation to the Ministry
of Labour, Family and Social Affairs. These proposals include providing long-
term unemployed individuals interested in starting their own businesses
with the opportunity to gradually phase out social welfare support and
gradually phase in tax obligations. Linking payment of social benefits to
active participation in small municipal public works projects has also been
proposed. Many municipalities in Slovak Republic (and other countries) have
already introduced this principle.

Since the Ministry of Labour, Family and Social Affairs supports these
suggestions, they could be implemented in the future. The major outcome
to date, however, has been the increased willingness of local development
actors to seek and apply “non-dependency” approaches to poverty
alleviation, approaches that are supported by majority and minority
communities.

Box prepared by ETP (Environmental Training Program), Kosice, Slovak Republic

their families, 51 percent of the participants

populations, and potentially in Roma self-
perception as well—of Roma from an ethnic
or cultural minority into a social minority with
marginalized status.

When asked to assess the material status of Decreasing Roma

dependence on
social assistance is
in the joint interest
of both majorities
and minorities

in the UNDP/ILO survey defined it as ‘Poor,’
14 percent as ‘Living in misery,” 32 percent
as ‘Doing relatively well” and just 2 percent
considered themselves as ‘Rich.’ It is not the
share of those assessing their status as ‘doing
relatively well’ that isimportant: had majority
populations been asked the same question,
answers may not have differed significantly.
What really matters is the evident correlation
between incidence of poverty and family
size within the Roma sample. The ‘doing
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relatively well” option was selected by 43
percent of households with no children, by
37 percent of households with 1 to 2 children,
and by 29 percent of the households with 3
to 4 children. This response fell to 21 percent
for families with five and more children. The
share of households assessing their situation
as ‘poor’ and ‘living in misery’ increases with
the number of children and with the age of
the head of the household. It decreases with
higher levels of education and more extensive
interactions with majority populations.
Another perspective on this issue is provided
by answers to the question, Were there periods
during the last year when your family did not
have enough to eat? Less then half of the
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respondents (47 percent) answered ‘never;’
16 percent ‘did not have enough food for 1
to 2 days during the year;" 20 percent ‘did
not have enough food for 1 to 2 days every
month;" and 15 percent declared that they
are ‘constantly struggling with starvation.’
Again, as in the assessment of family material
status, thereis a clear correlation between the
incidence of starvation and family size.

Most interesting is the distribution by
countries (presented in Graphs 19 and 20)
of answers to the questions, Were there
periods during the last year when your family
did not have enough to eat? and How [well
off] do you consider your family? The share of
respondents assessing their households as
‘poor’ and ‘starving’ is highest in countries
where economic reforms are most sluggish
and per capita incomes lowest (Bulgaria
and Romania). The regional leaders in
transition and economic reform—the Czech
Republic and Hungary—have the highest
share of ‘never’ responses to this question.
These trends suggest that progress in
economic reforms, which form the basis
for strengthening (rather than being an
alternative to) social welfare systems, is key to
generating sustainable improvements in the
situation of Roma (and other marginalized
groups).

As expected, the UNDP/ILO survey revealed
a strong correlation between the incidence
of starvation and household material status
(measured by the number of household
possessions). Respondents assessing
their households as ‘doing relatively well’
constituted only 7 percent of the households
at low levels of material status (possessing 1
to 4 household items). This figure rose to 28
percent for households at medium levels of
material status (possessing 5 to 9 household
items), and to 61 percent among those at
high levels of material status (possessing 10
or more household items). The opposite is
also true: the ‘living in misery’ response was
chosen by 35 percent of the “low” household
possession groups, by 8 percent of the
medium group, and only by 2 percent of the
high group.

The magnitude and profile of poverty in
Roma households are illustrated by the
responses to the question, Which household
items do you have in your household?, which
are summarized in Table 7. These responses
point to strong disparities in Roma living
standards across the CEE countries. The
situation of Roma in countries closer to EU
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accession is substantially better than in
Bulgaria and Romania.

Data from the UNDP/ILO survey suggest that
the territorial (urban versus rural) dimension
of poverty is significant in the region, due to
the different nature of poverty and different
approaches to its eradication. Information
shown in Graph 21 indicates that the
incidence of starvation is substantially higher
in villages and small towns than in larger
cities and national capitals. Rural respondents
answered ‘never’ to the question, Were there
periods during the last year when your family
did not have enough to eat?, less frequently
than urban respondents (51 percent of
urban respondents did not have such
periods, compared to only 43 percent of rural
respondents). In urban areas, 12 percent of
respondents answered, ‘We are constantly
starving’ and 19 percent choose this option
in rural areas. The same trend appears
in answers to the question about family
material status. In response to the question,
How well off do you consider your family to
be? 38 percent of urban respondents, and
only 24 percent of rural respondents, report
‘doing relatively well." By contrast, 47 percent
of urban respondents and 55 percent of rural
respondents reported ‘poor,’ while ‘living
in misery’ was stated by 11 percent and 18
percent, respectively.

This territorial distribution of poverty
suggests that rural Roma are “double losers.”
They lack access both to social safety nets
(which are more easily tapped by urban
residents) and to the land and working
capital needed to engage in subsistence
agriculture. The fact that the reverse is often
true for majority populations makes the
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relative poverty of rural Roma even more
alarming. This is another argument in favour
of designing special schemes for providing
Roma with access to agricultural resources
as part of sustainable solutions to their
nutritional problems.

Roma and the Millennium
Development Goals

When disaggregated at the sub-national level,
UNDP’s human development index (HDI)
can be an interesting analytical and policy
tool. The territorial distribution of human
development levels in CEE is affected by
concentrations of ethnic minorities, particularly
Roma. For example, UNDP Bulgaria’s National
Human Development Report for 2000 shows
that only 6.5 percent of Bulgaria’s minority

Table 7
Share of Roma households possessing selected household items
Bed for
o | ook | M | oven | Tvse | Mg | s | Ui | swe
member
Bulgaria 45 76 48 72 76 26 64 21 13
Czech Republic 88 95 91 74 93 84 84 87 12
Hungary 75 92 81 81 95 83 88 83
Romania 41 67 25 38 53 13 26 18
Slovak Republic 82 91 80 73 92 69 70 79 16

Source: UNDP/ILO regional survey

70 UNDP Bulgaria 2000: 30.
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Box 10. The Millennium Development Goals:
Going beyond advocacy

The eight UN Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) are intended to
help governments to take actions to improve the situation of poor and
marginalized social groups. Goal 1 calls for halving absolute poverty
(defined as living below PPP$1/day, and for such developed countries
as Central European PPP$4/day) by the year 2015. Goal 2 envisages
reaching 100 percent primary school completion by 2015. Goal 3
supports gender equality, empowering women and eliminating gender
disparities in primary and secondary education. Goal 4 calls for reducing
child mortality by two thirds by 2015. Goal 5 aims to reduce maternal
mortality by 75 percent. Goal 6 deals with combating HIV/AIDS,
malaria, TB and other socially significant diseases. Goal 7 addresses
environmental causes of poverty, while Goal 8 calls for developing
global partnerships for development. For each of these goals a number
of specific targets should be reached (such as improving access to safe
water, sanitation, and increasing access to development opportunities
for different groups).

CEE countries are generally “on track” to achieve MDG targets, and their
national averages suggest that these countries have less pronounced
problems regarding absolute poverty and social exclusion than most
developing countries. Although marginalized communities (such
as Roma) face severe problems regarding all aspects of the MDGs,
national averages cloak the severity of these problems and deprive
them of policy attention.

This raises several questions regarding MDG monitoring and reporting
in the CEE countries. One cluster of problems relates to how disparities
in MDG-related indicators are measured at sub-national levels. Is
“one PPPS” (or 4 PPPS for more developed countries) the appropriate
standard for grasping the real development challenges at national
and sub-national levels? Or should broader national-oriented
measurements such as national poverty lines be used? A second
cluster of problems relates to the question of how to report the progress
achieved. Assuming that certain communities (such as the Roma) lag far
behind in most of MDG areas, should the target for the specific country
be “halving the national level of poverty” or rather “halving levels of
poverty for marginalized groups?”

Box prepared by UNDP team, Bratislava.

National
measurements

of poverty,

rather than
universal
thresholds, should
be emphasized

populations live in municipalities with high
human development levels, while 36 percent
live in municipalities with low levels of human
development.” The task of monitoring and
reporting the United Nations’ Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) provides additional
opportunities for in-depth investigation of
these relationships. Although the UNDP/ILO
survey was not explicitly designed to meet MDG
reporting requirements, it provides interesting
data regarding two aspects of MDGs: poverty,
and access to safe drinking water. The survey
data also provoke reflections on the indicators
themselves.

The data shown in Table 8 suggest that the
“one dollar threshold” (measured in PPP$
terms) as a measure of absolute poverty
is not equally applicable to all countries
of the region. In Bulgaria and Romania,
substantial shares of Roma populations
fall below this threshold. But in the other
three countries, less than 1 percent of Roma
live in households with daily expenditures
below PPP$1. Applying the PPP$4 threshold
seems to generate more relevant results, but
outcomes still differ substantially across the
region. Using this threshold for Bulgaria and
Romania generates poverty rates that are
strikingly close to those presented in Ringold
2000, which are based on data from the World
Bank Integrated Household Surveys (see
Tables 4 and 5 in this publication). Data for
Hungary and Slovak Republicalso showRoma
poverty levels that are substantially above
those of majority populations.”! The share
of the Roma population with expenditures
below the PPP$4 daily threshold is lowest in
the Czech Republic. This can be explained
by the relatively high living standards of
Czech Roma, reflected for instance in higher
minimum wages in this country. As seen from
Table E5 (Annex 3), the Euro equivalent of
the PPP$4 daily threshold during 2000-2001
differs substantially from the respective value
of poverty lines and minimum subsistence
levels in different countries.

These data suggest that national-based
measurements of poverty should be
emphasized over universal thresholds. The
latter may be appealing for their simplicity
and high advocacy potential, but they are
not very useful as policy targets.’? This
suggestion is reinforced by the data on
poverty rates generated by the application
of national-based poverty thresholds. As
seen from the last column in Table 8, Roma
poverty rates are similar for four of the five
countries of the region (the Czech Republic
is the exception). Roma poverty rates in the
other four countries are between 84 percent
and 91 percent.

The importance of these results deserves
special emphasis. Despite  meeting
international criteria for overall poverty—
even at the PPP$4 daily threshold—the
Roma face significant poverty problems in
all the CEE countries. And despite important

71 For assessments of poverty lines and poverty rates in CEE countries, see Eurostat 2000: 89-93 and

245-270; UNDP Bulgaria 1998a.

72 Ontheissue of poverty measurements see Scott, 2002, and Reddy et al., 2002.
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Table 8
Roma poverty rates for different poverty thresholds*
Total Number of people in households with Poverty rates (percent)

number of monthly per-capita expenditure below: y P

peoplein National Below

surveyed PPPS$1/day PPP$4/day poverty Below PPPS1 | Below PPPS4 national

household Cew threshold threshold .

line line

Bulgaria 4767 1363 3924 3990 29 82 84
Czech Republic 4532 27 495 2196 1 1" 48
Hungary 4567 28 2208 471 1 48 91
Romania 5874 2426 5022 5193 4 85 88
Slovak Republic 5312 34 2804 4519 1 53 85

Source: UNDP/ILO regional survey.

*Based on responses to the questions How much money did your household spend last month?, and How many people live in your household?
Data in local currencies were converted into € using average annual exchange rate for 2001. For estimating the € equivalent of the
respective PPP$1 daily thresholds, US$ and PPP$ per-capita GDP data for 2000 were used. The differences between the values expressed
in national currency and in PPP$ terms in 1999 and 2000 are minimal, suggesting that using the 2000 rate for conversion of 2001 values in
PPPS$ values is unikely to generate major distortions. For details, see table E4 in Annex 3.
** Since most of the countries have not adopted national poverty lines, these calculations are based on subsistence minimum levels or
other estimations of poverty lines outlined in table D4 in Annex 3.

economic differences between these
countries, Roma in Slovak Republic, Hungary,
Romania, and Bulgaria are similarly poor
relative to majority populations.

MDGs 4, 5, and 6 pertain to infant and maternal
mortality, and to malaria and other infectious
diseases. These can be monitored indirectly by
indicators concerning access to sanitation and
safe drinking water. Data from the UNDP/ILO
survey and presented in Table 973 show striking
differences between Roma communities
within these countries, and national averages
(summarized in Table E6 in Annex 3). Access to
major sanitation facilities, including sewage, is
only at tolerable levels in the Czech Republic.
In all other countries, the data outline the
magnitude of the Roma’s poor living conditions.
On the other hand, the figures reported as
national averages for Romania in the global
human development reports for 2001 and 2002
(Table E6 in Annex 3) are surprisingly low for
a Central European country, even taking into
consideration Roma poverty pockets.

Poverty and child undernourishment

The relationship between poverty and child
welfare in Roma communities is also cause
for serious concern. Although the correlation
between family size and poverty (and
therefore undernourishment) is not a novelty,
the UNDP/ILO survey data allow in-depth
quantitative estimation of the phenomenon.

Table9

Sanitation of Roma dwellings
Percent of Roma population living in households without access to
major sanitation facilities in the dwelling

BG cz HUN RO SK
Running water 45 4 34 65 32
Toiletin the 75 15 46 65 44
dwelling
Sewage treatment 51 6 63 62 46
Bathrgom inthe 70 12 41 66 37
dwelling

Source: UNDP/ILO regional survey.

73 Thetable presents responses to two questions How many people live in your household?, and To which
of the following items do you have access in your household? The data show the share of the population
living in households (not the share of households) without access to appropriate sanitation facilities.
A “lack of running water” in the dwelling need not be synonymous with “lack of access to safe
water,” since some respondents may have access to public well water. These wells cannot always be
considered safe, however, particularly in areas where sewage is not treated. A “lack of running water
in the dwelling” can therefore be treated as a measure of the magnitude of the problem Roma are

facing in this regard.
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Table 10
Relationship between incidence
of undernourishment and family size
House- House- House- Hhoolf;i_
holds holds holds with 5 or
with no with 1-2 with 3-4
. . . more
children children children )
children
No, never 58 50 47 38
For 1-2 days during 15 15 15 19
the year
For 1-2 days every 15 18 20 24
month
We are constantly 10 14 16 19
starving
N/r 3 2 2 1
Total (percent) 100 100 100 100

Source: UNDP/ILO regional survey. The table shows (in percent terms) responses
to the question Were there periods during the last year when your family did not have
enough to eat? distributed by number of children in the household

GRAPH 22

As seen in Table 10 (which correlates
answers to the starvation question with
data on numbers of children in a household),
the probability of undernourishment is
substantially greater for children in large
families.

These data underline the crucial importance
of family planning as an integral element
of sustainable poverty reduction, and of
pursuing deliberate  “de-ghettoization”
through sustainable development opportun-
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ities. The issue cannot be reduced solely to
the “supply side,” (i.e., to the performance
of social welfare systems). The “demand
side” (i.e., the number of Roma household
members dependent on social welfare—
which is inevitably related to the “affordable
number of children”) must be taken into
consideration as well.

This issue often triggers two parallel
monologues that impede open debate.
The first is the demand for measures to
control Roma birth rates. This is periodically
manipulated by politicians who consider
high birth rates to be the primary cause
of Roma poverty and dependency. The
second represents an extreme aspect
of the anti-discrimination paradigm.
It is primarily focused on reproductive
rights (often treated in isolation from
responsibilities), and denounces any debate
on Roma reproductive patterns as “racist.”
The intensity and the incompatibility of
these two monologues can preclude the
consideration of alternative viewpoints, as
well as fail to address the complexity and
cyclical nature of this issue.

The two monologues, however, neglect the
crucial role of aspirations. Levels of aspiration
are positively correlated with the number of
children in Roma families. This is particularly
true when state support is declining, which
is the case in most transition economies.
When aspirations rise (and especially when
achieving these aspirations is feasible), the
option of living on social assistance holds less
appeal for future generations.

That is why birth rates are a development
issue per se—aspirations and their feasibility
can only be influenced through sustained
and sustainable improvement in living
conditions. Debates on the “affordable
number of children” and the design of social
assistance systems will only make sense
when they are linked to raising aspirations
and providing access to development
opportunities. The issue is not the number
of children per se, but low aspirations and
the danger that Roma children will fall
in to vicious cycles of vulnerability and
marginalization. Social policy should not
encourage declining levels of aspirations,
as is currently the case. This, again, is a
developmentissue.

Shares of Roma children living in households
facing different levels of starvation can
be a proxy for the magnitude of the
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undernourishment risk they face. These
shares are shown in Graph 22 (based on
responses to the questions, Were there
periods during the last year when your family
did not have enough to eat?, and How many

and Romania. The fact that existing social
policies are not adequately protecting
children from the poverty of their households
and communities suggests that these social
policies are in need of reform.

children do you have?).”* These data indicate
that the largest undernourishment risk occurs
in Bulgaria and Romania (with 39 percentand
30 percent, respectively, of the total number
of children living in families having constant
nutrition problems, and 25 percent and 28
percent, respectively, not having enough to
eat 1 to 2 days per month). Slovak Repubilic,
the Czech Republic, and Hungary have
similarly high shares of Roma children living
in families that do not face this problem.

Coping with poverty:

the issue of moneylenders

What are the survival strategies in cases
of starvation? The responses summarized
in Graph 23 (based on responses to the
questions, Were there periods during the last
year when your family did not have enough
to eat?, and If it happens, what do you do?)
indicate that ’‘borrowing money from
neighbours’ is a major survival strategy. The

These are sufficient reasons for an honest
debate on the issues of “affordable children”
and family planning described above.” This
debate, however, will only generate policy-
relevant outcomes if they are introduced ;g
within a consistent policy framework targeted ]
at improving socioeconomic conditions, 60
improving girls’ education and health —
awareness and changing life patterns (in 20 T
which numbers of children are an important
element) within Roma communities.
The ultimate losers of the inability (or 30
unwillingness) to have such a debate are the

Roma children who face undernourishment 20
and all the consequences for their health
and future life opportunities.”® 10 -

GRAPH 23

Strategies for coping with poverty
(what people do when they starve?
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The data shown in Graph 22 strongly suggest ¢
that many Roma children—perhaps the BG cz HU SK RO
majority—are undernourished, despite the
various income support programs targeted o Borrow money from neighbors @ Borrow food from neighbors
at low-income citizens in CEE countries. This m Starv o Go begging

particularly seems to be the case in Bulgaria

percent of respondents stating each of the following as an option:

74 The data shown in the graph illustrate the “household survey” format of the questionnaire that
generated them. Respondents were asked Were there periods during the last year when your family
did not have enough to eat?, and How many children live in the household?. Based on responses to
these two questions (showing the number of children living in households with different levels of
undernourishment, and the number of children living in households covered by the survey), the
overall share of children living in households facing various levels of starvation risk was estimated.

7> Reproductive health programs are increasingly seen as intrinsic element of sustainable poverty reduction
strategies: “Reproductive health programs address unmet needs for family planning, relieving the poor
of the burden of unwanted pregnancies and large families; they provide much-needed information and
services to promote sexual health and responsible behaviour among adolescents and young people;
and they promote gender equity and women’s empowerment, necessary conditions for the success of
reproductive health interventions. In so doing, these programs contribute directly to the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) of the United Nations” - UNFPA 2002: 7.

76 Data also proves the correlation between high birth rates and infant mortality rates. The latest issue
of the UNFPA report (State of World Population 2002 - People, Poverty and Possibilities) explicitly
highlights the link between family size and development opportunities of children: “Larger families
drain poor people’s capacity to provide for children. Whatever economies of scale they provide
- sharing living space or handing down clothes, for example - are outweighed by increasing
expenditures and competition for scarce resources. .. Thereis a higher risk of malnutrition associated
with birth intervals of less than two years in households with little property. Losses to health and
education are considerable.” UNFPA 2002b: 23.
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frequency of its application is more or less
similar in all five countries.

This strategy is paradoxical, in a number of
respects.First, itis likely that the neighbours of
those borrowing are also poor, and could face
similar financial difficulties. Second, lending
to desperately poor people is definitely a
financially risky operation. Even when the
desperately poor live in the same community
as well-off Roma, as is often the case, other
survey questions show that the wealthier
Roma are rarely among those people upon
whom poor Roma can rely for assistance. In
response to the question, On whom can Roma
in your country rely for support?, the ‘well-off
or rich Roma individuals’ option receives the
lowest support.

Reliance on loans is nonetheless apparent in
responses to questions about the sources of
household incomes: loans are described as a
source of income by 14 percent of the UNDP/
ILO survey respondents in Bulgaria, and by 27
percentin Romania.

The high support for ‘borrowing money
from neighbours’ option most probably
reveals the scale of informal money-
lenders—a documented problem in at
least two countries — Bulgaria and Slovak
Republic.”” Moneylenders at times act as
criminal organizations and are a major
factor encouraging criminality in Roma
communities. Not having access to other
financial opportunities, Roma borrow at
monthly interest rates of 100 percent or
more, and repay these loans under death
threats. In this way, significant shares of Roma
communities can become totally dependent
on local usurers. Facing the real threat to
the lives of family members, people will do
everything possible to pay back the money.
The negligible development opportunities
facing many Roma mean that criminal
activities can be the only feasible way to
avoid the usurers’ revenge. Many cases of
murder reported in Roma communities
are unofficially explained as resulting from

failure to pay back such debts. Some local
Roma leaders prefer to attribute these to
racist groups and assaults against Roma.
Providing lending opportunities linked to
sustainable, legitimate, income-generation
activities will reduce the economic
underpinning of a significant part of Roma
criminality. It is not a coincidence that local
money-lenders in many communities are
among the most vigorous opponents of
microlending schemes.

Main conclusions of Chapter 4

The survey results supported most of the
initial hypotheses regarding household
incomes. Roma poverty levels are broadly
comparable in all five countries, regardless
of the economic differences between them.
Substantial numbers of Roma children
face starvation on a frequent basis even in
the wealthiest of these economies, which
negatively affects their health status and
educational prospects. The values of UNDP’s
HDI estimated for Roma communities are well
below the HDI levels for majority populations,
and are similar to those of developing
countries. National poverty lines, rather than
universal poverty thresholds, should form the
basis of poverty-alleviation policies.

The survey results also point to a dangerous
trend in the form of growing marginalization
of Roma communities and extensive
dependence on state transfers. The data also
show that Roma poverty is more pronounced
in rural areas. The fact that the incidence of
poverty and child malnutrition is larger in
villages suggests that rural Roma are “double
losers.” They do not have access either to
the social safety nets that are available in
big cities or to the land and working capital
needed to engage in subsistence agriculture.
This suggests that special schemes should
be designed to increase the access of rural
Roma households to agricultural production
resources, as part of a sustainable solution to
nutrition problems.

77 See for example the country reports for Bulgaria submitted within the research project “Poverty and
Social Structure in Transitional Societies” directed by lvan Szelenyi, available at www.yale.edu/ccr.
Another recent documented example was the so called “Zrankovi case” in Vidin, Bulgaria, where the
local Roma community revolted against the money-lenders clan in July 2002, evicting them from
their houses. The inhabitants of the “Nov pat” Roma neighbourhood in Vidin filed 21 complaints
against the Zrankov clan, complaining mostly about money-lending, torture, and racketeering. 63
members of the Zrankovs family have been settled in various locations around the country but have
been evicted by the locals not wanting to host them. For more details see:

http://www.the-balkans.net/22_e.html.
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Poverty has another dimension that should
be taken into consideration. Vast segments
of majority populations in all five countries
were impoverished during the first phase of
transition, but nonetheless retain “memories”
of their previous social status. Members of this
“impoverishednewpoor,”whileincomparably
better off than poor Roma in absolute terms,
may feel much worse off relative to their lost
previous status. As such, they may perceive
Roma-targeted development programs as
initiatives conducted at their expense and
may support measures that perpetuate the
social exclusion of Roma communities.

The survey data suggest that moneylenders
in Roma communities may be a major
obstacle to creating sustainable survival
strategies. Money-lenders are undermining
development efforts undertaken by many
donors (such as micro-lending projects)
and can be at the core of organized crime
schemes.

The UNDP/ILO survey provides interesting
data regarding two aspects of the MDGs:
poverty, and access to safe drinking water. The
results for Roma diverge sharply from national
averages, suggesting that data and analysis of
MDGs should be disaggregated to sub-national
levels. The results also question the relevance of

international poverty lines (both the PPP$1 and
PPP$4 per day) for analysing Roma poverty. If
measures of Roma poverty are to be relevant
and policy-oriented, they should reflect
national-based measurements of poverty.

Access to social assistance is an important
aspect of Roma survival strategies. From the
perspective of majority populations, social
policy vis-a-vis the Roma may be perceived as
asymmetrical, in that social security benefits
paid to Roma recipients can dramatically
exceed their contributions to social security
funds. Group reliance on social welfare may
be perceived as “free-riding” and thereby
provide economic arguments that can be
used to support ethnic intolerance and
social exclusion. Social welfare systems in the
region should be redesigned so as to ensure
that social assistance does not reduce social
aspirations (especially among the young),
and is linked to efforts to increase individual
human capital and productivity.

If social welfare systems are to decrease
(rather than increase) dependency cultures,
they should be based on the principle of
“positive net benefits for positive net efforts.”
Social welfare systems should provide
incentives (and not disincentives) for the
adoption of pro-active life strategies.

Money-lenders
appear to be a
major impetus
for criminality
in Roma
communities




CHAPTERS

Education

In all the countries in which the regional
UNDP/ILO survey was conducted, Roma
education levels are dramatically low.”® Roma
populations are generally characterized by
‘primary’ and ‘incomplete primary’ education
profiles; only 7 percent of respondents
completed secondary or post-secondary
schooling (Graph 24). Because education is
directly correlated with labour market skills,
inadequate educationisamajorfactor behind
Roma workers’ decreasing competitiveness.

For this reason, the cause of limited access
to education was among the major issues
investigated by the survey. To what extent
is this exclusion poverty-related and to what
extentis it a result of explicit discrimination?

Another important topic of this issue was
the role of Roma language as an educational
tool.”? Can it be used to improve the
educational levels of Roma? Finally, the survey
aimed to shed more light on possible solutions
for providing Roma children the access to
education desired by their parents. Do they
prefer integrated education or do they expect
some special forms/framework of support?

Impediments to education

Poverty, early marriages and births, the
collapse of centralized educational and
socialization opportunities in the 1990s, the
isolation of Roma communities, the growing
role of ethnicity in educational institutions:
all these issues can limit Roma access to
education, and were directly addressed in
UNDP/ILO regional survey.

The data produced by this survey indicate that
poverty is a major impediment to education

and makes desegregation of education (even
when political will exists) more difficult. In
most poor families, Roma parents cannot
afford to provide their children with some
of the most basic items necessary for school,
such as clothes and books.® Smaller state
subsidies for education have reduced
educational opportunities for Roma and
other marginalized communities. There is
a clear danger that short-term savings to
the state budget may be offset by the long-
term social welfare costs of supporting an
uneducated and unemployable work force.

