I ntroduction

Thissudy ams at presenting a series of features of the rroma population in Romania
Themain purposeisthat of formulating an accessble materid that would dlow a
large number of readers to get a generd picture of the Stuation of this ethnic minority

in our country.

The paper has three main parts. Thefirst one includesinformation related to
demography, family planning, education, jolbs and occupations, revenues, housng and
dwdling conditions, migration, prejudices, tolerance and socid excluson. The focus
is on the changes occurred in these areas between 1992-1998, <o that the Stuetion of

the rroma could be more accuraidy drawn.

The second part focuses on indicators resulted from representative research studies
undertaken in the past. These are grouped, in an important degree, on the same
sructure of the previous chapter. The last chapter includes tools on the basis of which
community diagnoses could be formulated, so thet problems from various
communities are better acknowledged. Being aware of the problems and the
availahility of locd and externd resources, we shdl be able to draw some of the
legitimate solutions that, in many cases, differ from one community to another. We
are cdling them legitimate, asthe point of view of the rroma themsdves condtitute the
basis on which locdl intervention programs can be built.

The data sources used are multiple, but mainly rely on the two nationd-levd
researches undertaken by the Ingtitute for Research of the Qudity of Life (ICCV)

from the Romanian Academy.

The firgd one, undetaken in 1992 by a research team formed of researchers from
ICCV and the Universty in Bucharest, Faculty of Sociology, Psychology, Pedagogy
and Socid Assgance, resulted in the paper: Tiganii Tntre ignorare si ingrijorare —
(Gypsies, between Ignorance and Concern) — coordinated by Elena and Catdin
Zamfir. The second one is the result of the project “Resource Centre for Socid
Action” funded by the Open Society Foundation and formulated in collaboration with
soecidigs from the Universty of Bucharest, Babes-Bolya Universty from Cluj-



Napoca, Universty of Timisoara, “Al. I. Cuzd’ Universty from las and the Centre
for Demography. Equdly, it has benefited from the support of the Ministry for
Nationa Minorities and various rroma organisations.

Besides the above-mentioned researches, which alowed the cregtion of a
comprehensive database, other papers and publications® focused on one area or
another are to be dso added. We can mention the following:

UNICEF, DPC, Stuatia copilului in familiile de romi (The Stuation of Children
in Rroma Families), in Zamfir, Elena; Tolstobrach, Niculina (scientific advisors),
Stuatia copilului si a familiel Tn Romania (The Stuation of Child and Family in
Romania), Bucharest, 1997

Culic, Iring; Horvath, Istvan; Lazar, Marius, Etnobarometru — relatii interetnice in
Romania (Ethno-barometer — Inter-ethnic Relations in Romania), Resource Centre

for Ethno-cultura Diversty, Risoprint, Cluj-Napoca, 2000

Resource Centre fa Ethno-culturd Diversity, Barometrul relatiilor interetnice-
(Barometer of Inter-ethnic Relations), undertaken by Metro Media Tranglvania,
November 2001

Ingtitute for Mother and Child Care in Romania (IOMC) and Centre for

Prevention and Control of Diseases (CDC) Atlanta— USA - Sanatatea

reproducerii (Reproductive Health), Romania, 1993

Centre for Prevention and Control of Diseases (CDC) and Romanian Associaion

for Public Hedlth and Sanitary Management Sanatatea reproducerii, Romania
(Reproductive Hedlth, Romania), 1999

Catavencu Academy — Raport de monitorizare — imaginea etniei Roma in presa
Roméaneasca, 23 septembrie — 23 octombrie 2001 (Monitoring Report — Image of
the Rroma Ethnic Minority in the Romanian Press, September 23 — October 23,
2001).

All these papers contributed to the aggregation of information so that the fina product
be an accessible synthetic materid.