Poverty also means that Roma children often
go to school hungry, which makes learning
very difficult. Weak command of majority
languages can make it hard for Roma
children to understand what they are being
taught. The miserable conditions in which
many Roma children live can prevent them
from preparing homework assignments.

GRAPH 24

Poverty is a major
impediment

to the education
of Roma children

Education levels of the respondents (in percent terms)

100
80 A .

40 -

20 A

BG (@74 HU SK

RO

o Secondary
and higher

m Incomplete
secondary

@ Primary

m Incomplete
primary and
none

78 The UNDP/ILO survey generated data on the educational profiles of Roma respondents over 16 years
of age. These profiles, not surprisingly, differ from educational statistics produced by Education
Ministries, which register current enrollment rates at different educational levels.

7® Home language of Roma (when different from the majority language).

80

In Bulgaria, for example, the cost of a textbook for a child attending first grade is almost 40 €

(compared to an average monthly wage of 135 € for the first quarter of 2002—see http://www.nsi.bg/
statistika/Statistics.htm). One of the pre-electoral promises of the Hungarian Socialist Party (which
won the 2002 parliamentary elections) was to abolish payment for textbooks in all primary and
secondary schools. Implementation of the new free textbook policy started already from academic
year 2002/2003. Similar changes have been suggested by the Ministry of Education and Science in
Bulgaria, and may be implemented during the next academic year.
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The parents, who are often poorly educated
themselves, are unable to help them in this
regard. Finally, Roma children are frequently
involved in income generating activities or
care for younger siblings.

These factors have led to increasing numbers
of Roma children dropping out of school
in CEE countries. Roma children are heavily
over-represented among school-age children
who do not attend school. In Bulgaria, Roma
dropouts are estimated at between 22,000
and 66,000. Data from a representative
survey conducted for the needs of the Social
Assessment of childcare in Bulgaria show
that 8 percent of surveyed households have
a school-aged child or children not attending
school. The highest dropout rate is among
Roma (32 percent), followed by Bulgarians (8
percent) and Turks (6 percent).®' Field research
conducted by the Institute for Minority Studies
in Bulgaria shows that, out of 100 Roma
children entering school, only five (three boys
and two girls) have the opportunity to pursue
a secondary education, and of these, only one
hasa chance toreceive a higher education.82To
make matters worse, the rejection of majority
cultural values that is apparent in some Roma
ghettos and isolated villages in Bulgaria can
mean the rejection of education as well.

Drop-out rates in other countries are not
substantially different. In Hungary, more
than 90 percent of children start secondary
education, but only 33 percent of Roma
youth do. The dropout rate is particularly
high between the primary and secondary
school levels, with only around 4-5 percent
of Roma youth completing the latter.83 In
Romania (according to the 1992 national
census data), 27 percent of Roma boys and
35 percent of girls do not complete primary
school.In Slovak Republic, the dropout rate of
Roma children in the first grade rose from 46
percent in 1976 to 63 percent by 1999.84

The UNDP/ILO survey addressed school non-
attendance by including two yes/no questions
that investigated possible causes of school

81 Mihailov 2000.
82 |MIR archives.
83 CoE 2000c: 5.

non-attendance. The poverty dimension,
which was reflected in the ‘Lack of decent
clothes’ option, was most pronounced in
Bulgaria (29 percent for boys and 25 percent
for girls) and Romania (52 percent and 48
percent, respectively). ‘Helping raise the
younger children’ was an important reason
for girls (as high as 18 percent in Romania).
28 percent of respondents in Hungary and
17 percent in Bulgaria selected the ‘She gave
birth" option—another frequent reason for
Roma girls to drop out of school.8> The ‘l would
not stop my children from going to school’
option was selected most frequently in the
Czech Repubilic (55 percent for boys and girls)
and in Slovak Republic (72 percent for boys,
67 percent for girls). In the Slovak case, this
may be partially due to better enforcement
of rules linking payment of social assistance to
children’s school attendance.

The picture generated by the UNDP/ILO survey
data and other relevant studies is multifaceted,
but it has a common denominator: poverty.
This makes the disaggregation and monitoring
of the MDGs in Roma communities particularly
relevant. As many researchers point out, the
opportunity costs of sending children to school
rise in households with falling incomes .2 But
poverty may not be the only cause of low levels
of Roma education attendance. Oral learning
traditions, perhaps due to the historical lack of
codified Roma languages, may also play arole.
This may produce different attitudes toward
books, learning, and knowledge acquired
from books. It may be that this pattern of
knowledge acquisition has become identified
with Gadje culture as something alien that is
promoted by the official education system.8”

The “Roma schools”

The type of school and general quality of
educational services are major determinants
of access to quality education. The issue is not
related solely to educational infrastructure
(type of facilities, school supplies, etc.).
It also relates to the education system’s

84 Data on Romania cited from Save the Children 2001a: 323. Data on Slovak Republic cited from Save

the Children 2001b: 185.

85 The significance of early marriages as a factor for dropping out of school was outlined in a study on
communications channels in Roma communities conducted by UNDP in Bulgaria. Respondents under
18years of age indicated that early marriages were more of a reason for dropping out of school than was
intolerance demonstrated by teachers (89 percent vs. 77 percent). See UNDP Bulgaria 2001b: 20.

86 See Ringold, 2000: 25; Tomova, 2000: 34.

87 See PER 1992: 17.0n the traditional Roma socialization process and the attendant problems in Roma
relationships with surrounding societies, see Marushiakova and Popov 1997.
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responsiveness to the individual needs of
children, in this case, Roma children.

The UNDP/ILO survey approached this issue
by including such indirect questions as, What
is the ethnic affiliation of the majority of the
children in the class your children attend? The
responses summarized in Graph 25 provide
information about the most common
types of schools. Most Roma children—51
percent on average for the region, ranging
from 62 percent in Hungary to 35 percent
in Bulgaria—seem to study with children
from the ethnic majority. 19 percent of
respondents explicitly indicated that ‘most of
[my child’s schoolmates] are Roma’ (ranging
from 27 percent in Bulgaria to 12 percent in
the Czech Republic).

The relatively large number of ‘do not know’
responses raises doubts about the extent to
which the picture outlined above is correct.
If the 'no response’ options are distributed
equally across the options for children
attending majority and minority (segregated)
classes, then the share of children attending
segregated (minority) classes rises from
27 percent to 49 percent in Bulgaria, from
12 percent to 28 percent in the Czech
Republic, from 14 percent to 32 percent in
Romania, from 24 percent to 40 percent in
Slovak Republic, and from 17 percent to 28
percent in Hungary. The incidence of ‘Roma
dominated classes’ is also higher in rural than
in urban areas.

“Roma schools,” where Roma children study
predominantly with other Roma children,
come in two main types: schools, which are
made up predominantly by Roma children,
and majority schools with separate classes
for Roma. In Slovak Republic and the Czech
Republic, these are formally integrated
schools with de facto ethnic segregation. In
most of the CEE countries, “Roma schools”
emerged as an objective result of the
socialist regimes’ attempts to “solve the
Roma problem.” Roma, like the rest of the
population were attached to the regions
where they had (or had been) settled;
address registration was obligatory, and
residence permits were granted according
to place of birth or employment. Since
many Roma communities live in compact
neighbourhoods, Roma children are likely to
be over-represented in local schools.

88 Save the Children 2000a: 96.
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The magnitude of segregation in education

100 ~ percent
- . I of children
studyin
80 1 in clayssgs
comprised:
60 - m Mostly of
Roma
or other
40+ minority
@ Mostly of
20 A majority
children
l m N/rordon't
0 - T T T T know
BG cz HU SK RO
The psychological and economic constraints
that Roma families have continued to face
have generally meant that educational
standards in these schools have progressively
deteriorated. Many have turned into “special
schools,” officially called “schools for children
from disadvantaged families” (or variations
on that theme). In Bulgaria, population
concentration in Roma neighbourhoods
had a decisive influence on the development
of segregated Roma schools. In Hungary,
Slovak Republic, and the Czech Republic,
Roma children were explicitly channeled
into schools with “special” curricula (different
from institutions for children with disabilities
described below).
Schools for mentally retarded children and Roma children
orphanages can be a third type of “Roma
school.” In all CEE countries Roma children outnumber non-
outnumber non-Roma in schools formentally Roma in schools
retarded children, and in most cases there are
no good health-related grounds for this. The formental/y
magnitude of the phenomenon is differentin  retqrded children
different countries, but in all of them, Roma .
children are over-represented in special with no gOOd
schools and underrepresented in mainstream  heqlth-related
education. In Bulgaria in 1997, there were 299 .
special schools of various types attended by grounds for this

27,148 children. More than a third of those
attending schools for children with learning
disabilities were Roma.88 In Slovak Republic,
there are approximately 380 special schools
for mentally and physically disabled children
attended by roughly 31,000 students. A
majority of Roma students from segregated
villages in Slovak Republic attend such
schools.8? According to Czech government
data, “approximately three-fourths of Roma

89 World Bank, S.P.A.C.E. Foundation, INEKO, OSI. 2002: 38.
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children attend special schools for children
with light mental defects, and more than 50
percent (estimations are again close to three-
fourths) of all pupils attending special schools
are Roma children.”® A 1997 survey indicated
that 63 percent of Roma children of primary
school age were attending special schools,
compared to 4 percent for the total population
in the Czech Republic.’' In Romania, according
to official data there are 246 special schools,
and the number of children with disabilities
registered in those schools was 48,2372 In
Hungary, Roma children in special schools rose
from 26 percent of total enroliment in these
schools in 1974-1975 to 43 percen t in 1992-
1993. Other research suggests that there are
regions of Hungary in which up to 90 percent
of special school pupils are Roma.”

This pictureis indirectly supported by the data
from the UNDP/ILO survey. When asked, Do
you have in your family a child in a special school
(with mental problems or lagging behind in their
development)?, on average 14 percent of the

90

Reasons for placing children in special schools

80

70

60

50
40 ~
30 -
20 A
10 -

BG

Ccz

HU SK RO

percent of respondents stating each of the options as a valid reason:

@ Family too poor to feed the child B Mental or phisical disbility

O Easier school program

90 OSCE 2000: 77.
1 ERRC 1999: 23.

households responded affirmatively. The
highest incidence was recorded in the Czech
Republic (27 percent), Slovak Republic (19
percent), and Hungary (17 percent). In all three
cases the reason given for placing the child in
such a school was ‘the program there is easier.’
(This explanation was given by 76 percent
of respondents in the Czech Republic with
children in such institutions.) In addition to
the ‘easier program’ explanation, a number of
poverty-related factors seem to lie behind the
prevalence of Roma children in these schools.
These include learning disabilities linked to
such problems as high morbidity rates, poor
health awareness, and early births. Data from
the regional UNDP/ILO survey summarized in
Graph 26 confirm this. The current situation
calls for the adoption of decisive policies to
halt the placement of Roma childrenin “special
schools” or “special classes” for the mentally
handicapped, and for the development and
implementation of national action plans to
transfer children currently placed in such
institutions—especially those without mental
disabilities—into the mainstream educational
system. Even though such strategies often
existatthe nationallevel, theirimplementation
is sluggish.®*

The expansion of “Roma schools” is both
an outcome of the last decade’s transition
process and an illustration of its complexity.
The inadequacies of the previous educational
system—which was designed to operate in
an ideologically uniform environment and
was relatively intolerant of diversity—are
one aspect of this complexity. These
inadequacies remain  pronounced in
educational administration, particularly in
the lack of capacity for dealing with diversity
and implementing principles of integrated
education. Moreover, special schools have
clear financial incentives to keep their children
clientele. As long as the finances of such
schools (i.e., staff employment and salaries)
depend on the number of children enrolled,
segregated schools will continue to exist.>®

92 Save the Children 2001a: 325. The source does not mention explicitly the year for which the figures
are related, but it was most likely the academic year 1999-2000.

9 Save the Children 2001b: 123.

94 Forexample, in Bulgaria, a Framework Program for Equal Integration of Roma in Bulgarian Society has
existed since 1999, butit was only in 2002 that the Ministry of Education and Science adopted explicit,
practical directives that were to become effective in the 2002-2003 academic year. The directives
provide practical and realistic approaches to many of the problems the Roma minority is facing. See

Bulgarian Ministry of Education, 2002: 151-158.

% The practice of special schools administrators lobbying Roma parents of pre-school children to
persuade them to send their children to special school has been described in the Czech Republic.

See Save the Children 2001b: 43.
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The withdrawal of the state from key
social policy areas (partially due to budget
constraints, partially for ideological reasons)
also contributed to the expansion of “Roma
schools.” While entire education systems
have been hit by financial pressures, “Roma
schools” have been hit the hardest. As the
costs of providing education services started
to move from the state to family budgets,
parents (through parents’ committees or
other channels) have had to contribute more
and more resources for educational purposes.
This indirect “local taxation” resulted in the
emerging cleavages in society within the
educational system. To put it simply, the
children of poorer parents started getting
poorer education. With their parents over-
represented among the poor stratum, Roma
children are over-represented among the
children receiving poorest education. Not
surprisingly, educational opportunities for
Roma children have declined further.*®

The emergence of “Roma schools” also
reflects fears and prejudices of those
parents from majority communities with
the financial means to attempt to escape
from pockets of poverty and ghetto cultures.
The domination of a certain school by
children from a marginalized community
can automatically trigger negative selection
mechanisms,”” similar to the expansion of
the “rolling ghetto” in the United States.
From this perspective, limited access to
education is due not just to political, legal, or
physical constraints: it is also associated with
perceptions of minority groups as inferior,and
with attributed characteristics that majorities
(or representatives of minorities seeking to
escape marginalization) wish to avoid.

Long-term solutions to these problems must
rely on encouraging the adoption of attitudes
and life strategies among Roma families
that value education as an asset. Current
levels of marginalization in many Roma
communities are not conducive to families
playing the role of “educational agents.”
Families living in Roma ghettos are often

Box 11. Alternative schools in Hungary:
Variety of options with a common objective

Many approaches to Roma education have been tested in Hungary. For various
reasons, most of them proved unsuccessful. At the beginning of the 1990s a
new approach was articulated by committed educators to creating alternative
schools and other forms of education for Roma children, to compensate for the
community’s educational disadvantage. A special Roma kindergarten was
established by a foundation in the Csepel district of Budapest; a foundation of|
the teachers of a school for mentally retarded children in Edelény city created a
“Labour School”; the Gandhi Public Foundation Grammar School was established
for the 12-18 age group in Pécs; and the Kedves House was formed in Nyirtelek
(Eastern Hungary) for elementary school children. Successful vocational
training programs were also established. These include the Roma Chance
Alternative Vocational School in Szolnok, and the Kalyi Jag Minority Vocational
School. Alternative schools also provide special services for Roma children: the
Don Bosco Primary and Vocational Schoolin Kazincbarcika, the Rainbow Schoolin
Martfii and the Burattino School and Care Centerin Budapest are the best-known
examples of this.

Inaddition to special schools and classes, Roma students can also be supported
by supplementary after school activities. Collegium Martineum in Manfa was
the first of this kind of establishment providing educational support to Roma
secondary school students in the vicinity of Pécs. The Jézsefvdros Day School
in Budapest is a similar institution. The Weekend College in Nagykanizsa, in
the Roma Community house, offers weekend tuition for Roma children
from neighbouring villages. Romaversitas—an “invisible college” for Roma
university students—offers mentoring and tutoring in Budapest. The
Rabindranath Tagore Foundation School in Ozd, established by a Roma
painter, offers additional art classes. This school tries to provide mainstream
knowledge without depriving Roma children of their ethno-cultural identity.
Roma culture and language courses are included in the curriculum, and Roma
art is something to be proud of in most of these schools. The Roma parent
is not a burden, but is instead welcome in the school, and made part of the
school life.

Despite the diversity of their approach, founders, and methodology, these
schools have something in common: they provide opportunities to Roma
children that offset at least some of the weaknesses of the mainstream
educational system. These institutions demonstrate the variety of possible
approaches, and show that sensitivity, tolerance, and respect for diversity are
prerequisites for success.

The results are promising, as ever-increasing numbers of pupils enjoy the
advantages of alternative schooling. But these schools have not reached the
critical mass needed to change the mainstream education in Hungary. Scaling
up is what needs to be done next. All these institutions are NGOs, and only a
few receive significant support from the state. None can easily plan for the
coming years. The state is rather reluctant to view them as workshops to find
adequate ways of teaching Roma children. These schools do show, however,
that financial support for such institutions is a good long-term investment in
Hungary’s Roma children.

Box prepared by Anna Csongor, based on: Alternative Schools and Roma Education:
A Review of Alternative Secondary School Models for the Education of Roma Children in
Hungary. World Bank regional office Hungary. NGO Studies No.3; McDonald Christina
etal.2001. The Roma Education Resource Book. Budapest: OSI; Ferenc Babusik et al. 2002.
A romdk esélyei Magyarorszdgon. Budapest: Delphoi Consulting. For more information
visit www.romacentrum.hu and www.romapage.hu

9 Economic hardship isincreasingly causing Roma parents to place their children in institutions outside
of the home. As was recently outlined in a study on the educational opportunities of Roma children
in Europe: “economic crisis... has led to a growing number of parents temporarily leaving their kids
in homes for children and youth, whilst maintaining parental rights. Others have sent normal and
healthy children to schools for children with learning disabilities where they are at least provided
with meals”(Save the Children 2001a: 97-98). Similarly poverty-related economic motives for placing
children in special schools have been described in the Czech Republic (Save the Children 2001b: 42-
43). On the relationship between poverty and access to education, see also Vandycke, 2001, UNICEF

1998, and section 5 of Micklewright 2000.

97 This “negative selection” pattern is not unique for Eastern Europe. In his testimony before the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), Nicolae Gheorghe —
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percent of respondents accepting the following options for their children:
m Attend regular school with majority children on equal basis

o Attend regular school with majority children but enjoying special support

m Learn from Roma teachers teaching in Roma

o Attend additional language courses to improve proficiency in official language

m Study in separate classes but in majority school

m Attend specialized Roma school

The real problem
is not the type

of school or the
institutional
setting, but the
degree to which
the solutions
pursued actually
help “reduce

the ghetto”

unable to engage with education institutions
in a satisfactory manner. Once a certain level
of marginalization takes hold, several very
difficult problems emerge: determining
which short-term steps to take when the
long-term goal is to help people out of the
ghetto; minimizing the current impact of
ghetto culture on the children and halting
reproduction of the ghetto mentality in the
next generations. Different countries have
adopted different approaches (all more or
less assimilative) to these problems at various
times. Although the record is mixed in this
regard, it is clear that the real problem is not
the type of school or the institutional setting
(specialized for Roma or formally integrated),
but the degree to which the solutions
pursued actually help “reduce the ghetto.”
Integrated schools in this regard are one of
the possible approaches; they may be more
or less effective, depending on the specific
conditions and the substantive contents

(as opposed to the formal structure) of the
specific measures chosen.®

Possible approaches

How do the Roma themselves view
their children’s possible inclusion in the
educational systems? Asked, What would
be the best way to provide your children with
access to education equal to what the children
from the majority have?, (Graph 27) most of
the respondents demonstrate an extremely
reasonable approach. Roma believe that
the only sustainable way to provide their
children with equal access to education is
by encouraging integration, rather than by
segregating them from the majority.

The option receiving the strongest support—
‘attending school with majority children
without special support, on an equal basis
with the other children'—was selected by
59 percent of the participants in the UNDP/
ILO survey. Providing ‘additional language
courses in the official language’ was most
widely suggested in Bulgaria and Romania,
where insufficient language proficiency is
a major barrier for Roma children, at times
disqualifying them from primary school
enrollment. These responses show that
Roma parents know that poor knowledge
of majority (official) languages is a major
obstacle to their children’s education.

The argument that Roma children’s access
to quality education can be improved by
teaching at least some subjects in Roma
languages reflects the assumption that
these languages are widely known and
used by these children. Even assuming that
differences between various Roma dialects
are negligible, data on the issue are uncertain.
Data from the UNDP/ILO survey show that, on
average, only 54 percent of the respondents
state they use Roma at home, with the
highest incidence in Bulgaria (see Graph 28).
Bilingual education strategies may not be
appropriate.

— (OSI Contact Point for Roma and Sinti) points out that similar patterns are now apparent in France,
whereby French parents are withdrawing their children from Roma-dominated schools. See “Old
Problems, New Possibilities—Barriers to Roma Education,” Hearing before the Commission on
Security and Cooperation on Europe (Helsinki Commission), http://www.csce.gov/official.cfm. The
Report on the situation of Roma and Sinti in the OSCE area admits the same problem: gains in Roma
enrollment in regular public schools are “offset by the reaction of non-Romany parents removing
their children from schools that, in their view, have too many Romany children” (OSCE 2000: 69).

98

This conclusion follows the line of argument suggested by Jean-Pierre Liégeois: “Gypsy classes

integrated into the school system may, like other type of structures, exist for the better or for the
worse. They can be a bridge, a transition, but can also be a prison.” See Liégeois 1994: 215.
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Roma language is definitely one of the
parameters of the “educational environment”
of Roma children, but it does not seem to be
a primary factor. Language duality can be
both an asset and a segregating factor; large
numbers of people in Europe are bilingual or
multilingual. In this context it is important
to distinguish between “language of study”
and “language of instruction.” Bilingualism
can only be an asset if it goes hand in hand
with proficiency in the official language,
as a second language in addition to, not in
place of, the official one. If Roma language
is perceived as a substitute rather than as a
supplement to majority language proficiency,
it will reduce educational and employment
opportunities and will promote further
isolation, and subsequent ghettoization, of
the community.*®

Excessive emphasis on Roma-language
instruction could also promote exclusionary
behaviour among majority populations. The
results of a 1994 survey conducted in Slovak
Republic indicate that the proposition that
Roma children should be able to be educated
in their native language is not popularamong
the majority population (only 39 percent of
respondents agreed with this proposition,
while 53 percent disagreed). Even fewer
respondents favoured broadcasting tele-
vision and radio programs in Roma, as a
way of raising the educational and cultural
standard of the Roma. (34 percent of the
respondents agreed with this, and 53 percent
opposed it.)

These data underscore the fact that
bilingualism is likely, at best, to be a mixed
blessing. The easier exchange of cultural
codes in the schools may instead be more
important. Here, Roma teaching assistants
could play animportant role, not as “linguistic
translators” but as “cultural intermediaries.”
This issue should also be approached from
a long-term perspective: larger numbers of
“ordinary” teachers teaching in “ordinary”
majority schools and classes should be
employed from Roma groups. Employing
Roma teachers who teach majority and
minority children together seem to be the

most sustainable and integration-oriented
solution.

On the other hand, Roma language can play
a crucial role in preserving and developing
Roma cultural heritage. Culture, in its
broadest sense, could be one of the effective
responses to the challenges of the ghetto. The
issue here is the presence of positive models
or scenarios—based on well-educated,
successful Roma, underscoring the fact
that the opportunity costs of investment in
education and culture are not negligible. This
is possible only if Roma parents themselves
become convinced that education matters
for their children. Unfortunately, real-life
experiences continue to provide counter
examples, in the form of unemployed
workers who are both skilled and educated.
The high unemployment rates in the CEE
countries (except for Hungary) send the
message that education does not really
matter. In the current economic environment,
higher education is not a guarantee against
unemployment.'®® From this point of view,
it is necessary, first, to distinguish (and
explicity communicate) the difference
between possessing high educational levels
and adequate skill sets for a market economy.
Second, even if education does not provide
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99 On the cost of the simplistic approach to the issue of education access and Roma language see

Gheorghe 1997:32.

100 Results of the International Social Survey Program conducted in 1999 prove the correlation between
advance of economic reforms (and in broader terms — inclusion in economic transformation) and the
perception of education as an asset. While as many as 75 percent of respondents in Bulgaria, where
reforms were delayed, strongly disagree with the statement “In your country people get rewarded
forintelligence and skills,” 17 percent in the Czech Republic and 12 percentin Hungary held that view.

Suhrcke 2001: 35.
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Box 12. “Balancing steps in education”
in the Czech Republic

The “Balancing Steps in Education” approach to improving educational
access for Roma in the Czech Republic involves many actors. At the
central government level, the Ministry of Education, Youth, and Physical
Education works with the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs (which is
responsible for human rights), and with the Council for Roma Community
Affairs. The Education Ministry develops methods for establishing
preparatory classes for Roma students. It also manages and finances the
preparation of teacher’s assistants. County councils, municipalities, and
NGOs implement “balancing steps” at the local level. They are involved
in the preparation of preparatory classes and also support the teacher’s
assistants.

The preparatory classes and educator-teachers assistants scheme was
introduced on a pilot basis from September 1, 1997 to June 6, 2000. An
evaluation of the program during this time concluded that “Balancing
steps” could serve as a suitable tool for eliminating educational problems
of children from disadvantaged environments. During the 2000-2001
school year, preparatory classes were held in 63 primary schools, 40
special schools, and 7 kindergartens. As of December 31,2001, there were
230 teaching assistants in schools and other educational institutions.
Despite this, there are still entire districts with large Roma communities
that do not have either preparatory class or educator-teachers assistants.

Schools with “all-day programs” are another locally implemented
approach to improving educational access for Roma children. This project
has been carried out in five selected schools using several pilot programs.
Based on the analysis of this experience a more comprehensive pilot will
be developed and suggested for broader implementation.

A third locally implemented program focuses on multicultural education
and teaching tolerance. This program concerns teachers, pupils and
ordinary citizens, and features the participation of numerous NGOs.

Box prepared by Tomas Sirovatka based on Koncepce politiky viady vuci
prislusnikum romske komunity, napomahadgjici jejich integraci do spolecnosti
(Conception of the government towards the members of Roma community
enabling their integration into society). Praha: Vlada Ceske Republiky; 2000.

immediate employment opportunities,
it still matters in the long run: remaining
in the education system helps children to
accumulate social capital, opening the way
for further social integration.

Theimportance
of pre-school education

Pre-school education is usually the critical
point at which limitations on access to
education begin. If children do not develop
adequate majority language proficiency at

that age, they will most probably lag behind
in primary school and end up in a “Roma
school” or a “Roma class.” As mentioned
above, the state’s declining role in education
systems has affected all schools, but the
shock was particularly pronounced for pre-
school institutions. Many pre-schools in the
socialist era were attached to and subsidized
by SOEs. These subsidies usually ended with
the privatisation or liquidation of SOEs,
and were generally not offset by adequate
funding from central government or other
sources. In most cases kindergartens were
assigned to municipalities, which were
generally in dire financial straits.””" As a
result, decreasing numbers of children
(from minorities in particular) participate
in pre-school programs: their parents
simply cannot afford the additional costs.
In Romania, for example, data from a 1998
survey showed that only 17 percent of Roma
children between three and six years of
age participated in pre-school activities,
compared to 60 percent for the population
as a whole.'92 In Hungary, although nursery
school attendance is compulsory from the
age of five, around 11 percent of Roma of
the same age do not attend.'®® In Slovak
Republic, 85 percent to 90 percent of Roma
children attended kindergarten until 1991,
butin the 1990s attendance fell dramatically,
mainly due to economic reasons.!%*

Reinvigorating  pre-school  education
systems, with additional majority language
courses/activities for Roma children, is key to
changing this situation. If Roma children are
not included in the educational system from
the very beginning, they most probably will
be doomed to fall into the spiral of poverty,
unemployment, and  marginalization.
This inclusion can be achieved through
enrollment in so-called preparatory or zero
classes for pre-school children. This should
be a government priority, and should receive
the necessary financial support. It should be
made obligatory for all families. Pre-school
is also the phase at which integration into
mainstream education systems should
begin. Experience shows that Roma children
attending integrated pre-schools have much
better chances to continue their education
in an integrated environment than those

10T See UNICEF 1998 and section 4 of Micklewright 2000.