! For amore comprehensive hibliography, see also Cercetari cu privire la minoritatea roma
(Researches regarding the Rroma Minority), Expert Publishing House, 2001, coordinator [oan
Marginean






1. Features of the Rroma population in Romania

Demogr aphic featur es of the rroma population

The rroma population has avery young demographic structure, determined by the
higher values of mortdity and fertility of the rroma, in comparison with the rest of the
population. In 1998, around one third of the rroma population was represented by
children (G-14 years old), the percentage of the ederly being of 5%, and the average
age of the rroma population being of gpproximately 24 years. Due to tendencies of
decreasein fertility, aso recorded with the rroma population, the percentage held by
children in the rroma population is o decreasing, but the pressure that this segment
exercises, as dependent persons from an economic point of view, on the active

populaion, isill very high, determining alow leve of the investment in children.

Mogt of the rromafamilies are being characterised by the following festures: early
marriage, un-legaized marriage, inhabitancy of the young families with one of the
parent families, increased number of children, low rate of divorce. “Marriage’ isill,
in many cases in the rroma popul ation, concluded only according to (locd) norms of
the community, without legal recognition. Besides these types of marriages — defined
as “with papers’ or “without papers’ — there are young people living together and
forming a couple (consensud), without being married by the civil Sate officer, in

front of the “community” or through the agreement of parents. In 1998, 39.4% of the
couples included in the sample were recorded under the category of “marriages
without papers’. It hasto be noted that we do not know how many of these marriages
“without papers’, so without lega recognition, had been concluded in front of the
community (legitimated through the pecific ritud of the wedding or through
agreements between parents) — considered by specidigts in rromaissues and rroma
leeders as being in mgority and representing the expression of acommunity norm —
and how many are only consensud couples established without awedding ritud. The
percentage of marriages without papers is bigger for the category of young people,
growing from 20% in the case of the age group between 45-49 yearsto 83%inthe
case of the age group between 15-19 years. Marriage without papers is more frequent

for theinhabitantsin rurd aress, those who live in exclusive rroma communities or



thosewho have lower levels of education. People who are slf -identified as rroma or
gypsy and those who spesk romani language are more likdly to be involved in such
marriages. Not al the rroma groups have the same rules related to marriage. Out of
the rroma groups, the Slver-traders, the “Gabors’ (Hungarian gypsy) black smiths,
goldsmiths and coppersmiths record a bigger percentage of marriages without papers,
while at the other edge are to be found the silk traders, the wanderers, the settled and
the wooden spoon makers. However, even within these groups, there are differences
from one community to another. At least in the 90s, we cannot speek of one and the
same norm related to marriage without papersin two communities belonging to the
same group. Different communities relate to norms of marriage without papersin
different ways: there are communities characterised by the tradition of marriages
without papers, tradition which is maintained in the present times, and there are
communities that gradudly renounce the marriage without papers; there are rroma
groups in which the norm is represented by legd marriages and rroma groups for
which consensud couples are more and more frequent, without being related to the
preservation of aloca habit.

The establisment of consensud couplesis growing for al the categories of
population in Romania, aswell as other European countries. What isinteresting in the
case of the rroma population is, on the one hand, an increased presence of the
phenomenon without avisble change in the status of women and, on the other hand,
the high leve of the frequency of this form of living together. The growing incidence
of “marriages without papers’ isnot a“culturd” phenomenon in itsdf, in the sense of
acugtom or anorm of the rroma communities, but the high vaues recorded have been
fadilitated by aculturd specificity of this ethnic minority.

The age of women at their first marriage is very low: 35% of married women Started
their couple life when they were merely 16, 17% & the age of 17-18 years, 26%
between 19-22 years and only 8% of marriages were concluded after this age intervad.
The percentage of women who were below 20 at their first marriage is growing: 70%
of women from the generation of 25-29 years old hed got married before being 20,
while 84% of women from the generation of 20-24 years old got married before
reaching 20. The percentage of women married before 18 grows from 44.6% (for the
generation of 25-29 years old) to 52.1% (for the generation of 20-24 years dd). A



femae person would get married sooner than othersif she had graduated a smaller
number of grades, livesin the rura area and spesks romani. Features reveded by the
andyds as making differences are indicators of openness/ isolation with regard to life
outsde the family and community, in comparison with aternative models of

marriage.