102 Save the Children 2001a: 323.
103 Save the Children 2001b: 122.

104 Between 1988 and 1995, the total number of children attending kindergartens in Slovak Republic
dropped from 166,852 to just 1,181 (Save the Children 2001b: 181).
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who have their first contact with the system
later.105

Hencetheissue of pooraccess to educational
opportunities for Roma children, like the
issue of equal access to the labour market, is
much more complex and multi-dimensional
than it is often perceived to be. The
question is not just about deprivation and
discrimination. These problems exist, but
they are often outcomes of complex webs
of systemic causalities, including objective
demographic and geographical factors.
If these issues are not considered in their
full complexities, the policies adopted are
unlikely to be effective.

Limited access to education also reflects
a problematic dialogue between Roma
communities and the education system.
Roma are expected to conform to the
logic and rules of the system and the local
level (represented by teachers and school
principals) in what is often a one-way process.
Centralized, unresponsive education systems
rarely ask questions like: “What are the
specific problems behind an individual
Roma child’s failure to attend school?,” or
“Does s/he have at least a table on which to
do homework?,” and “Is it hunger that makes
it hard for a Roma child to pay attention
in school?” There is a myriad of similar
questions that need to be (and most often
are not) asked by the education system, in
order to fully understand why Roma children
do not attend school or drop out. It is only
on the basis of such an understanding that
barriers to participation in education can be
removed.'%

Main conclusions of Chapter 5

Data from the UNDP/ILO survey support most
of the initial hypotheses, with the exception
of the wide usage of Roma languages.
The results suggest that there are systemic
reasons for exclusion in education—namely
poverty and the perpetuation of the ghetto
culture. Discrimination is often an effect
rather than a cause, and unless the systemic
causes are dealt with, Roma children will
continue to have negligible educational

Box 13. Bulgaria: Focus on pre-school
increases integration opportunities

Poor knowledge of majority languages, as well as social differences
between school and their local communities, are major barriers to Roma
children’s failure to attend school. Pre-school attendance can help to
bridge these social differences. But for various reasons Roma children
rarely attend pre-schools, dramatically diminishing their educational
opportunities from outset. The logical conclusion is that pre-school for
Roma children should be given special attention.

Several years were necessary for this apparently obvious idea to gain
momentum and support from the Bulgarian government. In the middle
of the 1990s in Stolipinovo neighbourhood in Plovdiv (one of the largest
Roma neighbourhoods, part of which is essentially a ghetto) the first
summer pre-school courses for bilingual children were organized by a
local Roma NGO. Each pre-school group had a professional teacherand an
assistant teacher from the Roma community. The results were impressive.
Within four months the children had acquired the necessary proficiencyin
the Bulgarian language and important knowledge of society “outside the
neighbourhood.” When school began the Roma children were already
well integrated with the rest of the children. Subsequent monitoring
showed that the drop-out rate among these Roma children did not differ
from the overall drop-out rate.

During the next few years the practice of focused pre-school education for
Roma children spread in other cities with sizeable Roma minorities: Lom,
Sliven, Montana, Vidin, Sofia. Local Roma NGOs, in close cooperation with
local governments and school management, implemented the projects.
In all cases the results were similar: Roma children started the first grade
with the necessary knowledge and experience, as well as with higher self-
esteem. The drop-out rate was negligible.

Based on the experience from these pilots, a specific component targeted
at children from vulnerable groups was launched in 2001-2002 within
the governmental project on “Improvement of children welfare reform
in Bulgaria,” funded by the Japanese Social Development Fund. During
summer 2002, 19 local NGOs organized pre-school trainings for 1335
children in Plovdiv, Stara Zagora, Sliven, Russe, Varna, and Shumen. All
the children who participated in these trainings subsequently enrolled in
first grade. Since their families could not afford to buy clothing and school
supplies, they were provided by the project at a total cost of €250,000.
A follow-up program is envisaged, with a target of helping over 2500
disadvantaged children complete pre-school education.

The project illustrates the specific roles that can be played by the NGO
sector and the central government (both executive and legislature). It
also underscores the importance of pre-school programs. The Bulgarian
Parliamentamended the Public Education Act in September 2002, making
pre-school education obligatory and financed by the state budget.
According to a directive issued by the Ministry of Education and Science
regarding the integration of children from minorities effective academic
year 2002-2003, the introduction of assistant teachers is to be a standard
element of pre-school education for Roma children.

Box prepared by Rumyan Sechkov, based on data from the Roma-Plovdiv
Foundation, the Stolipinovo Coalition, the Roma-Lom Foundation, and the Self-
Help Bureau, Sliven.

105The Hungarian researcher Zita Réger drew the attention to the necessity of early integration of Roma

children through intensive pre-school education as early as in 1970s. See Réger, Zita. “Gypsy Classes

"

and “Mixed Classes” —In View Of the Facts.” Fényes, Csaba et al., 1999.
106 See UNDP Bulgaria 2001b: 23 as well as Annexes 2 (“Young Roma on Education”) and 3 (“NGO and

Governmental Educational Institutions”).
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opportunities. Poor families cannot provide
children with clothes, books—the basic items
necessary for school. These problems have
been exacerbated by reductions in central
subsidies for education, forcing parents to
cover out-of-pocket school costs, specifically
paying for textbooks. If education is to be
a long-term priority, governments should
reconsider the withdrawal of this support.
Poverty also limits access to education by
requiring that Roma children be engaged in
income generating activities, or by helping to
raise younger siblings.

Poor knowledge of majority languages
is another potent constraint on access to
education. Providing Roma children with
additional opportunities to improve their
command of the majority language is
therefore a precondition for improving their
access to education.

Roma-language instruction is not a substitute
for good command of majority languages.
Reliance on Roma languages as educational
instruments may be ineffective and could
even contribute to the further isolation of
Roma communities. Bilingualism can be both
an asset and a segregating factor.

Pre-school participation has strategic
importance for educational opportunities.
Thisis the level at which future exclusion from
the education system is determined, and at
which many subsequent problems can be
avoided. If Roma children are included in the
education system from the very beginning,
they have better chances of avoiding the
spiral of poverty, unemployment, and
marginalization. Pre-school education also
provides the best opportunities for further
integration of Roma children in mainstream
education.

Integrated education should be seen as the
effective means of achieving equal educational
opportunities in the long run. All other action
towards improvement of the educational
status of Roma should be implemented in
the context of integrated education as a long-
term objective. But “Roma schools"—and
segregation in education in general—are
complicated issues.

Discrimination is an important but not
the sole (and often not the major) cause
of segregation. Solutions that attempt to
improve Roma access to education must bear
these complexities in mind.



CHAPTER6

Health status and trends

The task of monitoring the health status of
Roma populations is another area that is
negatively impacted by the lack of statistical
data, which are disaggregated by ethnicity. At
the same time, health aspects are at the core
of MDGs 4, 5,and 6.9 There is much evidence
that life expectancy, infant mortality,
morbidity, and other major health indicators
are substantially worse for Roma than for
majority populations in CEE countries. This
chapter analyses these problems on the
basis of the data produced by the UNDP/ILO
survey.

Due to the constraints of the survey,'8 its
objectivesregarding healthissues were rather
modest and limited to the self-assessment of
the respondents. Another important area
investigated was the inclusion in health
insurance systems.

Self-assessment of Roma
health status

The UNDP/ILO survey provides general
information on the self-assessed health
status of Roma populations. Only 12 percent
of survey respondents assessed their health
as ‘perfect, and only 41 percent assessed it
as ‘good.” The remainder, over 45 percent,
assessed their health as either ‘tolerable’ or
‘bad.’ The distribution of the assessments by
countries is similar, with substantially more
Roma in Romania and Hungary assessing
their health status as ‘tolerable’ or ‘bad’ than
in the other countries.

Only 18 percent of the Roma think that
their children are in perfect health, but

57 percent claim that their children are
in good health. As shown in Graph 29,
the distribution of these responses by
countries is more even, with only Bulgaria
showing a slightly lower share of parents
assessing their children’s status as ‘perfect.’
But the high morbidity and infant mortality
rates reported for Roma children suggest
that such optimistic assessments are less
a reflection of reality than of low levels of
parental health awareness.

Life expectancy is a good proxy for quality
of life and for the impact of morbidity
levels. Comparisons of life expectancy levels
calculated for different ethnic groups at
different ages (i.e., the probable number of
years that representatives of different ethnic
groups and differentages will live) can be very
revealing in this respect. Data summarized
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197 MDG 4, “Reducing child mortality” sets the target of reducing the under-age-five mortality rate by
two-thirds between 1990 and 2015. Goal 5, “Improve maternal health” sets the target of reducing the
maternal mortality rate by three-quarters between 1990 and 2015. Goal 6, “Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria
and other diseases” sets two targets: to halt and reverse the spread of HIV/AIDS by 2015; and to halt
and reverse the spread of malaria and other diseases by 2015.

198 The authors are aware of the fact that this is the weakest section of the report. Health issues require
a completely different methodological framework, which was not possible to include in a regional
household-type survey. For a comprehensive overview of the health problems Roma are facing, see
Zoon 2001a and 2001b as well as UNICEF 1992, Puporka and Zadori 1998, ARSPMS 2001.
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in Graph 30 show this trend for Bulgaria'®.
As seen from the graph, life expectancy of
Roma is on average 5 to 6 years lower than
for other ethnic groups (for example, the life
expectancy at birth for Roma is 66.6, while for
ethnic Bulgarians itis 72.3).
The most common chronic diseases reported
by Roma are cardiovascular and respiratory
ailments, tuberculosis, renal, gastric,
enteric, and liver diseases. Neurological and
psychiatric diseases, gynecological disorders,
and carcinomas are more frequently
encountered among Roma than in majority
populations, but the persons afflicted by
these misfortunes do not always report
them. Reference here is to reported diseases,
and since these data are not desegregated by
Table 11
Infant and child mortality rates in Romania
(infant and child mortality rates deaths by 1000 live births)
Ethnic Infant mortality (O Child mortality Total infantand
group to 1year) (1to4years) child mortality
(0to 4 years)
Romanian 27.1 1.1 28.2
Hungarian 19.8 0 19.8
Roma 72.8 7.2 80.0

* Children born between July 1994 and June 1999. Source: Reproductive Health
Survey: Romania (draft, 1999).

ethnicity, monitoring their incidence can be
difficult. Infectious and parasitic diseases that
are rarely found among majority population
are often observed among Roma children.
Another big danger is the spread of viral
meningitis.

Children’s and women’s health status

Roma children are a special risk group
in terms of health. Infant mortality data
are scarce due to the lack of consistent
monitoring by ethnic groups. Still, various,
albeit fragmentary, data show large
discrepancies between majority and Roma
populations. Table 11 presents infant
mortality by ethnic groups for Romania in
1999. These data suggest that Roma child
mortality rates are 3 to 4 times higher than
those for the majority population or other
ethnic groups.

In the Czech Republic, Slovak Republic, and
Hungary, Roma infant mortality rates are
roughly double the national averages.'°
In the Czech Republic, Roma children
represented 2.5 percent of all live births and
accounted for 4.9 percent of infant deaths;
in Slovak Republic, these figures were 8.4
percent and 17.8 percent, respectively.!

The situation in Bulgaria is even worse: in
1989, the infant mortality rate for Roma
children was 240 per 1000, compared to
the national average of 40.""? These figures
contrast dramatically with the average infant
mortality rates for the five countries (Tables
B10 and B11, Annex 3) and are probably
among the strongest arguments for more
active sub-national MDG monitoring and
initiatives in pre-accession countries.

Women'’s health is another area of concern.
Problems with women'’s health reflect both
socioeconomic factors (poverty, inadequate
nutrition, lack of access to health services)
and cultural patterns like early marriages
and early births. There is a direct relationship
here between frighteningly high infant
mortality rates and high fertility rates.
Unfortunately, data on the health status
of Roma women are fragmentary and not
always reliable. Systematic research on

199 The graph is based on data from the 1992 and 2001 census and reflects
information only for people who declared their ethnic affiliation.

M0 puporka and Zadori 1998: 25.
M Kalibova 2000: 184.
"2 0SCE 2000: 125.



Health status and trends

this issue is definitely needed, in order to
go beyond the national averages and to
adequately monitor the health-related
aspects of MDGs as well. But even these
fragmentary data suggest that promoting
reproductive health and rights, including
family planning, is indispensable not just for
economic growth and poverty reduction,
but for decreasing mortality and morbidity
rates.'3

Major determinants
of poor health status

Poor sanitation levels due to inadequate
basic infrastructure are a major reason for
the poor health status of Roma communities.
In Slovak Republic, for example, these
factors contribute to the high mortality
rates for Roma infants: it is 34.8 per 1,000
children born, while the mortality rate
among non-Roma infants is 14.6 per 1,000
children born.™ These data illustrate the
link between sanitation conditions in Roma
settlements and the need for sub-national
MDG monitoring.

Limited access to health services is another
determinant of poor Roma health status.
In many cases it is due to open or hidden
discrimination."> But even if discrimination
were completely abolished, certain systemic
factors limiting access are “imbedded” in
the reform of old health care systems and
transitions to new systems based on health
insurance. First, not all of the population is
aware of the procedures and the need to
have such insurance. Second, the financial
contributions required from patients—even
if small—are often too high for poor people.
Third, large shares of Roma communities lack
the new identity cards necessary for inclusion
in the system.

The data from the UNDP/ILO survey show
that the broadest medical insurance
coverage for Roma is in Slovak Republic
(where 97 percent of the respondents
claimed to have medical insurance),

followed by Hungary (96 percent) and
the Czech Republic (86 percent). The low
levels reported in Bulgaria (54 percent) and
Romania (63 percent) seem to reflect the
fact that these two countries were among
the last in the region to launch their health
sector reforms. The same picture emerges
if we compare the responses of people
who explicitly state that they do not have
insurance. In the first three countries the
share of this group is between 1-4 percent,
while in the last two, it is 35-36 percent.

On the other hand, most respondents in
all five countries claim to have a personal
doctor (Graph 31). This probably means
that significant numbers of respondents in
Bulgaria and Romania either do not know
how the health system works, or do not
have real access toit. In any case, the reality
regarding access to health seems to be
worse than reported by respondents.

GRAPH 31
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Poverty and HIV/AIDS
HIV/AIDS has been found to dispro-

portionately affect certain minority groups
in Central and Eastern Europe, due to their
higher poverty rates and limited access to
basic social services. Various sources show
that CEE countriesare experiencing significant
problems associated with drug trafficking
and use. The links between drug trafficking

13 Data also prove the correlation between high birth rates and infant mortality rates. Countries with
infant mortality rates of less than 20 per 1,000 live births have an average fertility of 1.7 children per
woman, while those with an infant mortality rate over 100 have an average fertility rate of 6.2. See
WHO 2001: 36. On the human cost of poor family planning see also http://www.unfpa.org/mothers/
contraceptive.htm. The last UNFPA report (State of World Population 2002 - People, Poverty and
Possibilities) reaches the same conclusion: “Health risks to infants and children are worse in poor
families with many children. Larger families are more common among the poor and the children in
them are less likely to receive basic preventive health care.” UNFPA 2002b: 35.

14 World Bank 2000c.
15 See Zoon 2000a and 2000b.
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Box 14. “Hidden impediments”
to social services in Romania

Discrimination may have different faces and often is not explicit.
In many areas, especially those involving provision of social
services, ostensibly neutral legal provisions may in practice have a
discriminatory impact.

These “hidden impediments” are apparent in the regulation of health
care services. In Romania, the right to health protection (and the state
obligation to provide it) are enshrined in the Constitution. Romania
embarked on a contribution-based overall health care reform in
1998. Families receiving social support receive health insurance
without paying any contribution. Eligibility for non-contributory
health insurance is conditional on access to social support, the
eligibility criteria for which can be affected by various administrative
practices, potential exclusion errors, possible discriminatory denials,
and insufficient information. Access to health care for certain social
groups—like Roma—can therefore be denied on administrative
grounds.

Another theoretically neutral but potentially discriminatory legal
provision concerns different definitions of the “family” in different
Romanian laws. In the Law on Social Support, the “family” is defined as
parents and children regardless of the existence of a civil marriage or
of the civil status of the child. In the Health Insurance Law, two notions
that imply the existence of a civil marriage have been used, namely
“wife” and “husband.” Under the social support law couples living in
customary-law marriages are eligible for social support, but only the
“wife of” or the “husband of” an insured person have the right to non-
contributory health insurance. This opens the way for administrative
discretion regarding interpretations of eligibility for social supportand
thus access to health insurance. Since customary-law marriages are
more wide-spread among Roma, they are disproportionately affected
by these ambiguities.

Romania’s social security system also create “hidden impediments”
to supplying social services. Access to social support is conditioned
on the apparently neutral requirements of permanent residence and
possession of appropriate identity documents. Large parts of the Roma
population however do not have identity documents and consequently
cannot be registered as permanent residents. Some government
employees refuse to consider the temporary structures in which Roma
often live as habitable dwellings and deny Roma permanent resident
status on these grounds. Additionally, local governments are given the
discretion to decide on the needs, content, and extent of social support.
Even though the right to social support is guaranteed by national law,
it may be circumscribed by local government decisions to not allocate
funds or to delay the distribution of benefits.

Box prepared by UNDP RBEC team based on Zoon, Ina. 2001a.

and use and commercial sex work (as well
as with other high-risk behaviours) have
been well documented. Not surprisingly, CEE
countries have also seen dramaticincreasesin
the incidence of HIV/AIDS.

Data on the spread of HIV/AIDS in CEE are not
very reliable. Figures available from the end of
2000 listed the number of total registered HIV/
AIDS cases in Bulgaria (testing began there in
1985) at 357, of which 96 were confirmed AIDS
cases with 73 deaths. The actual number of
cases is thought to be much higher, however.
In Hungary, a 1999 estimate showed a very
low (0.05 percent) prevalence of HIV/AIDS, but
more recent figures are likely to be noticeably
higher. Romania has the dubious distinction
of having the largest number of pediatric HIV/
AIDS cases in Europe, due to the extensive use
of unscreened blood products and repeated
use of contaminated needles during the
Communist regime. Since 1985 (when the
first AIDS case was reported), available data
indicate a total of 6,422 registered cases in
children and 1,348 adults living with HIV/AIDS.
According to data for 2000, less than half of the
people requiring anti-retroviral therapy can
afford to purchase it.

Due to their difficult socioeconomic
circumstances, Roma are disproportionately
exposed to risks related to Hepatitis Band C,
sexually transmitted disease, and HIV/AIDS.
As poverty and discrimination drive Roma to
seek income-generating opportunitiesin the
underground economy, reports indicate that
growing numbers of Roma (either on their
own volition or through forced exploitation)
are entering HIV/AIDS-risk industries'.
These include drug trafficking and drug use,
and commercial sex work. Another possible
explanation why young Roma are more at
risk than non-Roma for illicit drug use could
be related to early-age alcohol and tobacco
use by Roma children.""”

Initial reportsindicate that Romaintravenous
drug users (IDUs) tend to fall into two age
groups: teenagers under 16, and adults in
the 35 to 40 age group, most of whom live
in urban areas. While this information is
helpful, more research regarding the extent

16 On vulnerable populations and Roma in particular see OSI 2002: 15.
7 This is one of the reasons reported in a recent OSI Working Paper on drug use and HIV risks among the
Roma in CEE: “some respondents... pointed out that many Roma start to use and abuse alcohol —
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to which Roma girls and boys are involved
in drug trafficking and use, including links
to child commercial sex activities, would
be beneficial. UNAIDS reports that, in most
CEE countries, child prostitutes and young
working women who receive cash payment
for their services remain a hidden group.
Little information is currently available
about these groups, including the extent
to which Roma women and children are
involved in these activities.

Main conclusions of Chapter 6

While the insufficient data on health
matters limit our ability to draw far-reaching
conclusions, itis clear that Roma health status
is substantially worse than that of majority
populations. Most of the causes of poor
health status are related to poverty, poor
sanitation conditions, and non-existent basic
infrastructure in Roma communities. Projects
not directly related to health improvement
(such as infrastructure development) can
have significant, albeit indirect, effects on
health status.

Roma children are a special health risk group,
reflected in high (strikingly high in some
countries) levels of infant mortality. Women's
health is another area of concern, due both to
socioeconomic factors (poverty, inadequate
nutrition and lack of access to health services)
and to cultural patterns like early marriage
and early births.

HIV/AIDS is a new but rapidly growing
area of concern for Roma populations. The
disease’s spread can be linked to poverty and
poverty-related issues, including especially
drug trafficking and use. An additional
risk factor linked to drug trafficking/use is
commercial sex work, as well as other high-
risk behaviours that are often among the few
available survival strategies for Roma.

Problems with access to health services are
also important. These are due, in part, to the
cash payments required from beneficiaries;
although relatively small, they are often too

Box 15. Child morbidity in a Roma settlement:
The case of Svinia

In 2001, two Canadian researchers conducted a health survey in
Svinia, one of the most destitute and isolated Roma settlements in
Slovak Republic. Although the survey is not representative of all
isolated Roma settlement, it gives some idea of the magnitude of the
problems.

The total population of the Svinia settlement was estimated at 700
people. The survey counted 352 children under 16; parents and
other family members were interviewed about the children’s physical
health. Of 246 responses, the overwhelming majority (223) felt that
their children were healthy. 21 children were reported to be not
healthy, and one child was said to “need special care.” When asked
to identify the season during which children are most likely to get
sick, parents were most likely to select summer. This points to a link
between morbidity and poor sanitation conditions. The settlement
has no sewage infrastructure; the only source of drinking water was
a single well; and water from the well did not qualify as potable. Of
the settlement’s 352 children, 250 were visually inspected, and 28 had
distended stomachs (there is usually a link between very distended
stomachs and parasites).

The average number of people living in a single household containing
children under the age of 16 in the settlement was six. The lowest
number was 3, while the highest is 28. The shower facilities that were
available in the settlement took the form of a building known as the
Dutch Portable, and these were accessed by requesting the key from
whoever kept it. Users had to pay for the energy used for their shower.
Of 590 respondents, only 172 people were using the showers on a
regular basis, while 418 were bathing at home using water heated on
the stove. Roughly three quarters of the respondents were not using
these shower facilities. 420 respondents were questioned about the
management of toilet issues in Svinia. While six people used the regular
toilet in their apartment (flushing it with water brought from outside),
269 had their own outhouse, and another 75 shared an outhouse with
up to six other families. Of 74 people who did not have access to an
outhouse, 52 indicated that they simply use the field.

Box prepared by Sarah Takach based on data from monitoring carried

out by Glen Murray and Ruth Mitchell funded by Canadian International
Development Agency (CIDA)

large for many Roma. Limited access to health
services is caused in some countries by the
lack of the appropriate identity documents
and birth certificates necessary for health
insurance enrollment.

— and tobacco at an earlier age and that children as young as 7 sniff glue and solvents. In the past, many
of these young people became alcoholics, but with the increased access to hard drugs... they are
more likely to become addicted toiillicit substances.” For more details see Grund et al., 2002: 6.
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CHAPTER?7

Interactions with other ethnic groups

One of the major hypotheses underpinning
this study is that mutual interactions, rather
than mutual knowledge (information),
overcome prejudices and stereotypes.''®
This view is supported by recent trends in
sociology and economics, which emphasize
the important links between social capital
and material welfare. Social capital develops
as people interact in their everyday lives to
achieve common ends, building networks of
civil, religious, or economic character. While
interactions within Roma communities may
beintensive, interactions between Roma and
majority communities are typically limited,
and are often characterized by confrontation
rather than by cooperation.

The regional UNDP/ILO survey, therefore,
focused explicitly on issues of interactions
between Roma and other groups. Given the
diversity of different Roma groups, “other
groups” in this context means “other Roma
groups.” It was extremely interesting to
investigate the magnitude of relationships
with other Roma groups and to compare
them with the intensity of relationships with
the majority.

Another important aspect of the survey
was the perception of state institutions
and structures in the context of possible
cooperation with them. Are Roma willing to
cooperate or do they tend to perceive the
state as an alien subject? Are they willing
to share societal responsibilities vis-a-vis
involvement in state structures?

Community-level interactions

Data from the survey point to extensive
inter-community relationships. The share
of respondents confirming that they
maintain some relationship with majority
communities varies between 87 percent (in

Slovak Repubilic) and 80 percent (in the Czech
Republic). In fact, respondents reported that
they have more intensive relationships with
majority communities than with other Roma
groups. This underscores the extent of the
diversity among different Roma groups, and
helps explain the difficulties Roma face in
establishing unified political representations.
By contrast, respondents who claimed ‘no

Box 16. Romania: The crucial role of community
involvement in development

In 1996 a local community development project started in Nusfalau (Salaj
County), linking community mobilization, training, and other development
activities. In April 1997, two representatives of the community of Brazilia-
Nusfalau were included in a training program for Roma leaders organized
by the Association Rromani Criss. At the end of the training courses a project
idea for establishing a small brick factory employing Roma and producing
bricks for Roma houses was formulated.

The idea was appealing because it could provide assistance
without dependency. In addition to receiving part of the necessary
development resources from external donors, the Roma community
pledged to “match” the donor’s investment with labour inputs. Part of
the production was used for Roma housing construction, part was sold
to cover project costs, and part was used to improve living conditions in
the community. In 1997, the project helped six families to be connected
to the electricity infrastructure, and clothing and school supplies were
purchased for school children.

By the project’s formal completion in September 1998, over 300,000
bricks had been produced. 10,000 bricks were donated to the victims
of calamity from a neighbouring commune to repair damaged houses.

The project did not stop with the expiration of the external funding,
however. Starting from 1999 the project was continued by Agency
for Community Development “Impreund”. In 1999 the brick factory
supplied the bricks needed for the construction of 10 social houses in
Nusfalau. Another three houses were built and two others renovated in
2000; acommunity centre was established with support from the Roma
Participation Program of Budapest; and six other houses were renovated
with the support of the Resource Centre for Rroma Communities. Almost
250,000 bricks were produced in 2001, representing a good source of
income for Roma in the community.

Box prepared by the Institute of Quality of Life, Romania.

"8 UNDP’s 2001 National Human Development Report for Bulgaria suggests that “those who know more
aboutthe Roma...are those who do not live near and who do not want to live near. Actually the factor,
which seriously brings down intolerance, did not prove to be knowledge, but the actual interaction
practices with the Roma community. Bulgarians who really have Roma for neighbours report much
less frequently (36.3 percent) that they would not like to have Roma for neighbours as compared to
those who in reality have no such neighbours (50 percent).” UNDP Bulgaria 2001a: 33-34.
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Table 12
Interactions with the majority and other Roma groups (in percent terms)
BG cz HUN RO SK
With . With . With . With . With
With other r\T/]\QFQ_ other r\rﬁ\gt[:— other r\r/:/alt(:— other r\rlw\le:F:— other
majo-rity | Roma .J Roma .J Roma .J Roma .J Roma
rity rity rity rity
group group group group group
Mixed marriages 19 73 31 43 35 37 33 55 28 56
Joint business 16 47 52 19 4 5 35 43 6 10
Ordinary - neighbourhood | 45 94 9 72 87 72 79 75 93 80
contacts
A o @i GG 57 10 255 8 9 35 46 12 14
with the police
Practice sport or engage in| 76.8 45 M 23 26 48 58 39 49
joint entertainment
Our children play together 60 81 56 50 55 50 71 75 56 58
Have a beer together 59 82 43 41 31 37 49 52 30 20
Invite each other for
marriages or other family 45 84 22 47 31 47 51 77 28 53
holidays

Source: UNDP/ILO regional survey. Table based on ‘yes’ responses to the question What type of relations do you have? These figures
provide information about the frequency of certain types of interactions. For example, in Slovak Republic, mixed marriages
between Roma groups are twice as prevalent as between Roma and majority. This does not mean, however, that 56 percent of all
Roma in Slovak Republic have mixed marriages with other groups of Roma.

Within the
emerging class-
type solidarity
pattern, the police
and “the state”

in general are
perceived as

alien subjects
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relations’ with majority communities ranged
from 12 percent in Slovak Republic to 17
percent in Bulgaria. Most of the respondents
with  no relationships with majority
communities live in segregated or separated
communities.

What type of interactions do they have? Just
ordinary contacts from living in the same
neighbourhood’ is the prevailing answer.
Almost 90 percent of all respondents claim
these daily contacts. Only in Romania is
this share substantially lower—79 percent.
Contacts ‘intermediated by children’ was
the second largest response, 60 percent on
average for the region. Between 59 percent
of therespondentsin Bulgariaand 31 percent
in Hungary maintain informal relationships
(‘have a beer together’). Participation in joint
celebrations (‘Invite each other for marriages
or other family holidays’) was reported as
frequently as ‘Practice sport or engage in
joint entertainment.” Perhaps surprisingly,
‘mixed marriages’ appear relatively often: 29
percent on average for the region and above
30 percent for the Czech Republic, Romania,
and Hungary.

The UNDP/ILO survey also compared the
intensity and pattern of respondents’
interactions with majority communities to
those with other Roma groups. The results
(summarized in Table 12) indicate that inter-

Roma interactions are less intense than might
have been expected. Instead of a single
“Roma community,” these results suggest the
existence of substantial diversity between
various groups.

The frequency of Roma inter-marriage
with majority communities and with other
Roma groups ranges from 19 percent with
majority communities to 73 percent with
other Roma groups in Bulgaria. These rates
almost coincide with levels in Hungary (35
percent and 37 percent, respectively). This
suggests that Roma communities in Hungary
are the least “introverted” in the region, being
equally willing to engage in close and lasting
inter-ethnic relations (like marriage) both
with majority and other Roma groups.

‘Help dealing with the police’ provides
another interesting example of group
interactions that reveal important solidarity
patterns. In Bulgaria and Romania, Roma
cooperate extensively with one another
in these matters, but relatively extensive
cooperation is also reported with the majority
groups (who may also be rather poor, since
they are likely to live in or close to a Roma
neighbourhood). These responses could be
interpreted as manifestations of an emerging
class-type solidarity pattern, within which the
police and “the state” in general are perceived
asalien subjects.
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This does not mean, however, that Roma
are predominantly uncooperative with the
state. Respondents were asked about their
willingness to work for the police if offered
a position. Positive responses were generally
high with 57 percent of the males saying they
would be willing to work for the police and
64 percent of females saying they would
not object to their husbands working for
the police (Graph 32). Explicitly negative
responses of 38 percent and 26 percent
were given, respectively. Differences across
countries are not substantial, indicating
an overall willingness of Roma to share
responsibility, if offered the opportunity to
do so.

“Roma criminality”

The ethnic dimensions of criminality,
specifically, its “romanization,” are major
determinants of interethnic relationships
and have a profound impact on stereotypes
about Roma. In all CEE countries, majority
populations are susceptible to portrayals
of Roma as “lazy and thieves,” and the
lack of open debate contributes to such
perceptions.’® Data on “ethnic criminality”
are quite scarce, reflecting both the
unresolved demographic aspects of the
“Who is a Roma?” question, and the issue of
whether criminal registries should trackethnic
affiliation. Some conclusions are nonetheless
possible. In Bulgaria, police statistics from
1993 to 1997 (when such data were collected)
show that major crimes were committed by
representatives of various ethnic groups with
differing frequencies (Table 13), and that the
Roma share of committed crimes is higher
than their share in the overall population.
[t must be asked, however, if anybody can
assess what this share would be for other
ethnic groups if they had to deal with the
survival challenges facing Roma. Seen from
this perspective, Roma crime is directly
associated with poverty: the cost of complete
compliance with the law is often starvation.

Asymmetries of information and perception
are related to the issue of “ethnic criminality.”
The police, most of who are recruited from
majority communities, often tend to act
more vigorously against Roma-associated

GRAPH 32
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crime than against majority crime. The media
often demonstrates the same ethnic bias.
Also, certain offenses (like white-collar crimes
or corruption—where Roma perpetrators
are underrepresented) are not included in
the official crime data, so the overall picture
of Roma criminality is exaggerated. This
also reflects Roma communities’ unequal
access to power and economic resources
when compared with other ethnic groups.
Table 13
Ethnic aspects of criminality (the case of Bulgaria)
Committed by (in percent terms): Total
Type of crime: Bulgarians Roma Turks Other
Robbery 55.2 38.1 6 0.7 100
Rape 68.5 231 8 0.5 100
Murders 72.2 19 7.1 1.7 100
Sharein the total 46"
population of the 83.6 8—;) v 9.5 1.5 100
country

Source: Crime rate in Bulgaria, Analysis for the period 1993-1997. Criminological survey, IMIR's
archives, Sofia. It should be noted however that police determination of the perpetrators’

ethnicity did not always occur in a clear manner.

*2001 census results, available on the Internet at http://www.nsi.bg/Census/Census-i.htm.
**Based on expert estimates of the size of Roma population.

9 For more information on social distance and perceptions of majority communities, see the
background national reports (available at http://roma.undp.sk).
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is directly
associated with
poverty: the
cost of complete
compliance with
the law is often
starvation

GRAPH 33
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As a result, public attention is focused on
petty crimes committed by Roma, which
have a much smaller economic impact than
that of the profit draining schemes of state-
owned enterprises, or privatisation-related
corruption, and the like. In Slovak Republic, for
example, official statistics show the incidence
of Roma criminality to be much higher than
that of Slovaks. Some 40 percent of the 7,000
prisoners serving time in Slovak prisons in
mid-2000 were classified as Roma, based
on rather cursory inspections of prisoners
conducted by prison guards.

Among the factors contributing to
relatively high rates of Roma criminality are
unfavourable economic circumstances, high
unemployment rates, and the inefficiencies
of the penal system. The most important
new factor after 1989 is the high proportion
of Roma who are addicted to drugs,
gambling, and other hazardous habits. For a
considerable part of the Roma population in
Slovak Republic, petty crime has become the
only feasible method of survival. Petty crime
is not something to be condoned; it is a poor
strategy that only makes social integration
more difficult. As in other countries in the
region, Roma crime is motivated most
often by the difficulties of daily survival. The
situation in the Czech Republicis similar. Data
on Roma crimes are not prepared or released
systematically, and are often manipulated for
political purposes.

The stealing of crops for food, such as
potatoes, and the felling of trees for firewood
are among the crimes commonly associated

"Stealing food" estimate
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percent of respondents saying they would "Take some food from abandoned
fields/plots" among possible survival strategies in case of hunger
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with the Roma. In recent years, such thefts
have become a frequent occurrence in
countries like Bulgaria, Romania and Slovak
Republic. Financial losses have become
sufficiently serious to increasingly anger
local farmers, adding an ethnic dimension
to a classical petty crime issue. This issue
was addressed in the UNDP/ILO survey in a
“semi-direct” way. Since respondents could
obviously not be asked if they stole from their
neighbours, they were asked, instead, What
do you do when your family does not have
enough to eat? One of the responses was ‘Take
some food from abandoned fields/plots’ (the
results of thisanswerare summarizedin Graph
33). Since the completion of agricultural and
land reforms, abandoned fields with food
are rarely found in the region. The frequency
with which this option was selected provides
a proxy indication of the magnitude of the
crop-stealing phenomenon.

Main conclusions of Chapter 7

The survey results show that the intensity
of interactions with majority populations
is higher than anticipated. Contrary to
initial expectations, Roma are willing to
cooperate with the state and bear relevant
responsibilities if granted the opportunity
to do so. These are optimistic signs given the
importance of interactions in overcoming
ethnic prejudices and stereotypes.

Poverty dynamics have affected interactions
between Roma and majority communities.
The data suggest that extensive interactions
between poorRomaand poorrepresentatives
of majority groups are present. These
interactions could lead to the emergence of
class-type solidarity patterns in which state
institutions (and “the state” in general) are
perceived as alien subjects.

The “romanization” of criminality is another
concern with public attention more focused
on the petty crimes of Roma than on
corruption and the “white collar crimes”
committed by non-Roma. Roma crime is
directly linked to poverty and the stealing of
crops, for example, may be a survival strategy
against starvation. Better development
opportunities, rather than improvements in
penal systems, seem to be the key to reducing
“Roma crimes.”



CHAPTERS8

Political representation

In all five countries, Roma are underre-
presented at all levels of government. The
survey therefore paid special attention to
questions of trusted intermediaries and
patterns of political representation.

One important dimension of political
representation was the role of intermediaries.
What is the role of NGOs, political parties
(both Roma and those of the majority)? Do
the Roma trust them? What is the role of
informal Roma leaders in this regard?

Another important dimension was related
to representation at different levels of
government. What s the level of government
most trusted by the people? Which are the
preferred political parties — ethnic-based or
majority parties?

Therole of intermediaries

The roles that local Roma elites can play (and
are expected to play) in the development
of Roma communities depends on the
trust and support they receive from
their constituencies. Most development
projects are based on the assumption that
informal Roma leaders are influential in
their communities, and they should play a
strategic role as active “agents of change”
and intermediaries.

Reality is often more complicated than
this. Local elites often play decisive roles
in Roma communities, but these roles are
not necessarily beneficial. The definition of
“elite” status may also be problematic, as
material position does not always translate
into leadership roles. Data produced by
the UNDP/ILO survey (shown in Table 14)
indicate that, for many Roma communities,
well-off Roma individuals are a “last resort”
for support in all the countries (except in
Bulgaria). While informal leaders are not the
most important intermediaries in this regard,
they do play a larger role than well-off Roma
in this respect. This distinction suggests that

a “class-type solidarity” may be emerging
within Roma communities, reflecting the
wealth-poverty cleavage.'®

This emerging division along the wealth-
-poverty cleavage has major implications
for donors developing projects targeted at
Roma communities. Many of these projects
rely on the active involvement of local
leaders. Unfortunately, donors do not always
properly assess the credibility of these leaders
before beginning projects. Too often donors
are not sufficiently sensitive to internal
community  stratification, exploitation,
and misuse of resources by “family-based”
instead of “community-based” NGOs.
These problems can prevent projects from
benefiting communities on the whole.
The fact that local Roma leaders enjoy less
credibility than friends and neighbours, from
both Roma and majority communities—and

Roma elites

often play decisive
roles in Roma
communities,

but these roles are
not necessarily
beneficial

Table 14

Roma support networks and institutions (in percent terms)
‘Rather yes’ options Regional | 5 | 7 | Hun| RO | sLo

average

R9ma neighbours and 45 47 8 31 29 67
friends
Neighbours .an.d friends 31 35 23 33 19 26
from the majority
The government itself 24 43 20 32 21 7
Informal Roma leaders 22 14 35 5 29 27
Roma parties 21 20 19 14 36 14
Roma NGOs 17 20 25 13 13 12
Foreign donors/institutions 16 30 14 6 13 15
Non-Roma “human rights”
NGOs 16 12 22 18 18 1
Well-off ortich Roma 13 17 | 18] 6 | 12] 9
individuals

Source: UNDP/ILO regional survey. Options are responses to the question On
whom can Roma in your country rely for support? Respondents were asked to
choose rather yes’ or ‘rather no’ for each option. The table shows the percent of

‘yes’ answers for each option.

120 This trend was noted in the UNDP’s 2001 National Human Development Report for Bulgaria. Data
from research on citizens’ participation and interactions showed that practical interactions occur
primarily between poor Bulgarians and poor Roma (UNDP Bulgaria 2001a: 34).
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Trust to intermediaries

(political parties or NGOs)
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percent of respondents having trust in:
o NGOs m Romaparties @ Any party
even the government itself—offers further
confirmation of this point.
The credibility of other “traditional”
intermediaries also seems to be low. Data
summarized in Graph 34 show that NGOs are
among the least trusted intermediaries.'?'
Only in the Czech Republic does the level
of trust in NGOs reach 19 percent of the
respondents. In all other countries, it
ranges between 5 percent in Romania and
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10 percent in Slovak Republic. This low
confidence in Roma NGOs suggests that the
potential benefits of not-for-profit activities
are not being fully realized in many Roma
communities. This may result from confusion
between “NGO activities,” “political parties,”
and “business”—a confusion that could open
the way for corruption. The agendas of such
organizations can correspond to narrow
family interests. As a result, donor support for
a given Roma NGO can unintentionally mean
support for a single Roma family or group,
support that can polarize communities.

Political representation

The CEE countries have had various
experiences with Roma political parties and
their representation in parliaments, which
are described in detail in the UNDP national
reports. One common feature may be that
non-Roma parties of both the left and right
haveviewed theRomaelectorateas something
worth pursuing. Despite their social exclusion,
Roma voters participate in national elections.
As the data in Graph 35 show, Roma turnout
runs between 60 percent and 80 percent in
four of the five CEE countries. The Bulgarian
and Hungarian cases are interesting in this
regard: Roma voter turnout in these countries
was even higher than the share of the Roma
respondents declaring their trust in political
parties, Roma or other.'?? This may result from
the small role of Roma political officials at all
levels, and generate more apathetic views
toward politics. This lack of representation,
however, has not yet lead to Roma non-
participation in elections.

Roma elites in the CEE region are generally
characterized by political fragmentation and
the absence of common political strategies.
This may be one of the reasons why Roma
usually vote for other (majority) political
parties in national elections. But after having
captured Roma votes in elections, these
parties often forget about Roma concerns.
Minimal electoral thresholds for entering
parliament are another common problem.
Since Roma voters constitute relatively small
shares of electorates, even strong Roma
support for a single national Roma party
would not guarantee that party the votes

121 During the interviews, the interviewers did not use abbreviations (NGO, CSO or other) to be sure that
respondents understood the meaning of the questions.
122 Electoral activity was estimated based on the question, Did you vote in the last elections? (local or

parliamentary).
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needed for parliamentary representation.
This fact works against the formation of
national Roma parties.'?3

There are better opportunities for local
level Roma political participation and
representation in regions or municipalities
where Roma electorates are substantial.
The most promising level of political
representation (and the most trusted,
according to the UNDP/ILO survey data) is not
surprisingly local government. This is also the
level at which people feel their interests are
bestrepresented, asis shown in Graph 36.This
sentiment could promote broader inclusion
of Roma in local government and politics.
Moreover, the UNDP/ILO survey revealed
high levels of “local level political awareness”
among Roma respondents. When asked to
name the local mayor, most respondents
did so correctly.'** Awareness was highest
in Hungary (88 percent of respondents
could name their mayor), followed by Slovak
Republic (80 percent), Romania (78 percent),
and Bulgaria (62 percent). Only in the Czech
Republic did the share of correct answers to
this question fall to 30 percent.

Theanswersto the question, Who best defends
your interests in your community? reveal
major tensions in Roma attitudes about the
representation of their interests (see Graph
37, p. 76). Despite being underrepresented
at various levels of government, most
respondents expect support from state
institutions, particularly social assistance
agencies and local government bodies. The
responses to this question also suggest that,
despite low levels of trust in informal leaders,
Roma still expect these leaders, rather than
Roma NGOs or Roma political parties, to
defend their interests. Tensions are also
apparent in the survey data on the extent of
interactions with majority communities.'>
As is seen in Table 15, the intensity of
interactions with majority communities
(reflected in responses to the question,
What type of interactions with the majority
do you have?) is correlated with the feeling
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The meaning of equal rights
and opportunities

The UNDP/ILO survey approached issues
of opportunities and equal rights for

Table 15
Feeling of being represented (in percent terms)
Intensity of common practices with majority
Level of representation Low Medium High
At national level 10 15 18
At municipal level 15 22 26
At the community level 21 26 27

The numbers represent percents of the respondents with different intensity of
common practices with majority who feel their interests are represented at the
respective level of government

Source: UNDP/ILO regional survey. Responses based on the question Do you think your
interests are represented well enough? broken down by major groups.

123 | ower thresholds are one of the recommendations of the OSCE “Guidelines to Assist National
Minority Participation in the Electoral Process (see OSCE 2001: 22). The “Lund Recommendations”
focused primarily on national- and not local-level representation.

124 These names were subsequently verified by the interviewers. In the data set, incorrect answers were

treated as non-responses.

125 The intensity of Roma interactions (common practices) with majority communities was assessed
on the basis of responses to the questions Do you maintain some relations with representatives of the
majority? and If yes, what type of relations? Answers of ‘yes’ to questions concerning less than three
types of relations were interpreted as indicators of low intensity of interactions; 3 to 6 ‘yes’ answers
were viewed as indicators of “medium” intensity; and more than six ‘yes’ answers were viewed as

indicators of high intensity.
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Roma from various angles. Respondents
were asked to compare their life chances
and opportunities with those of majority
communities. They were also queried about
the most important objective determinants
of successful integration. When asked, Which
pre-conditions are the most important for
ensuring thatyour human rights are respected?,

Table 16

Ranking of perceived preconditions
forrespect for humanrights

BG | CZ | HUN | RO | SK

To live life free of hunger 1 4 1 1 3
To have the same living standard as the

. 2 1 4 3 1
rest of the people in the country
To be able to find a job 3 2 3 2 2
To be ablg to provide a good education 7 5 5 4 4
for my children
Respected by the state administration 6 3 6 5 5
To receive social assistance on time 4 6 8 6 7
Not to be arrested without prosecutor’s 5 7 5 7 8
order
To'be able to change my job for a better 7 3 7 3 6
paid one

The respondents were asked to indicate each option as of primary or secondary
importance. The ranking is based on the frequency of options indicated as of primary
importance. 1= most important, 8= leastimportant

Source: UN DP/ILO regional survey. Based on responses to the question Which
preconditions are the most important for ensuring that your human rights are respected?
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respondents generally pointed to such
socio-economic options as ‘To live life free
of hunger,’ ‘To be able to find a job,’ and ‘To
have the same living standards as the rest
of the people in the country’ (Table 16). The
same emphasis on economic considerations
appears in responses to the question, What
do you think is of primary importance for Roma
to become equal members of the society? (Table
17). In both cases respondents ranked issues
of ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ importance.
Table 16 and 17 show these rankings, based
on the frequencies of ‘primary importance’
indicated for each option. 26

As can be seen from the tables, employment
and freedom from poverty are unambiguously
perceived as the precondition for equality.
The second most important precondition
(receiving equal support in all five countries)
is involvement in government, especially at
the local level (represented by the options
‘To be equally represented at all levels of
state administration’ and ‘to participate
in the state administration at local levels’).
The second most important precondition is
political representation, ‘Roma party capable
of entering the Parliament” These issues
are perceived as even more important than
having government ministers who are Roma.
Creating Roma newspapers or TV channels
seems to be relatively unimportant. The
option, ‘To live together with the majority but
not as part of the majority’ was ranked highly
as a precondition for equal participation in
four of the five CEE countries (with Romania
the exception).

Questions of social inclusion and intensity
of minority-majority interactions are part
of what might be described as “integration
trade-offs"—the degree to which the
integration of minority groups into majority
cultures occurs at the expense of their
distinctiveness and identity. While protecting
minority cultures is an important dimension
of basic human rights, problems arise when
“distinctiveness protection costs” are present.
When these costs are covered by social
redistributive systems (taxation and social
safety nets), majority communities must be
aware of and support this protection. If such
support is lacking, the door is open to the

126 |n both questions respondents were asked to consider each of the options and decide whether it
is of ‘primary’ or ‘secondary’ significance in terms of guaranteeing their human rights and equal
opportunities. An option receiving rank 1 was designated by the highest percent of respondents
as being of ‘primary significance.’ The different options are arranged in the tables according to

unweighted averages of rankings for each option.
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exclusion and potentially violent rejection of
cultural diversity.

Analyses and programs that focus on
the prevention of Roma human rights
violations have not always afforded
adequate attention to this crucial question.
This approach focuses on constructing
the legal framework needed to protect
individual and collective rights. Substantial
progress has been achieved during the last
decade in this regard, making possible the
adoption and subsequent ratification of the
Framework Convention for the Protection of
National Minorities by all five CEE countries.
Questions of enforcement and generating
the necessary political support—among
majority communities—for this legal
framework have now come to the fore.

This support can only be attained if both
majority and Roma communities come
to perceive their joint interests. In terms
of Roma development opportunities, this
means communicating to both communities
the contributions that Roma can make
to European societies, and explaining
what needs to be done in order to utilize
this potential. As was pointed out in the
“Demography” chapter, high Roma birth rates
could be both a problem and an opportunity
for aging European societies. The same
applies to other aspects of Roma culture,
such as the ability to enjoy life, to be grateful
for even modest improvements (a trait that is
vanishing in consumer societies), the highest
respect for freedom and independence, for
flexibility and adaptation, and for internal
mobility. In the current setting, all these
attributes are latent assets—provided they
are understood in a clear development
perspective. It is only within such a
perspective that current obstacles can be
transformed into benefits.

Since the five countries covered in this report
are in the process of EU accession, they have
unique opportunities to convert the negative
attributes often associated with the Roma
into positive characteristics. The desire to
meet the accession criteria can provide
governments with strong incentives to take
action on Roma issues. All five countries
have established the necessary institutional
structures related to ethnic issues, and
they have signed and ratified most of the
international instruments related to human
rights and the protection of minorities (see
Table E7 in Annex 3). However, while all five
countries have advisory bodies at the central

level (affiliated with the council of ministers)
and most countries have parallel bodies
operating at the sectoral and local levels, few
of these bodies have executive prerogatives.
In some countries the focus of these bodies
is in practice limited to the demographic and
social aspects of Roma questions.

As the overview to these questions in Annex
4 shows, institutional structures are in place,

Table 17
Ranking of perceived preconditions
for equal Roma participation

BG | CZ | HUN | RO | SK
To have employment for Roma 1 1 1 1 1
Rom.a §houl.d participatein local level 3 5 3 3 )
administration
Roma should be equally represented in

. . 2 4 2 2 3

all levels of state administration
Roma should have acommon
political party capable of entering the 4 6 5 4 6
Parliament
Roma shoylf:i parF|C|pate in the central 8 5 4 5 5
state administration
To live togethgrvylth majority but not as 5 3 5 12 4
part of the majority
To have Roma government ministers 6 8 7 8 7
To recruit Rom§ a§ policemen at equal 6 9 8 7 12
level as the majority
To have Roma TV journalists 10 7 n 6 10
To have Roma newspapers 12 10 9 10 8
To have a nation-wide Roma TV channel | 9 n 9 1 1
To have alocal Roma TV channel 1 12 12 9 9

1= of primary significance

Source: UNDP/ILO regional survey. Based on responses to the question What is of
primary significance for Roma to become equal members of the society?

the political will is there (or at least has been
declared), and there are funds available
to finance Roma-related initiatives. Two
major factors have to date prevented the
introduction of effective policies to address
these issues. The first has been the lack of an
internally consistent conception of what to
do and how to do it. In particular, a detailed
human development approach to Roma
issues has not, until now, been articulated.
The second and related factor has been
inadequate administrative and policymaking
capacity in those agencies that would have
to execute a strategy based on the human
development approach to Roma issues.
Concerted efforts by governments, NGOs,
and international donors are needed to
address both obstacles.

Both majority
and Roma
communities
should come to
perceive their
joint interests
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Box 17. Roma political parties in Slovak Republic

In March 1990, representatives of Roma intelligentsia registered at the
Ministry of Interior the Roma Civic Initiative (ROIl), a Roma political party on
a nationwide basis. In June 1990, the ROI ran in the first free and democratic
parliamentary elections following more than 40 years of Communist
rule; in the Czech Republic it did so in coalition with the Civic Forum, in
Slovak Republic it teamed up with the Public Against Violence, respective
political movements that played an instrumental role in bringing down
the Communist regime. The ROl obtained four seats in the Czechoslovak
federal parliament, and one mandate in the Slovak National Council, Slovak
Republic’s national parliament. In the 1990 parliamentary elections, Roma
appeared also on a candidates’ list of the Communist Party of Slovak
Republic (KSS, later transformed into the Party of Democratic Left, or SD). In
the course of 1990, the political activity of Roma in Czechoslovakia bloomed
and many new Roma associations, cultural organizations and political
parties were established. As a result, the Roma movement began to splinter
more and more, dissipating its political weight. In 1992 ROI decided to run
in the parliamentary elections as an independent political party but failed
receiving only 0.53 percent of votes.

After the Slovak Republic became independent, the Roma Civic Initiative (ROI)
remained the mostimportant and influential Roma political entity. Apart from
the ROI, a number of other Roma political parties kept emerging, but their
influence was and remains irrelevant, since most of them fail to go beyond a
regional oreven local importance. Currently there are more than 15 registered
Roma political parties in the country.

In early 1998, Roma politicians strove to unite Roma political parties in Slovak
Republic. But after several unsuccessful negotiations, the Roma leaders
parted ways. In the 1998 parliamentary elections no Roma political party
ran independently. In the municipal elections of December 1998, Roma
were featured mostly on the candidate lists of the ROl and the RIS (Roma
Intelligentsia for Coexistence), and ran as independent candidates, but they
also appeared on the HZDS, SDK, SDL, KSS, SMK and the Association of Slovak
Workers (ZRS) party lists. After the 1998 municipal elections, a total of 56
Roma were elected as deputies and six Roma candidates became mayors of
municipalities or city districts.