The gtructure of the femae rroma population by civil status reveds alow incidence of
divorces. In 1998, there were only 2-4 persons divorced in 100 persons maried with
papers and between 8-9 persons separated or divorced in 100 persons married with or
without papers. Women who are not self-identified as rroma have an increased rete of
divorces, thus defining themselves differently from the mode of the rroma
cammunities, and more dosdly to the modd of the mgority population.

There are two dominant modes of rroma family and household. 56% of the
households are formed of mononuclear families, while 44% of the rroma households
aso include other persons besides the mononuclear family. Economic factors play a
very important role in the surviving of the mode with severd nucleons. The extended
family functions as a solution for surviva of its members, given the scarcity of
resources. The inhabitancy of severa familiesin asingle household brings aceartain
divison of labour and a certain manner of sharing the responghility of caring for the
ederly and children. The extended family functions as asocid security mechanism,
given that thisroleis not taken over by formd inditutions. Out of the total number of
rromaold persons over 60, 91.3% live with other personsin the household, while only
8.7% live done (by comparison, a nationd level of the entire population, 26.3% of
persons over 60 live done). For the ederly, the surviving resources from the
household manage to cover the basic needs, in the absence of reasonably chegp means
of externd care of the elderly.

The number of children born by rroma women along lifeis decreasing. For therroma

female population a fertile ages (15-44 years old), the average number of children
born dong life, recorded at the censusin 1992, was of 2.35 children per woman. The
investigation on rroma, carried out in 1998, for the same age group, reveds an
average number of 1.93 children / woman born dong life (respectively 2.08 children/
woman if we only consider women from families sdf -identified as rroma). We can
formulate the hypothesis of a change in the fertility modd of the rroma, after 1990,



determined on the one hand by the increased fertility at younger ages and on the other
hand by the decrease of fertility at older ages. Basicdly, the generd decrease of the
fertility in rromais not due to the increased age at the first marriage or firgt birth, but
rather to the avoidance of births of higher ranks (the fourth, fifth child and so on). The
firg birth, a rromawomen, is not the result of afamily project regarding how many
children they would like to have dong life or when they would want to have them. In
these conditions, the high levels of rromafertility are determined by the early
withdrawa of rromawomen from the education system and their non-entering the
labour market. Y ounger generations are more exposed to the “risk” of pregnancies at
early ages The comparison between the generations of 25-29 years and 20-24 years
draws the attention on the increase of the percentage of women who had their first
child born before they were 18, from 30.6% to 37.1% (the same as the increased
percentage of women married before 18, growing from 44.6% to 52.1%). At the same
time, the higher limit of the number of children is diminishing, through the perception

of materid difficulties and a decrease of opportunities to achieve the necessary means

required for raising more children.

Who are the rroma women with fewer children and who are those with more children?
The average number of children born by rromawomen isdightly higher in rurd arees
than in urban areas. The differences in the number of children are associated, for both
resdentid environments, with demographic indicators (age, age at the firg birth and
age a the first marriage of the mother), with the number of grades graduated, the
datus of employee before or after 1990, the sdlf-identification as rromaor gypsy and
the knowledge of romani language, as wel as with culturad consumption (newspapers,
TV, Radio). Except for the demographic indicetors, the other determining factors are
not as important for the differences in the number of children in the two areas.
Checking the age, in the urban ares, relevant are the number of graduated grades and
the culturd consumption — the more children had a woman born, the smdler isthe
number of grades graduated or the cultural consumption more decreased. In the rurd
area, awoman who had given birth to many children has had an early firgt birth,
declares hersdf as beonging to the rroma ethnic group and knows romani language.
Thus, if in the urban area the criteriaare of educationd and informationd type, in the
rura areathe ethnic and culturd beonging are more important. These differences are
to be explained in the first place through the difference in the socio-demographic



structures of the rroma groups from the two residentid areas. The degree of socid
differencesis higher in the urban ares, the rura areabeing rather characterised by a
smilarity of theleve of education and culturd consumption. In the urban
environment, the number of children born is differentiated through an educationa and
culturd conditioning of appedling to family planning. In the rura aress, wherethe
family planning sarvices are difficult to obtain for the entire population, and the
cultura consumption islow, ethnic and culturd isolation become decisive factorsin
establishing a demographic regime. Thus, it is expected that the decrease in the
number of new-born rroma children, atendency recorded a nationd leve, be
recorded in different ways, depending on the regiond postioning — relevant for the
demographic modd d the mgority population — and geographic and ethnic isolation
of communities — sgnificant for the preservation of traditiond patterns or solutions.
The education and the leve of information and culture act as intermediate factors
between the socid context and the intention of decreasing the number of children,
through conditioning the access to family planning methods.