At the beginning of September 1999, representatives of 14 Roma political
parties established the Coalition Council of Roma Political Parties. In October
2000, 14 Roma political parties and 37 Roma NGOs signed an agreement on
a joint strategy for the 2002 parliamentary elections. The agreement (the
most remarkable achievement so far in Roma political unification) states that
all Roma political parties will team up behind the ROI, the oldest and most
consolidated Roma political party. Joint action however was not achieved in
practice and two Roma political parties (ROl leaded by Milan S¢uka and ROMA
led by Ladislav Fizik) ran independently in the October 2002 parliamentary
elections. Both failed, receiving respectively 8420 votes (0,29 percent) and
6234 votes (0,21 percent). RIS (leaded by Alexander Patkold) signed an
agreement with the HZDS of Vladimir Me¢iar and was offered 75t place on
the candidacy list. As a result there is no Roma MP in the National Council of
the Slovak Repubilic.

The greatest political obstacle for the Roma is the 5 percent threshold for
entering the Parliament. Given the number of Roma in Slovak Republic and
their demographic characteristics (i.e. the high proportion of children under 18
and their low literacy rate), it appears almostimpossible for even a single Roma
party to cross the 5 percent threshold for parliamentary representation.

Box prepared by Michal Vasecka, Institute for Public Affairs, Bratislava, Slovak Republic.

Main conclusions of Chapter 8

The survey did not support some of the
research team’s hypotheses. Neither
Roma NGOs, nor Roma political parties
enjoy significant levels of trust from Roma
communities. Roma also seem to have little
trust in non-Roma NGOs. These low levels
of trust seem to reflect the perceptions
that these actors have not made significant
contributions to Roma development
opportunities. They also suggest that many
Roma do not feel well represented by their
“leaders” or by institutions that provide
assistance. The survey data indicate that
Roma believe that their interests are not
sufficiently represented at virtually all levels
of government. But despite this perception
of under-representation, most Roma expect
support from state institutions, particularly
from social assistance agencies and
municipalities. Although Roma feel under-
represented at all levels of government,
respondents in all five countries indicated
that their interests are better represented at
local than at central levels of government.

The survey revealed high levels of “local
political awareness.” Combined with weak
support for national-level Roma parties, this
suggests that participation at the local and
community level should be given priority
as feasible and sustainable instruments
for Roma participation. This assumption is
supported by the fact that many successful
Roma projects are community-oriented, and
involve community mobilization elements. At
the same time, national-level representation
should be promoted through changes
in electoral mechanisms (i.e., reductions
in percent thresholds for parliamentary
representation) to ensure the presence of
minority interests in national policy-making.

Survey responses indicate that human rights
are perceived predominantly through the
development opportunity lens, rather than
through its legal dimensions. Respondents
unanimously perceive employment
opportunities as the precondition for equality
and integration. The second most important
precondition is involvement in government,
especially at local levels. Local level
participation is perceived as more important
than either participating in the central state
administration, or having government
ministers who are Roma.



Policy implications

It is easier to recommend solutions to Roma
issues than it is to implement them.'?” This
report does not simply provide another set
of recommendations. It seeks instead to
capture the complexity of these issues and
to suggest ways in which the human rights
paradigm can be complemented by focusing
on economic and human development
opportunities.  The  recommendations
outlined below are intended to suggest
how the sustainable development paradigm
could be applied to Roma issues, rather than
to suggest implementation blueprints. The
recommendations also seek to improve
cooperation among different actors
addressing Roma issues.

Roma and the development paradigm

This report, and the survey data on which it
is based, suggest that—for all their cultural
distinctiveness—Roma  face  challenges
similar to other ethnic groups in CEE
countries. It is easy to identify with the
aspirations and concerns expressed by the
survey respondents. What differentiates
Roma from the rest of Central and Eastern
Europe populations is the combined impact
of the attempted extermination during the
World War |1l, the oppressive assimilation
policies pursued under communism, and
the ruinous neglect of the post-communist
period. Poverty, dependency on social
welfare, and a disinterest in adopting
proactive life strategies are both historical
legacies of the past and the root causes of the
social exclusion and discrimination that Roma
experience today. To be sure, the underlying
problems are exacerbated by social exclusion
and discrimination against the Roma—by
violations of their human rights. But since the
roots of Roma problems are socioeconomic
and poverty-related, improved access to
development opportunities is a precondition
for the full realization of their human rights.'?

Such an improvement has several major
aspects. Possible approaches to each of these
aspects are outlined below.

Education

Education is the critical element in short-
, medium-, and long-term programs
supporting the development opportunities
for Roma, and should be accorded the
highest priority. Policy initiatives in education
often fail to reflect the multidimensionality
of the problems in this area. As outlined
in this report, low Roma education levels
are not solely due to “exclusionist patterns
of educational systems.” They also reflect
limited proficiency in majority languages,
inadequate incomes for purchasing
children’s clothes and books, and an absence
of compelling role models showing success
through education.

Policies regarding education should be
based on two pillars: integration and
participation. Integrated education should
be seen as the best—if not the only—way
of equalizing educational opportunity in
the long run. Other measures directed at
improving the educational status of Roma
should be pursued within the context of this
long-term objective. Whichever options are
chosen, they should actively involve Roma
communities in the process.

To the extent possible, education reform
should conform to a set of general principles
agreed upon among donors (see below),
in order to avoid conflicting messages,
approaches, and projects. Significant gains
could result from cooperation between
UNDP and other international organizations
and donors (the UN Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization, the Open Society
Institute, and the UN Children’s Fund—
UNICEF to mention just a few) on such
issues as curriculum reform. Coordinated

127 See OSCE 2000: 162-166; OSI 2001a: 68-69 and the specific country recommendations; Ringold 2000:
35-44; World Bank 2000d: 55-61; Zoon 2001a: 155-159, Zoon 2001b: 95-100.
128 The authors here refer to Amartya Sen’s concept of development seen as capabilities expansion. See

Sen 1984.
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measures to make schools more tolerant of
diversity, and to improve vocational training
programs, would attract broad support from
many actors.

Education systems in most CEE countries do
not fully reflect the cultural diversity of their
societies. Since education reform (particularly
in the area of curricula) is often hampered by
self-perpetuating  prejudices, education
specialists from countries with experience
in tackling the challenges of multiculturalism
could be extremely helpful. Mobilizing UN
volunteers, or even setting up an “Education
Corps” (following a model like the Peace
Corps) could encourage cultural change.

Pre-school education is key to improving
educational opportunity for Roma children.
Strengthening support for pre-school
education should be treated as a priority by
central and municipal governments. NGOs
have an important (albeit supplementary)
role to play here, and many are currently
providing pre-school education services.
But this supplementary assistance should
not weaken the responsibility of the state to
realize sound education policies at the local
level. In particular, state policy should not
hesitate to link parental eligibility for social
welfare support to their children’s school
attendance.

Changing the “special school system” into
which so many Roma children are tracked
— and which feature a host of obstacles
to integrated education—is another area
requiring major political commitment.
More rapid progress in this area is likely if
inclusive policies are pursued both in these
and in “mainstream” educational institutions.
Special schools could then be transformed
into resource centres where teachers from
“mainstream” educational institutions could
be retrained for integrated education.

Since inadequate education is linked to
poverty, policies regarding state budget
expenditures on education should be
changed. Spending on education should be
treated as along-term investmentand as such
be eligible for EU funding. This support could
take the form of providing free or subsidized
textbooks and hot meals for school children,
especially at the primary school level. Such
measures would have the additional benefit

of protecting students from the poorest
families regardless of their ethnicity, rather
than being targeted at specific ethnic groups
per se. The financial burdens for educational
budgets posed by these measures will be
substantially less than future burdens on
social safety nets associated with supporting
populations with weak labour market skills.

The introduction and expansion of weekly
boarding schools, as a form of educational
assistance for poor families, should be
considered as well. In addition to promoting
educational inclusion for Roma children,
these schools could increase aspiration levels
and support health education (particularly
regarding nutrition). Boarding schools
are not without problems: the “export” of
bright children to boarding schools can
weaken community ties, and the quality of
the educational and socialization benefits
they deliver are often below those of
regular schools. But if these schools function
according to participatory and inclusive
principles, they can offer superior educational
alternatives and provide Roma children with
positive role models.'?

Finally, special efforts to identify and promote
the educational prospects of talented Roma
children are necessary. The creation of a
“United Roma Fund” to support university (or
advanced vocational) education for talented
Roma students (much like the United Negro
College Fund in the United States) is one such
possibility.

Employment

The UNDP/ILO survey data strongly suggest
that employment is a critical missing link
in Roma integration policies. The potential
future social benefits of helping Roma to
catch up with other CEE populations almost
certainly justify investing in Roma today.
These investments need to be made carefully,
however, in order to ensure that they increase
development opportunities and do not
encourage cultures of dependency.

Several general principles regarding
employment opportunities need to be
kept in mind. First, the full economic and
non-economic impact of various policy
options should be considered. The return on

129 “Funding and increasing the supply of boarding facilities for all underprivileged pupils, especially
Roma” is one of the recommendations for increasing educational opportunities for Roma in Hungary
suggested by Dominique Rosenberg in Final Report on a Long Term Strategy for the Roma in Hungary,

CoE 2000c: 20.



Conclusions and policy implications

investmentsin employment opportunities for
vulnerable groups today goes well beyond
their current labour market implications.
They include the long-term beneficial effects
on social welfare and social security systems.
Second, as with education, labour market
participation is a prerequisite for breaking
patterns of social exclusion. Finally, social
policies should have a clear “welfare-to-
work” character and strengthen incentives
to seek employment. Observance of these
principles is the only sustainable way to avoid
dependency.

Employmentthrough appropriately designed
public works projects can be consistent with
these principles. UNDP’s “beautiful city”
projects introduced throughout the region
(“Beautiful Bulgaria” and “Beautiful Romania,”
for example)—which mobilize central- and
local-government, as well as donor resources
to clean up and reconstruct important public
spaces and structures in ways that provide
meaningful employment opportunities—
are good examples that are worthy of
replication. Since these projects typically
draw extensively on donor resources, as well
as on budget revenues that have been set
aside for such purposes, they pose no threat
to fiscal or macroeconomic stability.

As with education, active participation of
representatives of Roma and other vulnerable
groups in decision-making and managing
such public works activities is a must. Special
emphasis should be placed on integration,
capacity building, and social mobilization.
Active community involvement, rather than
passive expectations that “someone should
do something,” should be the sine qua
non of public works projects. While Roma
communities should receive external financial
support for community-based projects, they
should be expected to organize themselves
to do the specific job and be held accountable
for achieving the expected results. For
example, Roma housing or neighbourhood
infrastructure issues should be a matter of
“providing Roma with the resources needed
to build their own houses and improve their
own sanitation,” rather than “building houses
or improving sanitation for Roma.”

“Investment multiplier effects” should be
sought wherever possible. Companies
participating in such public works projects
should be praised for employing Roma,
since this employment can boost their
labour market experience and skills. But the
impact of such activities is even greater when

they are accompanied by capacity building
for Roma entrepreneurs. Employing Roma
workers to construct or reconstruct Roma
housing is desirable. But the social impact
of investing the same money into public
works projects that is realized by Roma-
owned construction companies employing
Roma workers is even greater. Once these
companies are established and have learned
how to utilize their comparative advantage—
relatively inexpensive (but productive) Roma
labour—they should be able to survive with
decreasing amounts of external support.

Public works programs should be considered
inthe context of local economic development
and decentralization in general, and fiscal
decentralization in particular. This means
involving local actors in finding solutions
to local-level problems (as Roma-related
problems usually are)—especially since
local actors are usually better aware of local
conditions than actors at the centre. It does
not mean that municipalities should be
expected to generate the revenues needed
to finance such projects all by themselves.

Experience with social investment funds
(SIFs) should be carefully reassessed in this
regard. SIFs targeted at Roma communities
should become more “investment-" and less
“social-" oriented than has often been the
case in the past. For taxpayers, SIF monies
are a World Bank loan repayable by future
generations. For local governments, these
monies are grants without substantial
repayment obligations. In their current
form, SIFs often do not feature strong links
between the “borrowers” of the resources
invested in such projects (i.e., taxpayers) and
their beneficiaries (e.g., local governments).
The absence of strong links between these
two parties weakens the sustainability of
SIFs. Imposing (at least partial) repayment
obligations on beneficiaries, and linking
social investment funds to municipal bonds
or the flexible management of municipal
assets, could make SIFs more sustainable.

Welfare reform

The dependency-oriented nature of social
assistance systems in CEE countries means
that social benefits can easily weaken work
incentives for Roma. Social policy needs to
be considered within the context of efforts to
reduce dependency cultures and strengthen
incentives to adopt proactive life strategies.
This is only possible however within the
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framework of policies that raise income levels
by strengthening labour market skills.

The principle of “positive net benefits for
positive net efforts” should accompany the
solidarity principle in underpinning social
welfare systems. Social policy should ensure
that “staying on social welfare” is less attractive
than engaging inincome-generating activities.
When a Roma entrepreneur tries to start a
business or become self-employed, social
assistance should not be cancelledimmediately.
A certain transition period is needed to provide
the individual with a necessary minimum
income during the business’s start-up period.
Social welfare recipients should be afforded
as much individual choice as possible in their
support options. For example, unemployed
workers could be offered tax relief in lieu of
unemployment benefits if they were to start
their own small business or become self-
employed.

For social welfare recipients unwilling or
unable to start their own business, assistance
should be linked to activities that benefit the
community and society at large. In this context
social assistance should be tied to public works
projects. The disbursement of social assistance
should be managed by, or closely coordinated
with, administrative bodies responsible for
the public works projects. Local development
projects, especially at the municipal level,
can play an important role in these activities.
But municipalities should not be left alone
in this endeavour. Resources must also be
mobilized from the funds set aside by central
government institutions for these purposes,
as well as from donors and community based
organizations.

Social policy reforms that attempt to break
dependency cultures by reducing benefits for
indigent families can have very painful side
effects. This can particularly be the case for
children whose health and nutrition can depend
on the benefits provided by income support
programs. However, the data presented in this
report strongly suggest that existing social
policy regimes leave many Roma children—
perhaps the majority—undernourished. This
especially seems to be the case in Bulgaria and
Romania. The inadequacies of existing social
policies remove a major argument against
reforming social policies in order to break
dependency cultures.

Delivery mechanisms ensuring that social
assistance actually meets its targeted
purposes should be widely introduced in
CEE countries. Payment of social assistance
in cash form should be limited and offset
by the use of instruments that facilitate the
purchase of explicitly defined categories of
first-need goods. The experience of “food
stamps” in the United States—whereby
social assistance takes the form of special
stamps (or, increasingly, electronic cards)
that cannot be used to purchase alcohol,
cigarettes, and the like—should be studied
forits possible application in CEE countries.!3°
All such mechanisms have their weaknesses,
of course: food stamps can be resold for cash
that can be used to purchase cigarettes for
parents rather than milk for children. These
mechanisms should be viewed as secondary
instruments in poverty reduction strategies.
Still, the introduction of such mechanisms
can further strengthen the case for welfare-
to-work social policy reforms.

Health

The health status of Roma and their access
to health care should not be considered
in isolation from issues of economic
development, culture, and social aspirations.
Health indicators should be made part of
nationally set MDG targets and should be
the starting point for profound debates on
lifestyles and family models. Specific health
issues should be approached in a holistic
manner.

This is apparent in high maternal mortality
rates, which reflect a number of factors that
go beyond poor access to health care. These
include high teenage pregnancy rates, which
cannot be reduced without communications
efforts directed at changing the lifestyles
and aspirations of young Roma women and
men. Likewise, child undernourishment does
not result solely from low incomes and high
unemployment rates. Unaffordably large
families contribute to this problem, so that
sustained improvement is unlikely without
family planning campaigns.

While most Roma health issues have such
multidimensionality, these linkages are not
always taken into account in health-oriented
Roma projects.

130 On the potential of “food stamp” programs, see Patel et al., 2002: 8-9.
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The universal inclusion of all Roma in the
healthcare system, with some arrangement
that establishes continuity with a single
physician, should be the end goal of health
care reform. Such an arrangement could
dramatically improve access to outpatient
care and health education. Incentives and
resources for expanding and equipping
village health centres need to be generated.
If possible, these efforts should be combined
with targeted support for Roma students
interested in careers in medicine, who could
then staff these facilities. New criteria and
screening procedures should be developed
for placement in the “special schools” for
disabled students, to prevent the placement
of healthy Roma children in these institutions.
Preventive measures against HIV/AIDS
should be integrated into social policies
regarding other health-related issues (drug
abuse, family planning). The role of health
education, especially among young people,
is crucial in this regard.

Health is another area where stronger
cooperation among international actors
is both possible and desirable. Agencies
including the World Health Organization,
the UN Population Fund, and UNICEF
have specific expertise and hence have
comparative advantages in different areas
of targeted involvement (vaccinations,
teen pregnancy, family planning, and child
nutrition). Organizations with comparative
advantages in a given area should coordinate
the activities of the various donors in their
areas of expertise.

Social inclusion

Supporting vulnerable groups’ desires for
social integration in the CEE countries is
the only sustainable way to prevent the
emergence of impoverished, alienated,
underclass strata when these countries join
the EU. Social inclusion however means
acquiring the status of real (and not just
formal) citizens and taxpayers, possessing
rights and discharging obligations. Ensuring
that Roma are issued appropriate personal
identification = documents and  birth
certificates are key steps towards reaching
such status, and important elementsin taking
Roma communities out of the “legal limbo” in
which they often find themselves.

Many policies vis-a-vis Roma today contain
elements of pre-transition assimilation
models. Social inclusion means empowering

excluded and marginalized communities
and giving them the opportunity to, and
responsibilities for, escaping dependency.
Both individuals and institutions need to
better understand why inclusion is in the
long-term interest of both Roma and majority
communities.

Social inclusion should be approached from
“both sides.” Community activities supporting
Roma culture, language, and traditions, both
in and outside of schools, should receive
stronger support. New types of leadership
that both empower, and are accountable to,
Roma communities should be encouraged.
Decentralizing government, especially
public administration, to promote Roma
participation in local-level decision-making
can be extremely beneficial in this regard.
At the same time, the message that both
majorities and minorities need to change
should be clearly delivered. UNDP’s Local
Agenda 21 programme , which emphasizes
social mobilization and decentralization as
paths to social inclusion, could be particularly
important in this regard. Roma integration
components could be added to Local Agenda
21 priorities and assessment criteria in CEE
countries.

Promoting tolerance vis-a-vis Roma is
especially important in law enforcement
institutions. Activities in this area should
include training to prevent oppression
and brutality and to promote awareness
and respect for human rights, particularly
among the police, judiciary, and correctional
institutions. Recruiting Roma to work
in these systems is a sustainable way to
promote tolerance and diversity within these
institutions, and should be encouraged.
Because they encourage mutual interaction
and understanding, such policies are long-
term investments in social cohesion.

Anti-discrimination legislation does not by
itself change the social position of Roma.
But it can have a major symbolic impact
in demonstrating how society and its
representatives value non-discriminatory
behaviour. Support for Roma representation
in state institutions should be codified and
institutionalized. But social inclusion cannot
be achieved without supportive economic
development projects. This is apparent in
housing and land-use policies. Renovating
dilapidatedhousinginRomaneighbourhoods
not only improves Roma housing conditions
and provides employment and job training
for Roma construction workers: it can
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reduce barriers to interactions with majority
communities and thereby promote social
inclusion. Steps should also be taken to
remove Roma property ownership from
states of legal limbo. Many Roma families
live in dwellings or facilities that are de jure
owned by central or local governments, but
which are abandoned or otherwise bereft of
de facto non-Roma owners. Although Roma
communities often play the role of de facto
owners of such properties, the absence of
legal titles to these properties prevents
the legal connection of these dwellings to
electricity, water, and other infrastructure
systems. In addition to promoting social
inclusion, converting de facto into de jure
property rights for Roma dwellings would
promote income-generating activities by new
Roma property-holding entrepreneurs.’’

More reliable quantitative data must be
developed to provide a basis for formulating
adequate policies targeted at the Roma
and other marginalized communities.
Maintaining  ethnically  disaggregated
statistics in areas such as unemployment
registration can be problematic because of
desires to avoid discrimination or escape
the stigmatization of imposed identification.
Household budget and labour force surveys
should instead be used to generate data that
are disaggregated by ethnicity. These survey
instruments can provide adequate, reliable
information on development opportunities,
levels of marginalization, and the magnitude
of specific problems to be solved without
the threat of negative consequences for the
individual.

Improved donor coordination:
towards a common code of conduct

Effective cooperation among donors is a
major requirement for success in Roma-
targeted projects. Respecting certain
common “rules of the game” is increasingly
seen as a prerequisite for increasing the
impact of Roma-related projects. Different
donors often target the same communities
and work with the same counterparts without

coordinating their activities or exchanging
information—except ~ for  exchanging
“best practices” when the projects are
over. The most significant aspects of these
projects—the negative experiences, the
knowledge about where and why a project
failed, information about the trustworthy
partners—are often treated as “classified
information.” Different donors are often
doomed to repeat the same learning curve,
perpetuating inefficiencies in local-level
involvement.

The elaboration and adoption of a “common
code of conduct” promoting donor
coordination could be very helpful in this
regard. Ideally, every donor could commit to
including the following elements in its Roma
projects:

B More coordination between donors
in project design and implementation
should be encouraged. The current
practice of holding informal inter-agency
information-sharing and coordination
meetings'3? should be extended into
more practical cooperation between the
donors most closely involved in Roma
projects.

B Every project design should be consistent
with basic requirements for sustainability,
in terms of affordability and declining
long-run subsidization. Projects should
not promote dependency cultures, and
should elaborate a phase-out strategy at
the very beginning.

B Before a project in a certain area is
started, other donors previously or
potentially involved in this area should
be consulted, at least informally. These
consultations should provide a forum for
sharing negative experiences. In general,
maximum coordination between different
projects pursued by different donors
is desirable. If several donors are active
in the same area, cooperation to avoid
duplication of efforts and to substantially
reduce implementation costs should be
attempted. Cooperation can also promote
the regional (sub-national) coordination

131 On Roma housing issues and the crucial importance of legalizing existing ownership status “where
possible,” see the Memorandum Prepared by the Secretariat on Problems Facing Roma/Gypsies in the
Field of Housing, CoE 2000d: 11. On the significance of converting informal property rights into real,
enforceable property rights developing economies, see Hernando De Soto, The Other Path. The
Economic Answer to Terrorism. This argument is strongest in the case of state properties which are not
claimed by other owners. The application of this approach to state properties and dwellings occupied
by Roma and subject to restitution claims would of course have to be handled in a different manner.

132 Currently involving UNHCR, OSI, IOM, CoE, EU/EC, and OSCE, and convening regularly in Strasbourg.
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of resources devoted to Roma projects,
which can make project implementation
easier and more transparent.

Wherever possible, donors should work
with several partners in an individual
community to ensure an element of
competition. The emergence of “local
monopolies” controlling access to donor
resources can have strongly negative
effects on the communities in which the
projects are being conducted.

Wherever possible, projects should be
clustered. Projects addressing different
but related issues should be co-managed
synergistically, linking, forexample, health
and sanitation projects with education
and employment generation projects.

Real project impact should always be the
primary project assessment criterion (as
opposed to ensuring that budgeted and
actual expenditures are in compliance).
“What has changed on the ground?” is
the obvious (but sometimes difficult)
question that always needs to be posed
upon the completion of a project.
Whenever  possible,  standardized
assessment systems for evaluating the
impact of Roma projects in the field,
with internally consistent, measurable
benchmarks and indicators, should be
introduced. Before starting a project,
the relevant initial conditions should be
thoroughly analysed, in order to develop
the relevant context for assessing the
project’simpact.

e Donor funding should be treated
as investment capital, and project
efficiency should be assessed by applying
economic criteria. The opportunity cost
of this capital should always be borne in
mind—what activities cannot be funded
as a result of a decision to finance a given
project?

e The distinction between “not-for-profit”
and “NGO business” organizations should
be clarified to reduce scepticism in the
communities they serve. Reliance on
self-declaratory claims of “we are not-
for-profit” is often insufficient. Donors
should invest more into investigating
the background of NGOs, as well as
monitoring their activities. Developing
“who’s who" profiles of potential partners
and exchanging information would help
increase transparency and accountability,
and reduce opportunities for corruption
in the third sector.

Such a common code of conduct cannot be
a binding set of rules. But even if it took the
form of informal meetings of organizations
involved in Roma issues, such a code could
promote the development of sustainable
approaches to the existing problems.
UNDP’s Roma Web Knowledge website
(http://roma.undp.sk) could be used for
posting information about different donors'’
programs, project documents, and other
relevant data, in order to promote better
coordination through transparency of
information.

“What has
changed on

the ground?”
should be the first
question asked
upon completion
of a project
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Annexes

Annex 1

Data collection methodology and results of the multi-country survey

This study is based on survey data collected
from face-to-face interviews with 5034 Roma
respondents in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic,
Hungary, Romania, and Slovak Republic. In a
number of respects this survey is unique in
its scale and consistency over countries. The
results from each country are comparable
because they are based on a common
questionnaire (translated into the respective
local languages) and an identical sampling
design methodology.

The sampling instrument

The questionnaire had to both grasp
the reality specific to each country and
provide grounds for comparison between
countries. It had to provide data about Roma
households and at the same time individual
information about the specific respondent.
All five national coordinators were involved
in designing the questionnaire. Some of the
questions were modified in each country,
taking into account national specifics.

Of the 100 survey questions, 85 are identical
and directly comparable between countries.
Results of those 85 questions were used in
the regional analysis. Data obtained from
the 15 country-specific questions were used
in the national reports for the respective
countries. Half of the questions in the survey
were “individually-oriented” and the others
“household-oriented.”  Individuals  (not
households) were interviewed, but some of
the questions concerned the respondent’s
household. These different layers in the
questionnaire were carefully taken into
account during the data analysis. The
conclusions related to individual patterns
and attitudes are based on the “individual-
oriented” questions, while conclusions
related to household situation are based on
“household-oriented” questions.

The sampling design

The survey used random quota sampling
(quotas for regions or municipalities,
depending on the administrative structure of
the country) for adult Roma (above 18 years of
age). Sampling was based on data provided
by the last formal census. Although in all
countries the numbers of people identifying
themselves as Roma are substantially below
the actual Roma population numbers, it was
assumed that the census results adequately
reflect Roma population structures, in terms
of rural/urban, age, and sex distributions. In
each country, localities with sampling clusters
were identified through consultations with
experts in ethnic relations, representatives of
national polling agencies, and Roma NGOs.

The numbers of respondents to be surveyed
in a given area and the distribution of
sampling clusters were a function of overall
population; more weight was given to larger
Roma population concentrations. Regarding
ethnic affiliation, the research team followed
the philosophy of the Framework Convention
for the Protection of National Minorities
(developed in the Explanatory Report to the
Convention, Council of Europe 1995b) which
combines subjective self-identification with
culturally-based objective criteria.

Based on these common guidelines, the
sampling in all countries followed these
common steps:

1. Neighbourhoods and villages populated
mainly by Roma were selected from all types
of settlements and economic environments.

2. Sampling clusters were identified
according to the structure and territorial
distribution of Roma population. The
exact profile of the respondents to be
interviewed was determined for each
sampling cluster.
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3. Field operators identified the individuals
to be interviewed corresponding to the
profile of respondents for the cluster,
with the assistance of representatives
from local government administrations
or social assistance services.

The sample size in each country was close to
1,000, making the survey fairly representative
of the Roma population in each country. It
is of course impossible to claim complete
statistical representativeness, as the sampling
was hampered by ambiguities concerning
who actually is a Roma, and the size of the
Roma population in each country.

Roma NGOs in the five countries were
consulted on the adequacy of the sampling
procedures, to ensure that they accurately
captured the distribution of Roma populations.
Even a perfectly designed sample will probably
over-represent the worst-off segments of the
Roma population, since these are recognizably
Roma and are most unlikely to be integrated
into majority communities.

The fieldwork

The data were collected on the basis of
standardized face-to-face interviews
conducted at the respondents’ dwellings.
The fieldwork was conducted mainly in
November 2001 in Slovak Republic and
Bulgaria, in December 2001 in Czech Republic
and Romania and in January 2002 in Hungary.
The number of people interviewed were: 997

in Bulgaria, 1006 in Czech Republic, 1000 in
Hungary, 1001 in Romania, and 1030 in Slovak
Republic (total 5034 respondents).

One of the first issues addressed was self-
affiliation—does the respondent identify
himself/herself as being Roma? In each
country, only a small share of respondents
identified by field operators, local
administration and Roma NGOs as being
Roma did not consider themselves to be
Roma (14 percent in Bulgaria, 13 percent in
Czech Republic, 5 percent in Romania, and
9 percent in Slovak Republic; see the data
distributions for the first question in the
“Survey Results” table below). In Hungary,
researchers decided to conductfullinterviews
only with those respondents who identified
themselves as being Roma.

The profile of the sub-group of respondents
who did not identify themselves as Roma
conforms closely to the overall sample in
each country. The table below shows that the
responses this group (in the four countries)
gave to two questions related to ethnicity
indirectly reveal Roma ethnic identity.'3

Respondents who did notidentify themselves
as being Roma were asked to which ethnic
affiliation  they believed they belonged
(second question in “Survey Results” table
below). The share of those who identify
themselves as belonging to other ethnic
minorities is highest in Bulgaria (38 percent
of respondents choose ‘other minority,” most
probably Turkish).

Respondent profiles and self-identification
BG cz RO SK
Overall Stated non- Overall Stated non- Overall Stated non- Overall Stated non-
sample Roma sample Roma sample Roma sample Roma
P affiliation P affiliation P affiliation P affiliation

Most of them are from the

ethnic majority

Most of them are Roma 27 21
Most of them are from other

35 40

ethnic minorities 2
Don’t know 9 9
N/r 23 21
Table Total 100 100
Do you use Roma language at home? (percentage)
Yes 72 22
No 28 77
N/r 0 1
Table Total 100 100

56 57 56 44
12 3 14 20
0 0 7 4
8 1 10 2
25 39 14 30
100 100 100 100
47 18 63 10
50 79 37 90
3 3 0 0
100 100 100 100

46
24
2

0
28
100

59
40

100

What is the ethnic affiliation of the majority of the children in the class in the school your children are attending? (percentage)

51
13
7

2
27
100

32
67

100

133 Due to the small number of respondents self-affiliated as “non-Roma,” the stochastic error could be

quite high.

87
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Survey results (distribution by major groups)

Regional data profiles by major groups
Country By gender of By education
the respond 4

Male |Female

second.

. Yes| 908 81| 8371000 905| 946 | 91.8| 896 | 89.1 922 899 | 936| 910 | 889 837
. NR| 10| 10 33/ | 01| 04 09| 10| 13 07 10| 13| 07| 11| 06
Filter: If no If not, what do you feel you are?

. Otherminority| 173 | 388 38| | 124| 20| 159| 184 | 138 157 242| 300| 178 | 57| 232
. TableTotal|100.0 |100.0 | 1000 |  |100.0|100.0 |100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 | 1000

| have not stated ethnic affiliation

| Declaredaffilation:Roma| 479 | 580 | 249 | | 410 680 | 506 449 | 420 498| 526 575 475 373 | 465
| Declared affiliation: Other minority | 55| 91| 43| | 79| 07| 51| 60| 49 52 68| 47| 60| 52| 79
. TableTotal[100.0 |100.0 | 1000 |  |100.0|100.0 |100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 |100.0 1000 |100.0 | 1000
o Yes| 667 711 629 625| 673 696 709 | 622| 748 648| 595 639 | 650 710 735
. NR| 12| 16/ 20 | 05| 20| 10| 14| 13 11, 13| 14| 14| 10| 03
. Aeyoumarried? | | | | |
. single| 113 108| 205 70| 103| 78| 115| 111|304 33 27| 87| 95| 151| 192
. Widowlen| 66| 92| 66| 62| 36| 77| 32| 103 02 34 228|129 50| 22| 25
. TableTotal 1000 [100.0 | 1000 |1000 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 |100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 |1000 |1000 |
. Nochidren| 108 109] 201 | 91| 87| 53| 130| 86| 304 24 28| 75| 88| 153| 211
20200 253] 179 201 | 199] 171 | 193] 209 | 235 207 137 145| 215 | 222| 299
41 746] 117 137 143] 160 172] 139 154 | 49 189 186 185| 140 | 129 70/
. 6/ 58 35 42| 63| 64| 86 58| 58| 07 63 115 86/ 56| 35| 17
8 15/ 05/ 09| 19| 19| 20| 10| 19| 01 18 25| 26/ 11| 09|
10/ 03 | 05/ | 06 03 03 03 | 03] 06 03| 04 02, |
12/ 02/ | 03 | 05/ 01| 01| 02/ | 08| 03| 01| 02/
w00, |/ ol | 00 o0l | 0l
16, 00 01, |0l |00 00 . | 02 01 | | |
180 L0, | | 00/ | 00 | | 0l

1]
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Regional data profiles by major groups
Regio- Country By gender of .
nal the respondent By age By education
avera- None | Secon-
-ge BG CZ | HUN SK RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. |Primary| sec:‘; d dary
pr. ‘| and >

. NR| 16 17 05| | | 59| 19| 13| 22| 12 17 17| 14| 11| 45
Filter: with children How old were you when your first child was born? Stated age
At what age do you think your children should have their first child?- Your son

Who is the head of your household?
. Mywifefhusband | 258| 309 24.1] 273 | 209 41| 489| 248 302 | 179 | 285| 296| 163 | 167
. Mymother 24 19 30| 21| | 26| 23| 25| 62| 11 03 19| 23| 37| 25
. Mygandmother 02 02 03] | | 05/ 03 02/ 09, | 03| 02/ 04
. NR 08/ 05 20/ | | 09 09| 08/ 13| 06 08 06/ 09| 14| 04
. Mywifelusband| 269 267 241|329 | 241|319 217] 201 | 316 259 260 | 27.4| 302 | 196
. Mymother) 54| 65 74| 33 | 45 62| 46| 159 15| 02| 35| 45| 80| 128
. Mygandmother 02 02 01| 01/ | 06/ 04 01| 09/ | 03| 02/ 03| 04
. NR/ 16 20 28/ | | 15| 15 17| 22| 10 21 13| 20| 13| 1.1

How are important decisions taken in your family (choose the option closest to your family pattern)?

The men in the family decide | 90 | 63| 119 | 22| 91 152| 107| 71 93 91| 79| 109 86| 87 34

The head of the household together
with his/her spouse decides
In the decision-making all members | 13, | 50| 151 g4| 119| 738 150 | 152 11.8| 145 | 114 | 138 | 124 | 248
except the children decide

. TableTotal |100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 1000

o NR| 42| 148 18| 06| 04| 34| 39| 45 48 36| 44 44| 47| 21 76
. Inschool| 568| 25 589 819 752| 647 559| 58.1| 59.1 | 603 | 461 | 514| 556| 714 | 386
Moral valuesin the community  625| 638 | 838 | 264 | 785| 595 636 61.2| 627 617 639| 576 585 729 693 |
.. NR 87 186 73| 06| 89 81 84| 89 89 78| 103 113 91| 52 70
. Inschool| 558| 45 688 810 764 | 473 53| 588 617 581 | 429 | 459 56.1| 719 442
o NR| 77277, 29| 06| 22| 53| 123| 28 84 58| 110 94 80| 40 118
. Inschool| 205| 144 105| 509 86| 185 214| 196| 205| 213 | 192 210| 239| 153 | 186
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Regional data profiles by major groups

Regio- Country By gender of ;
nal the respondent By age By education
avera- o P

Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49

>=50 | orinc. |Primary second. dary
pr. and >

482
Amateurpainting Inthe community | 105 | 138| 207 | 16| 93| 72| 99 111 120 94| 110 95| 97 124
o NR| 149 482 66| 06] 100 92| 140 157| 127 130| 221 194 157 68
. Inschool| 398 17 462 573| 550 | 385| 398 | 400| 441 419| 296 323 | 397 527
oo NR| 97289 66| 06| 64| 64| 90 105 106 84| 115 124| 103 59
landherbs Inschool| 514 104 546 804 609 | 500 | 532 | 494| 560 | 536 | 406 439 | 506 625
| Sewing or embroidery skills In the community | 264 | 28.7 | 341| 117] 315| 261 | 96| 443 | 258 | 267 | 264 | 276 | 279 229
oo NR| 152|604 36| 06| 41| 79| 184 116 147 120 230 183 | 165 57
\various languages Inschool | 683 182 789 | 958 81.1| 667 | 681 | 686| 702 | 714 | 586 604 | 688 802
What traditional Roma activities, that are practiced in your immediate community could be a source of income today?
. Noj 492 469 463 | 617| 450 | 464| | | 507 494 474 | 500 49.1 503
. NR| 77 50 204 30/ 20 80| | | 97 61| 82 81| 74 84
. Noj 378 282 283| 354| 538 427| | 386 374 376 405| 359 405
(Healing — Yes| 133 205 120 99| 96| 146| 124 | 142| 137 123 | 147 165| 135 81
... NR| 93 68 244 26/ 54| 74| | | 106 83| 95 92| 90 107
. Noj352) 452 249| 287 313| 462 | 332 342 405 432 338 296
Medicineman  Yes| 141 228 231| 80| 40| 129| 138 144| 143 | 133 | 157 151 145 102
o NRI 129 67 221 31] 244 80| | | 163 115 113 114 122 167
. No 699 629 547 858| 729| 732 | 660 725| 697 706| 701 715
Fortuneteller  Yes| 195 272 266 197 24| 22.1| 184 | 206| 191 19.1| 208 | 224 | 201 135
o NR|I 150 64 230 25357 68| | | 181 141] 127 116 150 200
. Noj 657 369 398|836 788| 89.1| | 633 696 604 619 657 703
What are the major three conditions in order to succeed in life? - Indicated options
. Goodeducation| 470 350 304 | | 450 27.1| 454 | 487 | 469 | 492 | 424 | 398 | 467 529
. Seriousness, steadiness, reliability | 314 | 162 | 121 | | 130| 189 318 311 260 344 323 | 310 342 285
. supportfromthestate| 450 448 250 | 250 332| 433 | 468 | 405 | 466 | 478 556 474 329
. Tobeofgoodhealth | 685 459 635| | 679| 673| 659 | 71.1| 645| 703 | 698 673 | 72.2| 667

12.7

Toberich | 2.1 22 18] 24| 22 19] 20| 21 20 21 22| 20] 21 2.1 22
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Regional data profiles by major groups
Regio- Country By gender of .
nal the respondent By age By education
avera- None | Secon-
-ge BG CZ | HUN SK RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. |Primary| secI:; d dary
pr. ‘| and >

Tohaveagoodfamily| 14| 13| 15/ 14| 13| 13 14| 14 14| 13| 14 14 14/ 13 13

. Tobeingoodheath 12| 12| 14/ 12 12 12| 12| 12| 13| 12| 12| 13 12| 12| 1.1
| Toberespectedbyothers 19| 19| 21| 18/ 22/ 16 19/ 20 20 19/ 19/ 19/ 19/ 20 18

What could be the main three justifiable reasons for a boy from your household not to attend school? Indicated options

| Hehasto help in raising the younger children) 61/ 87/ 33| 93| 12 81 59/ 63| 61 59 64 95 54 36 25

| Theteacherstreathim badly atschool| 86| 102/ 112/ 38 15 166 98 74/ 90/ 89 75 101] 85 65 104
.~ Theschoolisfarawayl 29| 35 27/ 10 13| 62 35 23| 31| 30 26/ 41| 27 17/ 20
. Heismamied 70| 142/ 24| 126/ 02/ 60 64 78/ 57/ 68 91 111/ 68 27 51
| Hedoesnot know the offcial language welll 34| 48 58/ 02/ | 63 32 36/ 38 31 35 46/ 31 23 28

. Hiswifegavebirth 47 84| 63 48/ 06| 36/ 41 53 45 44 54 73 42| 21 51

I would not stop my child from going
to school under any conditions| 44.6| 243| 557| 39.8| 71.7| 30.8| 450| 44.1| 470 454| 396| 252 620/ 60.8

What could be the main three justifiable reasons for a girl from your household not to attend school? Indicated options

___Shehasto help in raising the younger children| 111/ 15.2) 102/ 109 19 176 107/ 116 109| 108 123 174 103 64 34

The teachers treat her badly at school 64| 6.1 90| 25| 14 133| 64/ 65 67 67 53 64 63 60 87
The schoolisfaraway, 23| 24| 17| 03| 13| 59| 28/ 18 20 24 24 37 19 12/ 14

. Sheismaried 118/ 253 39| 190/ 02 110 116/ 120/ 104 115 143 170/ 120/ 53| 96
___ She does not know the official language welll 25| 29/ 42| 03| | 53 27/ 24/ 29| 23 25 37 20/ 16/ 28

. shegawebith 121/ 171 49| 283 35 69 111 131 101 125 136 161 127/ 70| 79

AT 1| 2 s 5 o0 3 56 59w 20 w5 a1 9
under any conditions

Filter: with children What is the ethnic affiliation of the majority of the children in the class in the school your children are attending?

. MostofthemareRoma 186/ 270 115/ 165 237 135 171/ 201 164 228 115 180 219 151 148
. Donotknow 58 94 76/ 20/ 04 102/ 66 50 73| 45 73 79 55 40| 38




Roma in Central and Eastern Europe

Regional data profiles by major groups
Regio- Country By gender of .
nal the respondent: By age By education
avera- None I Secon-
9e | BG | CZ | HUN | SK | RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. [Primary| "¢ | dary
pr. second. and >

Filter: with children What would be the best way to provide your children with access to education equal to that of children from the majority?
Indicated options

If they attend school with majority children
but with special support 411 | 522 | 539 50.1 23| 504 | 404 382 | 427 | 396 | 514 | 409 | 283
If Roma children receive additional majority
language courses to obtain proficiency

If the children attend specialized Roma school | 106 | 102 | 143 | 25| 55| 215 117| 96| 95| 116] 98| 150| 95| 75

To provide education to their children

Filter: For with children “What are your children’s life chances in comparison with you when you were their age?
Average values on a scale of 1-3: 1-Higher; 2-The same; 3-Lower (mean values)”

To establish a happy family
. Tolivehealthierlife| 21| 24| 19| 20| 21| 21| 21| 21| 20| 21| 22| 21| 21| 20
To have honest friends on which they can rely

o Yes| 138 25| 273 164| 190| 47| 123| 154| 90 184 | 84 154 149| 123 42
. NR| 31| 36 75 06| 10| 34| 35| 26| 35 20| 48| 46 23| 23 27

Filter: If yes If yes, for what reason was the children placed in a special school? Indicated options

The child has a physical disability | 89 | 167 | 87| 114| 37| 188| 99| 81| 74 85| 136 88 85 90 143

The child will have secure living | 5 o | ¢ | g5 83 48| 30| 62| 57| 93 52| 14
(clothes and shelter)
How do you assess your health status?

. Good| 410 481 419| 286 532| 327 | 427 392| 520 | 425| 226 | 299 | 441 467 538
. TableTotal |100.0 |1000 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 | 1000 | 100.0
. Perfect| 184 115| 290 180 183 162| 200| 167 257 188| 103 | 11.8| 177 276| 235
. Tolerable| 17.9| 168 139 211 149 223| 177 181| 134 177 227 243| 164| 129 | 133
. NR 17| 40| 20| 08| 13| 07| 20| 14| 15 09| 38 29| 12| 12 04

Do you have a personal doctor?




Annex 1

Regional data profiles by major groups
Regio- Country By gender of .
nal the respondent By age By education
avera- None | Secon-
9e | BG | CZ | HUN | SK | RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. [Primary| "¢ | dary
pr. second. and >

o NR| 21| 26| 64| 02| 11| 04 24| 19| 21| 19| 29| 31| 12| 26 14
. No157| 348 36| 35 12 358| 176| 136 182 138 159 260| 144 52| 124
. TableTotal |100.0 [1000 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 1000 |100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
. WomanminorityDoctor| 58| 70| 83| 39| 07| 95| 22| 98| 56 60| 57, 87 55| 32 34
. WomanmajorityDoctor| 153 | 99 94| 152 302| 114| 90| 220| 169 | 158 | 121 141| 162 158 146
. Donothave any special requirements | 544 | 708 | 608 | 552 | 251 | 61.1| 583| 502| 538 | 537 571 | 550 539 | 521 625
. TableTotal |100.0 |1000 | 1000 |100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100 | 100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
. Itishetternow) 80| 18 176 94| 40| 74| 86| 74| 98| 80 58 46| 73 105| 177
. Itwashetterthen) 699 | 780 414 677 810 | 815 704| 694| 518 757 | 821 754 | 726| 620 594
. TableTotal |100.0 |1000 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 1000 | 100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
. lfeishetternow) 93| 48 168 119 61| 70| 97| 89| 123| 87, 65 59| 82 125| 194
. LUfewasbetterbefore| 550 | 578| 297 572| 57.2| 734| 552| 549| 435 597 603 | 609 | 578 | 465 437
. TableTotal | 1000 [1000 |100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 1000 | 100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
.~ Wilbeworsethatnow | 27.2| 18| 207 335 464 | 328| 272| 273| 193 | 318 276 268| 275 300 177
. Willbebetterthannow | 150 | 98| 148 181 129 193] 164| 134| 192 142 110 105 149 | 190 208
. TableTotal |100.0 |1000 |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 1000 |100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
. Rich 17| 06/ 18 01| 25 34| 20| 14| 21| 16, 13 10| 14 21| 54
. Poor| 507 480 400 607| 494| 553 498| 516| 459 59| 523 | 558 541| 430 346
. NR| 20| 12| 72| 06| 04| 08 24| 16| 29 18| 15 15 17| 34 1.1

“Which of the following problems seriously affect you and household? Average value on a scale of 1-3:
1-This is a major problem; 2-This is a problem but not serious; 3-It’s not a problem at all (mean values)”

. CEconomichardship| 14| 11 18 14| 15 12| 14| 14| 15| 14 13 12| 14 16| 16
Unclearhousingregulationstatus | 21| 23| 21| 22| 20| 16| 21| 21| 20, 20| 22| 19 21| 21 24
. Men| 24| 25| 22| 22| 27| 25| 25| 23| 23| 25| 25| 21| 24| 26| 32
. Telephone| 216 | 156 262| 199 | 340 | 116| 224| 206| 202 223 | 217 96 190| 333 476
. Clock| 843 759 | 950 919 | 91.0| 673 | 834| 852| 840 858 815 696 885| 936 944

Oven| 676 | 715| 738 | 812 | 73.0| 384 ] 653 | 70.0 | 666 | 684 | 67.6| 543 | 720 | 729 851




Roma in Central and Eastern Europe

Count ] | data profiles by major groups
io- ountr
ol ’ the esponden; By age By education
avera- None Inc. Secon-
-ge BG CZ | HUN | sK RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. |Primary " | dary
pr. second. and >
TVset| 817 | 756 | 929 | 953 | 91.6| 525 | 820 | 813 | 820 | 83.0| 785 | 668 | 854 | 919 | 92.1
Car| 167 | 11.5| 26.7| 165| 184 | 102 | 19.7| 136 | 17.2| 176 | 139 68| 158 | 240 | 397
CD player | 12.7 23| 238 | 149 | 168 54| 135 11.7] 163 | 125 7.8 42| 120 | 20.1| 285
Satellite dish | 11.2 | 125] 123 89| 163 59| 16| 109 | 13.0| 105 102 52| 114 | 152 | 237
Mobile phone | 22.6 46| 507 | 305 | 173 | 10.1| 239 | 213 | 279 | 229 | 147 | 11.1| 20.7 | 359 | 389
Washing machine | 55.0 | 255| 84.2 | 83.0| 687 | 13.1| 54.1| 560 | 559 | 578 | 478 | 347 | 566 | 73.8| 71.8
Running water in house | 58.6 | 49.6 | 95.1 | 652 | 688 | 13.7 | 574 | 599 | 609 | 588 | 554 | 394 | 60.1 | 757 | 77.7
Toilet in the house | 455 | 19.8 | 859 | 53.1 | 558 | 122 | 443 | 467 | 466 | 472 | 404 | 282 | 448 | 654 | 56.9
Toiletintheyard | 554 | 79.1 | 164 | 613 | 445 | 764 | 557 | 551 | 53.1| 538 | 62.0| 650 | 58.0 | 39.5| 527
Sewage | 488 | 469 | 908 | 372 | 535| 152 | 47.1 | 506 | 520 | 479 | 465 | 325| 480 | 653 | 69.0
Bed for each family member | 66.4 | 64.2 | 84.0 | 87.7 | 704 | 257 | 66.7 | 66.0 | 654 | 646 | 724 | 503 | 687 | 779 | 86.8
Living room furniture | 582 | 21.0| 88.6 | 833 | 79.2| 183 | 573 | 594 | 59.1| 593 | 551 | 372 | 598 | 794 | 715
Bathroom in the house | 48.9 | 25.0 | 87.1 | 576 | 63.1 | 112 | 476 | 503 | 494 | 506 | 449 | 289 | 486 | 700 | 679
Legalized electricity supply | 859 | 85.0 | 910 | 973 | 853 | 707 | 852 | 866 | 83.6| 859 | 892 | 773 | 878 | 91.2 | 946
Books | 422 | 22.1| 516 | 613 | 50.7 | 250 | 424 | 421 | 423 | 440| 382 | 208 | 427 | 59.7 | 73.8
Who is the owner of the apartment/house in which you live?
My family | 61.9 | 745 | 13.1| 745 | 646 | 829 | 646 | 59.1| 528 | 63.0| 71.7 | 66.0 | 626 | 51.9| 746
Other relatives | 7.2 | 17.5 2.6 4.0 5.0 6.9 6.0 82| 114 5.9 4.1 9.1 7.4 43 6.2
The municipality | 22.1 23| 645 | 147 | 246 40| 215 229 | 257 | 220| 173 | 152 | 21.1 | 347 | 141
The company | am working for | 0.4 131 0.1 04| 0.1 06| 0.1 03| 04| 05| 03| 04| 04| 06
Itisrented | 5.0 3.6 8.7 49 35 4.2 4.0 6.0 53 5.2 4.1 55 54| 45 25
Other (what) 1.1 14 1.8 14 0.9 1.0 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.6 14 1.2 0.8 0.6
NR| 24 0.7 9.7 0.7 1.0 2.2 2.6 33 23 1.6 25 19 34 14
Table Total | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
How much did your household spend last month?- in EURO
mean | 210.1 | 83.4 |416.3 |282.7 [229.2 | 87.0|213.6 | 207.1 | 215.2 | 226.7 | 166.0 | 147.9 | 212.2 | 279.5 | 239.7
How much did your household spend last month on the following items?- in ? (mean values)
Food | 89.8 | 50.0 |123.5|136.0 | 496 | 888 | 91.2 | 8131043 | 713 | 71.6 | 957 |113.4 | 90.8
Clothes (including shoes) | 14.5 41| 252 | 19.1 94| 152 | 137 | 156| 166 8.5 88| 145 | 221 | 229
Housing (rent and energy supply) | 33.1 9.1| 654 | 484 93| 325 | 339 | 294 | 365 | 308 | 202 | 338 | 554 | 36.7
Alcohol | 4.2 1.0 | 102 25 29 4.8 35 43 4.6 3.1 2.8 4.2 5.8 6.2
Cigarettes | 11.5 50| 165 | 184 60| 119 | 11.0| 11.0| 128 9.4 96| 116| 145 | 124
Fuel (including petrol) | 12.2 3.2 8.1 | 319 55| 126 | 11.8 99| 145| 103 91| 134 | 140 | 156
Big items
(washing machine/stereo/TV set/car etc.. 34 0.2 9.3 3.0 0.9 4.1 2.7 55 3.1 13 12 29 6.4 9.2
From which of the following sources does the household usually receive money during the last 6 months? Indicated options
Regular Wage Job with contract | 26.0 | 187 | 485 | 287 | 21.5| 125| 257 | 262 | 285| 293 | 152 | 121 | 256 | 394 | 43.1
Regular Wage Job without contract | 45| 48| 6.1 46| 29| 40| 47| 43| 56| 44| 30| 36| 47| 48| 59
Occasional job(s) with contract| 55| 26| 96| 47| 84| 19| 59| 50| 58| 64| 29| 40| 48| 87| 45
Occasional job(s) without contract | 33.0 | 27.9 | 206 | 293 | 357 | 51.2| 369 | 288 | 369 | 351 | 223 | 36.0| 33.0| 327 | 211
Self-employment/own business | 6.6 5.8 8.6 4.6 27| 11.2 8.1 4.9 6.2 7.0 6.1 3.7 6.5 7.1 | 180
Work for goods | 5.3 43 6.4 1.5 06| 13.8 53 53 6.0 5.4 4.1 8.0 4.5 39 23
Unemployment Benefit | 15.7 69| 395 | 148 | 126 44| 155| 159| 174 166 | 11.2| 134 | 168 | 187 9.0
Social assistance | 46.8 | 444 | 563 | 40.1 | 825 9.6 | 44.1 | 49.7 | 53.0 | 485 | 349 | 424 | 493 | 537 | 31.0
Child support (including paid maternity leave) | 56.8 | 29.8 | 59.6 | 724 | 758 | 457 | 53.1| 608 | 64.7 | 644 | 292 | 513 | 57.1| 67.8 | 442
Pensions | 26.5 | 34.5| 27.1| 373 | 152 | 187 | 26.1 | 270 | 147 | 186| 60.5| 334 | 259 | 20.0| 21.7
Investments | 0.8 0.1 2.0 0.2 0.4 13 0.7 0.8 1.1 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.4 1.1 2.5
Remittances from people outside the household | 49| 19| 85| 43| 30| 67| 47| 50| 60| 44| 44| 48| 5.1 46| 59
Private maintenance | 5 g | g6 | 66| 24| 34| 17| 14| 45| 33| 30| 23| 31| 23| 40 23
(e.g. from ex-spouse or father of children)
Loans| 10.1 | 135 6.3 3.6 05| 268 | 11.0 9.1 103 | 10.1 95| 122 | 112 6.7 5.9
Which of the above sources provides the most money for the household?
Regular Wage Job with contract | 228 | 16.5 | 444 | 242 | 173 | 11.6| 223 | 233 | 255| 256| 129 | 105 | 223 | 353 | 36.1
Regular Wage Job without contract | 23| 29| 26| 2.1 16| 24| 26| 20| 33| 22| 12| 18| 27| 21 34
Occasional job(s) with contract | 14| 10| 22| 08| 2.1 06| 14| 12| 16| 16| 06| 07| 18| 16| 14
Occasional job(s) without contract | 12.3 | 13.7 49| 10.0 33| 300 | 1438 9.7 | 128 | 132 9.8 | 17.0| 128 7.3 6.8
Self-employment/own business | 45| 44| 56| 39| 17| 68| 55| 34| 43| 47| 41 28| 41| 43| 138
Work for goods | 3.8 09| 132 2.0 3.0 3.8 3.9 4.6 4.1 2.3 44 3.5 4.5 0.6
Unemployment Benefit | 5.2 2.2 0.4 28 | 187 1.5 49 5.6 4.8 6.6 2.7 35 6.1 6.4 39
Social assistance | 15.6 | 20.2 | 145 87| 308 34| 145] 168 | 193] 152 | 114 | 150 | 159 | 174 | 107
Child support (including paid maternity leave) | 11.2 | 45 13 241 133 | 126| 97| 127 ] 125] 132 | 48| 146 | 11.1 85| 65
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Regional data profiles by major groups
Regio- Country By gender of .
nal the respondent By age By education
avera- None | Secon-
-ge BG CZ | HUN SK RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. |Primary| sec:‘; d dary
pr. ‘| and >

. Investments) 03| 01, 01, | 08 03| 03| 01| 02/ 03/ 03 | 03| 03 08

| lotoneumuenranaatngun | 02 01 01 04 05 01 04 03 01 04 03 01 03
. Other(specify)| 18| 25 06| 12| 06 44 19| 18 21| 19 15 32| 15 07| 17
. TableTotal | 1000 |100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 1000 |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
. Employed) 195| 144 362 202 111 158 243| 143 194| 239 100 88| 175 302 394
. Matemityleave, 73| 24 106| 142 88| 02 05| 145 155| 53| 03| 64| 84 76| 48
. Reired) 153] 199 134| 247 91| 96 151| 156| 13| 72| 527 234| 141 90| 70
. Otherinactive, 33| 26| 11| 72| 27| 27| 38| 27| 42| 30| 25 36 34| 28 28
. TableTotal |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 1000 | 1000 | 100.0 |100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
. ndustry 44| 57| 22| 98| | 45| 53| 34| 39 53| 30 28 49| 46 79
.. Construction 86, 85 153 78| | 116| 144 25| 86 103 44 71 82| 112 79
. Hotelsrestaurants| 14| 06| 51| 13| | 02| 13| 16/ 21, 15/ 03 05 07| 31 39
. Insurancesbanking| 02| | 04 | | 04| 02| 02/ 02/ 02| 01 01 02| 02 03
__Publicadministration and defence| 10| 05| 14| 16| | 14| 10| 09| 07 14| 04 06 09| 12 25
. Helthcareandsocailcare| 14| 08| 30| 14| | 17| 06| 22| 15 16/ 06 11 13| 18 17
. Gatheringherbs| 47| 108 | 15| 20| 43| 48| 48| 45| 48 45 48 59 49| 30 37
. Encouragedthechildrentowork | 24| 44 05| 04| 07| 62 21| 28 11| 29 31| 36| 26 09 17
___Nothing - | did not earn any money last month | 29.9 | 393 | 358 | | 547 190 240 36.1| 350 | 245| 351 280 318 307 259
. Nonever| 473 237 684 620 | 652| 165| 47.9| 466| 484 | 476 450 | 269 485| 657 687
. Foronetwodayseverymonth| 196| 27.0 92| 169 | 157 | 296 199| 194 192| 194 207 | 256| 204 123 | 149
. NR 20| 15 63/ | 04 19 18| 23| 29| 16, 17, 25| 18 21| 11
. searchthe garbage containersforfood | 43| 91 35| 13| 23| 23 41| 45| 41| 44 43| 74| 21 15| 09
.. Gobegging| 46| 48| 04| 08| 20| 86| 46| 46/ 38 50| 48 76 30| 15 |
o Stave| 375 570 161 145| 73| 503 | 389 36.1| 315 366| 470 | 474 | 347 187 | 308
o Meat| 160 114 51| 269| 203| 163 | 163| 157| 138 169 | 171 | 124 | 172| 166 234
. Wage/salaryjobwith contract | 16.1 | 105 | 308 | 165 | 136 88| 185| 134| 151 200 86| 62 147| 27.1 287

Wage/salary job contract status unclear
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Regional data profiles by major groups

i Country
Regio- By gender of -
nal the respondent By age By education
avera- o I P
9¢ | BG | CZ | HUN | SK | RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. Primary " | dary
pr. second. and >

Self-employed/own account
worker/own business (unregistered)

25| 05| 03| 20| ms| 43| 20| 32| 37 52| 52| 46| 20| 39

| Subsidised employment/publicworks| 19| 09 16| 27| 39| 02| 25| 12| 17| 23| 12 14| 19| 26
. Nothing-ldidnotearnanymoney, | | | | | | | | | | |
Who is unemployed in your household? Indicated options
. Spouse 340| 471 242 278 | 542 161| 336| 344 31.8| 396 248 320| 376| 337
. Mother| 78 99 165/ 24| 84| 18 84 72| 203 33| 08| 63| 76| 92
. sistr] 51/ 60 115 17| 45| 19| 53| 49| 104| 33| 18 53| 43 61 48
. Daughter) 96| 155 114| 68 95 49 87 107 02| 118| 181| 125 99| 64
Filter: Up to 54 years What is your current job status?
. lhaeajobnow 176 176| 374| 220| | 120| 214 137| 167 187 148 95 154| 250 324
. TableTotal |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
Filter: Up to 54 years Do you have difficulties in finding employment (or if you have a job now - did you have difficulties in finding it)?
. Ratheryes| 122 70| 192| 226 45| 76| 118] 126| 116] 130 99 90| 118 149 158
o NR| 98] 113 143| 25| 117 92 66| 132| 140 69| 117| 112| 98| 84| 100
Filter: Up to 54 years If yes, what are the three main reasons for your difficulties in finding a job? Indicated options
_ Overall economic depression in the country | 520 | 776 297 | 304| 610 | 633 565 47.2| 504 | 536 | 484| 554 | 525| 497 | 452
.~ Mypoorhealthstatus| 131 72 50| 156 77 301| 120| 144| 69| 157 200 190| 142 78| 52
. Myage 147| 152 109 | 188 97| 194 141 154| 57| 162 365| 170 155| 115 | 136
_ Didnothave difficulties in findingajob| 61| 39| 23] 104]| 62| 72| 68| 54| 52| 65| 65| 40| 56| 75| 109
o Yes| 12| 58 91| 87| 250 67 147 75| 107 141 52| 48| 102] 185 | 192
. NR 38 73 57| 07| 19| 33 34| 42| 49| 24| 52| 52| 32| 30| 3.1

If yes, what type of programme was it? Indicated options

. labourofficetraining| 242 276 | 424 | 333 | 151 | 194 | 228| 273| 273 | 230 232 227 198 | 286 235

Training and/or financial support
sty sl w0 w0 0w
Courses organized by employer | 165 | 52| 196 | 253 | 101 | 358| 183 | 131| 112 163 | 339| 93| 161 17.0
Substantially | 15.5 | 69| 228 | 241 | 74| 328| 159 148 155| 140| 250 53| 135 152

2.0

25.6

11.5

Filter: If yes
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c Regional data profiles by major groups
Regio- ountry By gender of .
nal the respondent By age By education
avera- None | Secon-
‘9 | BG | CZ | HUN | SK | RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. |Primary| "¢ | dary
pr. second. and >

. NR 89| 69]109 | 85 209 90 87 99 82| 89 173 89| 71| 59
. Yesbutlsoldit| 20| 18| 06| 22| 43| 09| 25 14 14 24| 18 10 15| 32| 45
. Nolhavenottried| 86.1| 835 | 834 | 885| 91.0| 841 826 898 884 857 842 896 878 835| 707
. TableTotal |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 1000 | 100.0 |100.0|100.0 |100.0 |100.0 |1000 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000

Everyone should take care
of his/her own problems m
People should seek solutions to their problems
within their own ethnic communities 5.0 5.0 6.2 35 53 49 55 44 4.7 4.1 4.8 44 34

. Otherwhay 08| 01| 06/ 05 13| 13 09/ 06/ 08| 08| 06 05| 07| 10| 1.1
. TableTotal |100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 |100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 |1000 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000
.~ Anationallevel| 137| 78| 229| 138 62| 182 140 135| 150 | 136 123 | 114| 13.1| 163 | 192
_Atthelevel of the community | 243 | 14.1| 287 | 173 | 275]| 335 267] 21.6| 250| 242 232| 206| 21.5| 304 | 327
. Romaparties| 205| 199| 186 | 144 | 140 357 230 178| 204| 206 | 201 | 214| 196| 19.1| 248

. Neighbours and friends from the majority | 314 | 353 | 233 | 334 | 459 | 190 318 310 320 318 300 244 328 356 403
. Non-Roma NGOs with human rights profile | 162 | 115 | 223 | 180 | 112| 181 170 154 161 171 | 147 128 | 159 | 186 242
. Foreigndonors/institutions | 156 | 296 | 142 | 59| 150 133] 166 145 168 152| 149 | 121 | 153 | 159 313
. TableTotal |100.0 |1000 |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 1000 |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 | 100.0
. Indicated| 235| 185] 133 | 21.1| 357 284 283 184| 193 | 246 268 191| 222| 286 324
. TableTotal |100.0 |1000 |100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100 |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
o Yes| 606 658 291 637 643 | 80.1| 653 555 467 652| 698 599 | 595 604 | 704
. NR| 21| 05| 51| 09| 05 36 19/ 24| 27| 19| 16| 24| 20| 18| 25

Could you name an NGO you would trust?

. Donotknow| 907 942 812| 924| 905| 954| 900 | 91.5| 892| 906 928 943 | 91.2| 878 | 823
Who best defends your interests in your community? Indicated options

. Non-Roma parties local branches | 48 43| 66| 33| 39| 61| 50| 47| 43| 52 45 42| 46 54| 65

. Informal Romaleaders| 192 94| 293 | 50| 239| 281| 209 | 173| 207 | 199 152 177 170 | 233 | 220

97
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Regional data profiles by major groups
Regio- Country By gender of .
nal the respondent By age By education
avera- None I Secon-
-ge BG CZ | HUN SK RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. [Primary| "¢ | dary
pr. second. and >

What is the name of your mayor?

What do you think is of primary importance for Roma to become equal members of the society? Indicated primary option
Recruiting Roma as policemen | 345 | 735 | 506 63| 537 | 387| 344 | 389 337 404 399 376 | 276
at equal level as the majority

. TohaveRomaministers| 383 | 732 517 19| 137 516 408 | 355 395| 358 | 424| 426 376| 297

. TohaveRomaTVjournalists | 351 | 634 | 526 | | 67| 538 366 335 374 329 371 372 359 282

. TohaveRomanewspapers | 306| 570 407 01| 78| 481 317 292| 324| 284 327 344 306 230
To have a nation-wide Roma TV channel | 293 | 642| 304 01| 65| 460 | 303 | 280 300| 275| 323 361 301 176

| e s s | 7 e e | ) 0| 1| ) 99 5| 5

of state administration

. NR| 12| 04| 33| 01| 16, 04| 11| 12| 13| 12| 08| 06, 10| 21 08
Do you maintain some relations with representatives of the majority?

. Nol 158 169 167 159] 123 | 175| 146 | 17.2| 155| 150 182 234 160 94

. TableTotal |1000 |100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0

Just ordinary contacts from living | g9 5 | o5 o 873 | 926| 789 | 886 | 907 | 89.9| 888 | 91.3| 894 | 893
in the same neighbourhood
TR e o0 2 20 02 8 a8 0 0 07
In jomt entertainment
Have a beer together 638

. Noreltions| 13| 17| 19| | 08| 21| 14| 12| 14| 12| 10| 12| 13| 13
369
o NR| 34| 41 103 01| 09| 16 27 41| 40| 29| 36, 33 34| 40

Filter: If Yes If yes, what type of relations do you have? Indicated options

. Jointbusiness| 292| 472 186 53| 100 433 332| 243 | 313| 287 268 348 271 196 374

| Helpeach otherin dealing with the police | 346 | 565 | 255 90| 141 462 372 314 365 324 369 399 332| 269 366

Our children play together | 66.8 | 81.1 | 503 | 504 | 57.7 | 75.1| 659 | 680 | 655| 713 | 589 | 69.8 | 66.6 | 62.1| 656
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Regional data profiles by major groups
Regio- Country By gender of .
nal the respondent By age By education
avera- None In Secon-
-ge BG CZ | HUN SK RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. |Primary| "< | dary
pr. second. and >

Have a beer together | 52.1 | 823 | 414 | 37.0| 199 | 522 | 582 | 446 | 488 | 524 | 554 | 516 | 548 | 419 | 656

Invite each other for marriages | o¢ ) | ¢35 | 469 | 473 | 531 | 773 | 672| 656 657 | 66.1| 682| 699 | 666 | 593 | 672
or other family holidays

Norelations| 37| 99| 0.7 08| 24| 33| 43| 38| 33| 42| 59| 37 3.1
Which of the following groups would you not like to have as your neighbours?
Representatives of the majority Donotmind | 943 | 944 | 920 | 985 | 941 | 923 | 943 | 942 | 936 | 946 | 947 | 92.0| 948 | 965 | 94.6

Do notwant| 3.7 19| 48 14| 45| 57| 37| 36| 44| 34| 3. 5.1 32| 25| 39

N/R| 21 37| 32| 0.1 15| 20| 20| 22| 21 200 22| 29| 20 1.1 14

Representatives of another Donotmind | 77.9 | 883 | 634 | 794 | 795| 791 | 789 | 76.8 | 77.1| 778 | 798| 81.7| 77.0| 746 | 780
Roma group Donotwant| 190 | 67| 302 | 20.1| 189 | 187 | 181 | 200 | 19.7| 193 | 17.0| 145| 20.1 | 23.0 | 186
N/R| 3.1 50| 64| 05 16| 22| 31 32| 32| 30| 32| 37| 29| 24| 34

Representatives of another ethnic Donotmind | 81.2 | 88.7 | 746 | 760 | 864 | 80.2| 81.7 | 80.7 | 81.0| 80.7 | 829 | 794 | 799 | 837 | 873
minority from your country Donotwant| 149 | 55| 179 226 | 121 | 166 | 147 | 152 | 151 | 155| 134 | 155| 159 | 142 | 104
N/R| 39| 58| 76 14| 15| 32| 36| 42| 39, 39| 38| 51 42 21 23

Immigrants from other countries Donotmind | 694 | 77.7 | 59.2 | 63.7| 723 | 738 | 703 | 684 | 700 | 686 | 704 | 70.2| 67.0 | 69.1 | 79.2
Donotwant| 260 | 137 | 332 | 353 | 261 | 21.7 | 257 | 263 | 260 | 273 | 23.1| 239| 282 | 280 | 175

N/R| 46| 85| 76 1.0 16| 45| 40| 53| 40, 41 65| 59| 47| 29| 34

Persons with other religious Donotmind | 840 | 839 | 786 | 857 | 89.1| 828 | 852 | 829 | 84.1 | 83.6| 850 | 81.7| 830 | 878 | 873
affiliation than yours Donotwant| 118 | 95| 133 ] 133| 9.0| 139| 11.0| 126 | 11.2| 127 | 107 | 126| 128 | 100 | 99

NR| 42| 66| 8.1 10| 18| 33| 38| 45| 47| 37| 43| 57| 43| 22| 28
Ex - prisoners Donotmind | 40.1| 353 | 36.5| 33.5| 51.7 | 43.1| 434 | 366 | 40.8| 396 | 40.2| 402 | 389 | 419 | 394

Donotwant| 56.2 | 572 | 56.7 | 66.2 | 46.7 | 543 | 53.2| 594 | 555 | 568 | 558 | 55.0| 57.1 | 55.7 | 583

N/R| 3.8 7.5 6.9 0.3 1.6 2.6 34 4.1 3.7 3.6 4.1 4.8 4.0 2.4 2.3

People with AIDS Donotmind | 275 | 214 | 33.0| 20.5| 40.1 | 219 | 29.1 | 257 | 290 | 26.0 | 284 | 223 | 255 | 339 | 386
Donotwant| 680 | 686 | 596 | 788 | 573 | 759| 66.7| 693 | 670 | 696 | 657 | 71.7| 70.6 | 623 | 589

N/R| 46| 10.0 74 0.7 2.6 2.2 4.2 49 4.0 43 59 6.0 3.9 38 25

Divorced Donotmind | 87.6 | 82.1| 90.6 | 938 | 926 | 789 | 878 | 87.6 | 88.0| 883 | 858 | 83.8| 87.8| 92.1 | 89.6
Donotwant| 9.7 | 13.0 52 6.0 59| 186 9.5 9.9 9.0 94| 112 129 9.5 6.1 9.0

N/R| 26 4.8 4.3 0.2 15 2.5 2.7 2.5 29 2.3 29 33 2.7 1.8 14

Homosexuals Donotmind | 342 | 254 | 520 | 269 | 49.6 | 165 | 338 | 347 | 377 | 333 | 314 | 252 | 319 | 459 | 454
Donotwant| 609 | 63.7 | 393 | 724 | 486 | 808 | 61.7| 599 | 57.7 | 62.1 | 625 | 688 | 634 | 50.2 | 50.7

N/R| 49| 109 8.7 0.7 1.7 2.7 4.5 54 4.7 4.6 6.1 6.0 4.7 4.0 3.9

If you had the possibility to choose a business partner, whom would you prefer?

Representative from the majority | 20.1 | 12.0 | 188 | 326 | 20.5| 164 | 205 | 196 | 189 | 209 | 198 | 175| 21.1| 220 | 19.2

Representative from Roma community | 15.6 | 108 | 235| 158 | 87| 19.2| 160 | 151 | 163 | 159 | 136 | 179 | 159 | 136 | 87
Representative from another minority | 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.8 0.3 0.8 0.5 04| 04 04| 06| 04 0.5 0.4 0.3

Foreign 63| 10.6 0.7 39 08| 15.8 7.0 5.6 6.6 6.3 5.9 6.5 6.5 411 11.8

It does not matter | 49.7 | 543 | 535 | 41.1| 576 | 41.8 | 505 | 487 | 51.6 | 499 | 46,6 | 453 | 498 | 534 | 57.2

N/R| 79| 120 35 58| 12.1 6.1 55| 106 6.1 6.6 | 135| 123 6.1 6.4 2.8

Table Total | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0

Which of the following would you accept? Indicated options

Working together with people from the majority | 93.7 | 926 | 91.6 | 985 | 97.8| 879 | 933 | 941 | 937 | 941 | 93.0| 89.5| 948 | 968 | 955
Your children having friends from the majority | 92.8 | 91.7 | 90.7 | 98.7 | 958 | 87.2 | 92.7 | 93.0| 914 | 939| 925| 87.8| 952 | 950 | 949
Mg T3 byfs'de withpeople | g5 ¢ | 10| 921 | 983 | 948| 862 | 927 | 923 | 924| 928 | 922| 871 946 951 | 963

rom the majority

Your son marrying a woman from the majority | 72.2 | 542 | 732 | 944 | 794 | 59.7 | 722 | 724 | 711 | 738| 706 | 629 | 752 | 804 | 704
Your daughter marrying a man from the majority | 71.1 | 524 | 721 | 944 | 785| 580 | 708 | 717 | 703 | 725 | 695| 620 | 739 | 799 | 676
“Could you point out which of the following pre-conditions are very important, so that your human rights are respected?”

Options chosen as ‘very important’

To live free of hunger | 775 | 957 | 64.1 | 966 | 353 | 970 | 76.8 | 782 | 733 | 773 | 85| 887 | 79.1| 60.8 | 755

To be able to provide good education for my children | 67.5 | 76.0 | 553 | 949 | 246 | 88.1 | 687 | 66.1| 656 | 683 | 683 | 70.5| 676 | 604 | 78.6
To be respected by the state administration | 66.8 | 80.6 | 66.6 | 883 | 146 | 857 | 682 | 654 | 640 | 665 | 713 | 725| 69.5| 543 | 69.6

To have the same living standard as therest | ;o 5| 05 | 714 94 | 494 | 883 | 785| 785 | 765 | 790 | 80.5| 837 | 81.1| 673 | 811

of the people in the country

Not to be arrested without prosecutor’s order | 59.2 | 814 | 439 | 894 10| 821 | 608 | 57.5| 55.1| 604 | 62.1| 69.0| 612 | 41.7 | 65.1

To receive social assistance on time | 60.8 | 86.1 | 51.4 | 80.9 36| 837| 603 | 61.2| 569 | 60.7 | 659 | 76.1 | 62.6 | 39.8 | 555
Tobeabletofindajob | 783 | 879 | 685 | 944 | 489 | 929 | 794 | 772 | 779 | 805 | 738 | 80.8| 802 | 72.1 | 79.7

To be able to change my job for a better paid one | 559 | 76.0 | 40.5| 857 | 43| 746 | 57.1| 546 | 540 | 563 | 57.5| 64.2| 58.1 | 40.7 | 59.2
Filter: male For male respondents: would you join the police if you were offered a position?
Yes| 56.9 | 59.5| 495 | 488 | 629 | 62.0| 56.9 61.7 | 585 | 48.1| 468 | 615 | 586 | 63.2

No| 37.8 | 304 | 41.7| 503 | 33.0| 345| 378 33.0 | 37.0 | 448 | 436 | 352 | 367 | 327
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Regional data profiles by major groups
Regio- Country By gender of .
nal the respondent By age By education
avera- None I Secon-
-ge BG CZ | HUN SK RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. [Primary| "¢ | dary
pr. second. and >

. TableTotal | 1000 11000 /1000 |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 | 11000 1000 |100.0 |100.0 |100.0 | 1000 | 100.0
I do not have the necessary skills| 538 | 764 | 67.0 | 177 | 497 690 | 538 | | 550 | 516 559 | 614 544 | 479 403

.~ Myfamiywouldnotlikethat| 278 | 250 | 358| 122| 392 300 278 | 27.1| 27.1| 294 255| 297 | 285 236
| Weare on different sides of the barricade | 279 | 382 | 406| 93| 281 290 279 | 317| 280 243 334 275 250 | 167

Filrter: female For female respondents: would you agree your husband/son to join the police if he was offered position?

. Noj256| 190 230| 280| 288| 300| | 256 252 266 239 282 259 215 203
. TableTotal 1000 | 1000 1000 |100.0 1000 [1000 | |100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 |100.0 | 1000 |100.0
_ Hedoesnothave the necessaryskills | 48.7 | 735 | 632 | 169 | 442| 598 | 487 44.1| 513 | 500 | 508| 47.2| 457 | 556
| Therestofthe family would not like that | 413 | 388| 579 | 29.1| 395 453 | 413 | 467| 376 | 430| 460 | 360 | 426 481

Police and Roma are on different sides
G 2 o e o e an v an s w2 s e 0

Do you know of any programs targeted at supporting Roma?

. No 788 837 719| 809 722 858 77.1| 807 784| 773 831 877 798| 722| 583
. TableTotal |100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 1000|1000 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 1000

. Agovernmentalagency | 488| 308 | 553 | 612 | 487 | 343 488 49.1| 446 | 505 518 | 515| 486 523 | 393
. AninformalRomagroup | 169 | 183 | 248 | 27| 156 259 174 164 162 157 223 | 176 | 163 | 155 207
. Aforeigndonordirectly | 206 | 308| 226 | 120| 182 | 259| 207 205 234 190| 209 | 250 | 179 | 174 | 293
o Yes| 182 74| 81| 199 215] 341] 200 164 154 209 | 160 | 212 | 177 | 160 138
. NR| 31| 59| 46| | 29| 19| 28 33 26 28| 40 37 30| 21 34

If yes, what was the nature of the problem? Indicated options

iRy 2 M9 2 50 17 62 W4 20 33 B2 92 54 16 155)

. ConflictwiththePolice| 105 | 176| 259 | 25| 158| 65| 107 103 1421 103| 63| 82 96| 149 143
What is your age?

o 2024] 109 90| 137| 73| 136 108 108| 111364 | | 95| 90| 142 170

3034 143 129 145] 151| 147 142] 140 | 146| | 295 | 102 152] 178 | 164

40-44| 116 85| 97| 141 11.8] 138 119 ] 113 24.0 106 | 13.0] 11.1 9.6
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Regional data profiles by major groups
Regio- Country By gender of .
nal the respondent By age By education
avera- None | Secon-
-ge BG CZ | HUN SK RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. |Primary| sec:‘; d dary
pr. ‘| and >

. 5054 89 119 63| 89| 74101 106, 71| | | 411 96| 102]| 60| 85
. 6064 35 52| 32| 37| 18 36 39| 31| | | 162 66 28| 1.1 23
. Over69| 19 32 19| 20| 09| 16 18| 21| | | 88| 45/ 07| 08| 06
. Incompleteprimary| 214 241 131| 283| 110 31.1 180 251| 191 201 279| 694 | | |
. Incomplete apprenticeship| 60| 05| 128 23| 113| 30| 70| 50| 87 60 25/ | | 250 |
. Incompletesecondary| 23 27 17| 07| 16| 49 22| 24| 31, 24| 09| | | 96
. Collge, 13 01 39| 12/ 06/ 09 16, 11| 15 14/ 09| | | | 189
. Specilisation/Dissertation| 00| | | | 01 | 00| | | 00/ | | | | 03
. TableTotal 1000 |100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100 | 100.0 | 1000 [100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 |100.0
. Odinary 819 720 753| 894 924 80.1 828 81.1| 811 856 752| 648 | 91.4| 911 | 786
. Nome, 61| 91| 08| 55| 06| 146 47| 75| 36 43 135 197 | | |
. TableTotal 1000 | 1000 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 |100.0
. Men| 50| 49| 46| 46| 52| 59| 51| 50| 50| 54| 44| 53| 50| 49| 46
. Coptal| 50| 58| 76| 57| | 61| 38| 64| 52| 54| 38| 46| 48| 45 96
. smalitown| 218 212 158 422| 112 186 217 21.8| 210 216 23.1| 205| 239| 190 260
. TableTotal 1000 | 100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0 | 1000 |100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000 |100.0
o Male| 514|479 506 47.1| 504| 609 | | 485 511 560 428 | 485| 638 623
. TableTotal 1000 | 1000 1000 |100.0 1000 {1000 | |  |1000 |100.0 |100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 | 1000 |100.0
o <=9/ 300 293 386| 229| 321| 268 283 318 | | | 256| 279| 367 385
o >=50) 216 325 171 214 154] 219] 236| 196 | | | 335 191 121 150
o Primay| 376 414 332| 446| 370 317 354 398| 348 412 332| | | |
. secondaryandhigher| 7. | 130| 50| 39| 72| 64| 86| 55| 91, 68 49, | | | |
Interviewers’ assessment
. Wellkeptapartment | 169 | 51| 415 127 225| 29| 160| 179| 190 175| 129 81| 165| 282 206
. Slms| 78 116 | 20| 87| 166 78| 78 75| 76| 85| 144| 64| 29| 20
. Caavanftent/ 01 01 | 01/ 01/ 01 00 01| 01 00/ 01| 03| | |

Type of the area where the respondent lives
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Regional data profiles by major groups
Regio- Country By gender of .
nal the respondent By age By education
avera- None I Secon-
-ge BG CZ | HUN SK RO | Male |Female| <=29 | 30-49 | >=50 | orinc. [Primary| "¢ | dary
pr. second. and >

. pricipallynon-Roma| 213 | 22| 455 95| 376 11.1| 215 211 219 218 194 104 | 199 | 352 30.

Location of the area where the respondent lives

507
. lsolatedRomasettlement | 83| 53| 09| 114|231 | 77 90 83| 86| 78 73| 84 96| 79

Degree of integration of the community

285

. Sepanated| 138 37 64| 90| 262 229| 141 134| 133 | 152 111 137 | 136| 147 115
Mean Assessment of the interview (average value on a scale of 1-5)

. Amosphereduringinterview | 31| 46 19| 42| 15| 36 31/ 31| 30| 31| 34 36| 33| 23| 34

30
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Phare-funded Programmes for the Roma in Central and Eastern Europe
(in thousands of €*)

Year BG cz HUN RO SK Total

2000 3500 4500 2500 1000 3800 15300

*Table based on EC. 2002. EU Support for Roma Communities in Central and Eastern Europe. May 2002.
Brussels: Enlargement Information Unit.

http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/docs/pdf/brochure_roma_may2002.pdf.
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Annex 3
Major socioeconomic indicators and human development profiles

Annex 3 partA:

Human Development Profiles

Table A1
Human Development Index 2001*
Combined
. Adult literacy primary, GDP per .
Life A Live .
rate ( percent secondary capita Education | GDP
Country Expectancy . expectancy . . HDI | HDIRank
atbirth2000 | 29¢ 15and and tertiary (PPP index index index
above) 2000 | grossenroll- uss$)
ment ratio

(CrechRepublic | 749 | .o | 70 | 13991 | 08 | 089 | 08 |084| 3

Romania | 698 | 981 | 6 | 643 | 075 | 088 | 069 |0775]| &3 |

a  Forpurposes of calculating the HDI a value of 99.0 percent was applied.
*Source: UNDP 2002: 149-150.

Table A2
Human Development Index 2000*

Coechiepuvlc | 727 | .+ | 7 | ow | o | om | os [osee| 3
omaia | @8 | s | e | | o | om | oss o] s |

a  Forpurposes of calculating the HDI a value of 99.0 percent was applied.
*Source: UNDP 2001: 141-142.

Table A3
Major Social Indicators (values for 1999, unless otherwise specified)

BG cz HUN RO SK

Adolescent Fertility Rate (births per 1,000 45 23 27 1 62
women age 15-19)
.

a 1997 data
b 1992data
c 1998data
d 1996 data
e 1991 data

Sources: UNECE, UNICEF, World Bank, National Statistical Offices
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Annex 3 partB:
Natality, health and life expectancy*

Table B1
Crude birth rate (Live births per thousand mid-year population)
Country 1998 1999 2000

Table B2
Total fertility rate (Births per woman)

Country 1998 1999 2000

Table B3
Average age of mothers at first birth (years)

Country

Czech
Republic

Table B4
Average age at first marriage
Country 1998 1999 2000

Women Men Women Men Women | Men

*Source: TransMONEE database, 2002 unless other specified
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Table B5
Live births to women under age 20 (thousands)

Country 1998 1999 2000

Table B6
Age-specificlive birth rate, under age 20
(Live births under age 20 per thousand women aged 15-19)
Country 1998 1999 2000

Table B7
Share of births to mothers under age 20 (Percent of total live births)
Country 1998 1999 2000

Table B8
Abortion rate (Abortions per 100 live births)
Country 1998 1999 2000

Czech Republic

ma4 | 108 | 10|
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Table B9
Abortion rate among women under age 20
(Abortions per thousand women aged 15-19)

Country 1998 1999 2000

Table B10
Infant mortality rate. Deaths of children
under age of 1 per thousand live births

Country 1998 1999 2000

foman | w5 | we | me

@National concept for live birth
P WHO concept for live birth

Table B11
Under-5 mortality rate (Deaths of children
under age of 5 per thousand live births)

Country 1998 1999 2000

Table B12
Child dependency ratio
(ratio of 0-14 population to 15-59 population, per cent)

Country 1998 1999 2000 2001

107
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Table B13
Estimated numbers of Roma populations*

Country Minimum Maximum
Bulgaria 700000 800000
Czech Republic 250000 300000
Hungary 550000 600000
Romania 1800000 2500000
Slovak Republic 480000 520000

*Based on Liégeois, Jean-Pierre. 1994: 34.

Table B14
Demographis scenarios* for Roma in Slovak Republic
1995 2000 2005
Number | percent | Number | percent | Number | percent
(thous.) of (thous.) of (thous.) of
popula- popula- popula-
tion tion tion
Scenario 1 281,3 51 317,4 5,6 348,2 6
Scenario 2 84 1,5 110,7 2 134 2,3

* Table based on Courbage, Youssef 1998: 148-155. Scenario 1 is based on population
figures derived from 1989 survey (considered more credible); scenario 2 is based on
1995 census data. Both scenarios assume decline of fertility rate from 3.40 in 1996-
2000 to 3.09in 2001-2005.

Table B15
Demographis scenarios* for Roma in Romania
1992 2000 2010
Number | percent | Number | percent | Number | percent
(thous.) of (thous.) of (thous.) of
popula- popula- popula-
tion tion tion
Scenario 1 402 18 485 2,1 612 2,7
Scenario 2 402 1,8 473 2,1 552 2,5
Scenario 3 804 3,5 971 4,3 1224 54
Scenario 4 804 3,5 950 4,2 112 51

* Table based on Courbage, Youssef 1998: 148-155. Scenarios 1 and 2 based on 1992
census data, 3 and 4 - on data from convergent study findings. Scenarios 1 and 3
assume constant fertility and mortality, no migration; 2 and 4 assume falling and

converging fertility, constant mortality, external migration.

Table B16
Demographis scenarios* for Roma in Hungary
1990 1993 2000 2010
Scenario 1 143 178 216
Scenario 2 458 539 652

* Table based on Courbage, Youssef 1998: 148-155.Scenario 1is based on 1990 census
data; scenario 2 is based on 1993 survey data. Both scenarios assume demographic
growth rate half-way between that for Roma in Slovak Republic and Romania.
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Annex 3 partC:

Education profiles*

Table C1
Pre-primary education enrolment
(net rates, percent of population aged 3-6 exceptaged 3-5)

Country 1998 1999 2000

Czech Republic

Table C2
Basic education enrolment
(Gross rates, percent of relevant population)

Country 1998 1999 2000

Czech Republic?

a 7-14 year-olds.
b 1989-95: 6-13 year-olds. 1996-99: 6-14 year-olds.
¢ 6-13 year-olds.

Table C3
Total upper secondary education enrolment
(Gross rates, percent of population aged 15-18)

Country 1998 1999 2000

Czech Republic’
Romania | 696 | 702 | 722 |

@ 1989-95: 14-17 year-olds. 1996-99: 15-18 year-olds.
b 14-17 year-olds.

Table C4
General secondary education enrolment
(Gross rates, percent of population aged 15-18)

Country 1998 1999 2000

Czech Republic’

@ 1989-95: 14-17 year-olds. 1996-99: 15-18 year-olds.
b 14-17 year-olds.

*Source: TransMONEE database, 2002 unless other specified
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Table C5
Vocational/technical secondary education enrolment
(Gross rates, percent of population aged 15-18)

Country 1998 1999 2000

Czech Republic”

(Romania | 482 | 439 | 461

@ 1989-95: 14-17 year-olds. 1996-99: 15-18 year-olds.
b 14-17 year-olds.

Table C6
Higher education enrolment

Country 1998 1999 2000

Czech Republic’

@ 1989-95: 18-22 year-olds. 1996-99: 19-23 year-olds.
b 8-23 year-olds.
¢ 18-22 year-olds. Only full-time courses.

Table C7
Student-teacher ratio in basic education (student per teacher)
Country 1998 1999 2000

CeechRepublic | 166 | 158 | 154 |
Romania | 18 | 15 | 148

Table C8
Rate of children in residential care (Children placed
in institutions per hundred thousand population aged 0-17)

Country 1998 1999 2000

Czech Republic 898.3 945.4 977.5
Romena | - | - |

Table C9
Rate of infants in infant homes (Infants placed in infant
homes per hundred thousand population aged 0-3)
Country 1998 1999 2000

Czech Republic 583.8 478.5

SlovakRepublic | - | - | - |
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Annex 3 part D:

Economic profiles

Table D1
General government expenditure/GDP ratio (percent)*

Country 1997 1998 1999

* Includes state, municipalities, extrabudgetary funds. For Hungary reported on a National Accounts
basis. Source: TransMONEE database, 2002

Table D2
Average gross monthly wages, €
Country
BG? cz HU SK RO

-n-

Table based on: Countries in Transition 2000. WIIW Handbook of Statistics. WIIW: Wienna. 2000-2001;
National Statistical Offices in respective countries.
@For 2000 and 2001 - end of year. http://www.nsi.bg/statistika/Statistics.htm
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Table D3-1
Average monthly money income of households per capita
1999 2000 2001
o Localcureney | P e | 0| P e | € | cmeney | e | €
Bulgaria 125 1.956 64 131 1.956 67 132 1.956 68
Czech Republic - - - 8151 35.61 229 8815 34.082721 259
Hungary 77167 252.8 305 = = = = = =
Romania - - - 1247454 19,955.75 63 - - -
Slovak Republic 6168 441 140 6612 44 150 7446 43.3096 172
Table D3-2
Average monthly money expenditure of households per capita
1999 2000 2001
oty | e | ¢ | oo [Bmee | ¢ | e | Damoe |

Bulgaria 108 1.956 55 115 1.956 59 118 1.956 60
Czech Republic - - - 7834 35.61 220 8325 34.082721 244
Hungary 69000 260.04 265 = = = = = =
Romania - - - 1232207 19,955.75 62 - - -
Slovak Republic 6145 441 139 6548 44 149 7338 43.3096 169

Sources for tables D3-1 and D3-2: National Statistical Offices in respective countries. Available on the Internet at:

Bulgaria: http://www.nsi.bg/statistika/Statistics.htm;

Czech Republic:http://www.czso.cz/eng/figures/3/30/300102/data/30010211.pdf;

Hungary: http://www.ksh.hu/pls/ksh/docs/index_efontosabb_adatok.html;

Romania - http://www.insse.ro/Indicatori/San_2001/eng/socindic_year00.htm;

Slovak Republic: http://www.statistics.sk/webdata/english/srsicO1a/iae.htm
Table D4

National estimations of poverty lines or subsistence minimum levels
1999 2000 2001

O ot | Pt | ¢ |t [ Bmoe | | o | B |
Bulgaria® 64 1.956 33 75 1.956 39 87 1.956 45
Czech Republic? 3430 36.882 93 3770 35.61 106 3770 34.083 m
Hungary*© 29360 252.8 116 32851 260.04 126 39621 256.68 154
Romaniad - - - - - - 1134000 26026.89 44
Slovak Republic 3230 441 73 3490 44 79 3790 43.3096 88

@ minimum wage, on average three times higher than the ,guaranteed minimum income”

b 3430 Krs between April 1998 and April 2000; 3770 between April 2000 and October 2001, 4100 since October 2001

C

subsistence minimum, on the basis of which the actual volume of support is calculated multiplying the minimum by a coefficient
depending on the number of household members and their status (between 1 for a single person household and 4.45 for a
household consisting of three adults and 4 children)

for comparability purposes the value of minimum guaranteed revenue for a household of two persons (introduced under Law
416/Yuly 2001 and enacted January 2002) is used here as the closest proxy of poverty line with the assumption that this is close
to the income of a poor household withone earner.
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Table D5
Average annual exchange rates local currencies/€

1999 2000 2001

Czech Republic 36.882 35.61 34.083

16,295.57 19,955.75 26026.89

Sources:

Hungary: http://www.mnb.hu/index-n.htm

Czeck Republik: http://www.cnb.cz/en/

Romania: http://www.bnro.ro/def_en.htm

Slovak Republic: http://www.nbs.sk/INDEXA.HTM

Bulgaria: http://www.bnb.bg/bnb/home.nsf/fsWebIndex?OpenFrameset

Table D6
Major Macroeconomic Indicators (values for 2001, uneless otherwise specified)

BG cz HU SK RO

GDP per head (US$ at PPP) 5440 12180 9700 9270 4700

Government consurpptlon (percent of GDP 10,0 188 96 196 123
at current market prices)

Unemplc;yment rate (percent) (yearly 175 85 6.6 18.9 91
average)

a State or central government budget only, excluding local and social security budgets

b Cross-country comparisons of unemployment rates might be troublesome, because of
different methods used by CSOs. The figure could nevertheless be useful to compare with
Roma populations in each country.

Source: EIU
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Annex 3 partE:

Other socioeconomic variables
and poverty estimation measurements

Table E1
Registered total crime rate
(Crimes per hundred thousand population)

Country 1997 1998 1999

Czech Republic 3,917 4,138 4,149

Source: TransMONEE database, 2002

Table E2
Children in residential care (thousands)

Country 1997 1998 1999

o | ms |- |

@ Includes children on weekly and semestrially based programmes in special
schools for disabled.
Source: TransMONEE database, 2002

Table E3
Rate of children in residential care (Children placed
in institutions per hundred thousand population aged 0-17)

Country 1997 1998 1999

Czech Republic 866.7 898.3 945.4

4210 - | -

@ Includes children on weekly and semestrially based programmes in special
schools for disabled.
Source: TransMONEE database, 2002
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Table E4-1
Estimation of the € equivallent of different poverty lines in PPP$, 1999
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Imputed 1999 Monthly value Monthly value
GDPinPPPS$ | GDPinPPP€, | GDPin€, | €/PPPS$ deflator of 1 PPI.3$ . Of4PPF.)$
Country billions, billions, billions, (€equivalent per capita €eqU|vaI.ent of per capita
19992 19995 1999¢ of one PPPS in permonth | fourPPP$in1999 | permonth
1999) thresholfj thresholfj
expressedin € expressedin €
col3/coll col4*31 days col4*4 col6*31 days
Bulgaria 41.6 40.6 11.6 0.2788461538 8.6 11153846154 34.6
Czech Republic 133.8 127.5 49.7 0.3714499253 11.5 1.485799701 46.1
Hungary 1151 107.7 45.1 0.3918331885 12.1 1.5673327541 48.6
Romania 135.7 1274 33 0.243183493 7.5 0.972733972 30.2
slovak 571 55.4 185 | 03239929947 10.0 1295971979 40.2
Republic

@Source: UNDP 2001: 178-179.
b Source: Enlargement of the European Union: An Historic Opportunity. December 2001. Brussels: Enlargement Information Unit.
¢ Source: Statistics in Focus. Economy and Finance. Theme 2 - 28/2001.

Table E4-2
Estimation of the € equivallent of different poverty lines in PPP$, 2000
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Monthly
Imputed Monthly value value of 4
GDPinPPPS, | GDPinUSS, | GDPing, | 2000€/PPPS | of 1PPPS . PPPS per
Country billions, billions, billions, deﬂator (€ per capita € equwalgnt of capita per
20002 20002 2000P equivalent of permonth | four PPP$in 1999 month
one PPPSin threshold threshold
2000) expressedin € expressed
in€
col3/coll col.4*31 days col.4*4 col.6*31 days
Bulgaria 46.6 12 13.0356 0.2797339056 8.7 1.1189356223 347
Czech Republic 143.7 50.8 55.18404 | 0.384022547 1.9 1.5360901879 47.6
Hungary 124.4 45.6 49.53528 0.3981935691 12.3 1.5927742765 49.4
Romania 144.1 36.7 39.86721 | 0.2766634976 8.6 11066539903 343
Slovak Republic 60.7 19.1 20.74833 0.3418176277 10.6 1.3672705107 424

@Source: UNDP 2002: 190-191.
b Estimation based on GDP values in US$ using annual average exchange rate US$/€ 1.0863 for 2000. Sources: Global Human
Development Report 2002, pp. 190/191, Bank of England, www.bankofengland.co.uk.

Table E5
Disparities between international poverty thresholds and nationally set poverty levels, 1999 and 2000
Monthly value of 4 PPP$ per | € equivalent of the monthly International 4PPP$ threshold
capita per month threshold social subsistence or as percent of the national
expressedin € minimum wage level measurement
Country 1999 2000 1999 2000 1999 2000
Bulgaria 346 347 327 385 105.7 90.1
Czech Republic 46.1 47.6 93 105.9 49.5 45.0
Hungary 48.6 494 116.1 126.3 419 39.1
Romania 30.2 343 43.6 78.7
Slovak Republic 40.2 424 73.2 79.3 549 53.5

Source: own calculations based on Tables D4, E4-1 and E4-2.
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Table E6
Commitment to health: access to services and resources
Population using adequate sanitation Population using improved water sources
facilities ( percent) (percent)

g | | e | w | w |

Hongay ) e | e |9 |9

Slovak Republic 100 100 100 100

2 Source: UNDP 2001: 158-159.
b Source: UNDP 2002: 166-167.

Table E7
Ratification of International Instruments

Instrument Status Bulgaria Czech Republic Hungary Romania Slovak Republic

07.05.1999 18.12.1997 25.09.1995 11.05.1995 14.09.1995
| Ratified | | | 26041995 | | 0509001

ICERD Art.14 Entered into Force 12.05.1993 11.10.2000 13.09.1990 _ 17.03.1995

ICCPR-OP1 26031992 | 22021993 07.09.1988 20.07.1993 28.05.1993
07.09.1992 18.03.1992 05111992 20.06.1994 18.03.1992
ICESCR Ratified 21.09.1970 01.01.1993 17.01.1974 09.12.1974 28.05.1993

Abbreviations:

FCNM: Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities

ECRML: European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages

ICERD: International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination
ICERD art 14: Declaration under the Article 14 of ICERD on individual complaints

ICESCR: International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights

ICCPR: International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights

ICCPR - OP1:International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights - First Optional protocol
ECHR: European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
ILO 111:ILO Convention 111 on Discrimination
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Institutional framework for Roma participation in Central and Eastern Europe

Although different in every country,
institutions promoting Roma participation
in policy making in Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Hungary, Romania, and Slovak
Republic have some common features. Roma
issues are treated as a part of these countries’
overall obligations and instruments regarding
national and ethnic minorities. The five CEE
countries have signed and ratified most of the
international instruments related to human
rights and protection of minorities (see
table E7 in Annex 3). Since all five countries
are candidates for EU accession, they must
meet the accession criteria that pertain to
Roma issues. This gives governments strong
incentives to take action on Roma issues.

All five CEE countries have advisory bodies
at the central government level (associated
with the council of ministers) that possess
coordinating and advisory functions but
few executive prerogatives. In some of the
countries these bodies focus primarily on
demographic and social aspects of Roma
questions. In most of the CEE countries,
advisory bodies operate at ministerial and
local governance levels as well.

Central government advisory bodies

Hungary has one of the longest running
institutional structures for minority rights
protection. In 1990 the Office for National
and Ethnic Minorities (NEKI) was established,
in order to help the government protect the
rights of national and ethnic minorities living
in Hungary. NEKI provides legal avenues for
combating discrimination, helps victims of
discrimination obtain legal aid, and points
out gaps in the law or its observance. The
Hungarian Roma Parliament acts to protect
the interests rather than the rights of Roma.
It focuses primarily on supporting the legal
protection of minority rights through the
Office for Conflict Prevention and Rights,
which was set up in 1991. This Office tends to

dealless in high-profile issues than with cases
of routine hidden discrimination that result
from prejudice. Its work mainly concerns state
administration and social issues.

In the Czech Republic, two advisory
governmental authorities are involved in
promoting Roma social inclusion: the Czech
Republic’s Advisory Board for Romany
Community Affairs,'3*and the Czech Republic
Advisory Board for National Minorities. Each
ministry has special authorities dealing with
minority issues, which are mainly coordinated
by the minister of employment and social
affairs. The Council for Human Rights is also
involved, focusing directly on issues of equal
rights and freedoms. So is the Interministerial
Commission for Roma Community Affairs,
which was established in 1997 and focuses
on preparing and reviewing policies on Roma
issues for consideration by the government.
The Advisory Board to the Ministry of
Employment and Social Affairs helps support
employment of disadvantaged groups.
The Advisory Board for National Cultural
Issues under the Ministry of Culture focuses
on national minorities’ cultural activities.
Promoting the education of minority children
and young people is the task of the Advisory
Group for National Pedagogical Problems,
which serves as an advisory body to the
Ministry of Education, Youth, and Physical
Education.

There are no special government bodies in
Slovak Republic that are responsible for the
protection of the rights of minorities. This task
is largely handled by institutions responsible
for protecting civil rights. The post of deputy
prime minister for human rights, minorities,
and regional development was created in
1998, reflecting the belief that minority issues
are closely linked to regional development.
The deputy prime minister chairs the Council
on National Minorities and Ethnic Groups,
an advisory body to the government on
the development and implementation

134 Until December 2001 this advisory board was known as the Interdepartmental Commission for

Romany Community Affairs.
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of minority issues. The Office of the
Plenipotentiary for Addressing Roma Issues
was established in 1998, with the mandate
to coordinate the implementation of the
government’s Roma Strategy, in cooperation
with Roma and other civil society actors.

The National Council on Ethnic and
Democratic Issues, which was established
in December 1997, is the key institution in
Bulgaria. The Council’s primary objectives
include facilitating cooperation between
government bodies and NGOs in ethnic,
demographic, and minorities issues. A
separate Human Rights Commission was
established in August 2000 at the National
Police Directorate.

In Romania, the advisory body dealing with
minority issues, is the Department for Inter-
ethnic Relations which is located within the
Ministry of Public Information. The National
Council for the Prevention of Discrimination
has been in existence since 2001.

Ombudsman institutions exist in the
Czech Republic (since 2000), Hungary (the
Parliamentary Commissioner for Ethnic
and National Minorities is the Minorities
Ombudsman), Romania (since 1997), and in
Slovak Republic (since March 2002). Such
an institution has not yet been created in
Bulgaria.

Local level and self-governance
institutions

All 81 districts in the Czech Republic have
had Roma issues advisors since January
1999; about half of these advisors are Roma
community members. The establishment of
boards for national minorities at county and
regional levels began in 2000. Their activities
are expected to become more significant as
decentralization and administrative reform
progresses.

In Hungary, National Roma Self-Government
Legal Offices are attached to local minority
self-governments, and offer mainly legal
advice. Minority self-governments are
regulated by a 1993 law, which is intended
to guarantee cultural autonomy and
represent minority interests in Hungary.
The first National Roma Self-Government
was elected in 1995 to a four-year term
by minority electors, who consist of local
government representatives elected to
represent minorities, as well as local minority
self-government  representatives  and

spokespersons. Each minority is allowed to
create only one self-government, but several
national and ethnic minorities can create
a joint national self-government. The 1993
law permits the establishment of minority
self-governments in all settlements and
districts in Budapest. By law, a “minority self-
government” has at least half of its members
elected as representatives of a national or
ethnic minority. Currently 776 Roma self-
governments in Hungary exist.

In Bulgaria, 18 out of 28 districts have
appointed experts on ‘“ethnic and
demographic issues.” So far similar experts
have been appointed in roughly half of the
country’s 262 municipalities.

State policies
In  Hungary during 1994-1998, the
government elabourated a program

for Roma integration. This program was
implemented by the successor government
(which ruled from 1998-2002). Each annual
budget sets aside a special fund for Roma-
oriented projects to be carried out in that
year.In 1999, the government adopted a mid-
term program concerning improvements in
the social position and quality of life of Roma.
This program called for action in the fields of
education, culture, employment, farming,
regional development, social issues, health,
and housing. It also called for an end to the
negative discrimination against Roma, as
well as improving communication regarding
the Roma. The ministries responsible for
executing this program were defined,
deadlines were set, and an Interministerial
Committee on Roma Issues was established.
The Committee is chaired by the minister
of justice, the vice-chair is the head of the
Minorities Office, with state secretaries in
the relevant ministries and the president of
the National Roma Self-governments serving
as permanent members. The parliamentary
commissioner for national and ethnic
minority rights is a permanent observer,
as are the presidents of the boards of the
Foundation for Hungarian Gypsies, and the
Gandhi Foundation.

InRomania, the Roma Framework Convention
(an association of five Roma NGOs who
constitute the government'’s official partner
in implementing the 2001 Strategy) was
approved by the Prime Minister's Office in
April 2001. The Strategy’s plan sets forth
guidelines and establishes general policies
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in community development, housing, social
security, health, childcare, employment,
justice and public order, education, culture,
and communication.

In Slovak Republic, the government
adopted the Principles of Government
Policy Regarding Roma in 1991. However,
this document fell victim to the instability
that followed independence and was not
implemented. The Concept of an Approach to
Citizens Requiring Special Care was approved
in 1996, and led to the establishment of the
Office of the Plenipotentiary for Citizens
Requiring Special Care. In November 1997,
the cabinet adopted a document called
Conceptual Plans Regarding Solving Roma
Problems. In September 1999, the cabinet
approved the first stage of this program, in
the form of the Strategy for Solving Problems
of the Romany Ethnic Minority and the Set of
Implementation Measures.

In Bulgaria, the Framework Program for Equal
Integration of Roma in Bulgarian Society was
adopted in April 1999.The program envisages
the establishment of a governmental
body with wide powers to deal with ethnic
discrimination, including the imposition of
fines on individuals and legal entities for
discrimination on ethnic grounds. Within this
framework, some municipal administrations
have appointed municipal councilors on
Roma issues and Roma integration. However,
this initiative lost steam because Roma

have been appointed in only half of the
municipal councils, and some have since
been dismissed. Training and integration of
Roma in the police structures started under
this Framework Program. At present more
than 100 Roma have been appointed to
serve as policemen, and they work largely
in Roma communities. The section of the
current government’s program dealing
with “minority integration and the further
development of the Bulgarian ethnic model”
envisages the establishment by the end of
2002 of a State Agency for Minorities, as a
special body implementing policy regarding
minorities.

In sum, major institutional structures have
been put in place in all five CEE countries.
Governments have demonstrated varying
degrees of commitment to improving the
situation of Roma.

The most important constraint on these
matters seems not to be a lack of institutional
structures or political will. It is rather the
absence of a consistent conception of
what to do and how to do it. This reflects
an insufficient appreciation of the concept
of sustainable human development as a
framework for approaching the Roma issue
as well as insufficient capacities to design,
implement and monitor projects with
sustainable and tangible impacts. This is
where efforts by governments, local NGOs,
and international donors could meet.
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