Family planning with the rroma population isarather controversad problem
because — many times— it is mosily regarded as an anti-birth and coercive palicy then
aright of each individua and couple. Another problem raised isthat rromafamilies
would be— in their big mgority — of traditiond type, characterised by increased levels
of birth, and the authority and decison are the attributes of the father. Theredlity of
many rromafamilies contradicts however these prejudices. For example, the Research
on Reproductive Hedlth in Romania (CSRRY, astudy undertaken in 1993, offers us
data on the opinion regarding the idedl number of dhildren for afamily. Itis

interegting to note that this opinion is nat very sgnificantly different from one ethnic
group to another, the average for the total population being of 2.1 children per family.
Otherwise said, 73.5% of the interviewed rromawomen gppreciated that women
should dways have the right to take decisons rdated to their pregnancies, including
the decision to have an abortion (it isto be noted that this percentage was the highest
recorded, in comparison to 73.0% other ethnic groups, 71.7% Romanians and 68.9%
Hungarians).

2 Study formulated by the Ingtitute for Mother and Child Care (IOMC) and the Centre for Prevention
and Control of Diseases (CDC) Atlanta—USA.



In the rroma families, there are significant differences between the average number of
children in one family (3.19) and the number of children consdered ided for afamily
(2.24). Thus, each family is— on average — more numerous with amaost one child
(0.95) comparing to the dimensions consdered ided. These differences are, usudly,
explainable through the lack of using contraceptive methods.

The differences in using contraceptive methods between total female population and
the rromafemae population are dramatic: only 13.7% (in 1998) of the rromawomen
a fertile ages (1544 years old) use contraception, while a the leved of the entire
population the percentage of users of contraceptive methods is more than 4 times
bigger (57.3%) in 1993.

Regarding the mativation for not usng contraception, a Sgnificant percentage
(23.2%) of rromawomen between 15 and 44 years claim the lack of knowledge
regarding contraceptive methods. This segment of the population is aware of both the
need for family planning and the lack of education and information in this area and,
consequently, it presents a higher receptivity on this subject and represents a potentid
beneficiary of family planning services. The percentage of persons who claim the
“lack of money” asareason for not using contraception is much bigger in the case of
the rroma than the nationd sample: 15.8% comparing to 0.5% (in the nationd sample,
this percentage indludes, besides the difficulties related to the cost of contraceptives,
the ones related to the low availability of these methods on the market and the
reduced accessibility of family planning services). For this segment of the population,
the solution would be the mobile family planning units that, besides the education and
information services, offer — in certain conditions— free or compensated methods.
The“unsatisfied need” for family planning isan indicator that measures the additiona
nead for family planning, in order to diminate the risk of (al) unwanted or
inappropriate pregnancies. For the tota population, the vaue of this indicator was of
39.1% in 1993, while for the rroma population, of 52.6% (in 1998).

The data presented above clearly demongtrates the permegbility of the rroma
populaion (especidly women) a family planning, an atitude thet requires a
responsible and focused response from the system of sarvices.



Health state of the rroma population

Due to the difficulties encountered in undertaking an evauation from the medica
perspective of the Sate of hedth of the rroma population, we have chosen a st of
subjective indicators that offer us an image of the percaived qudity of the state of
hedth. According to these indicators, 72.5% of thetota population investigated
gopreciated that it had no serious hedth problems, 11.2% had “smdl hedth
problems’, 14.0% had “ serious problems’ and 2.3% declared themselves as
handicapped persons.

However, datareved the existence of a“risk group” representing 9.6% of thetotal
number of personsincuded in the sample. Therisk group is formed of extremely
vulnerable persons, with serious hedth problems and an extremely precarious socio-
economic Stuation (revenues — in the best cases — cover the basic needs, they are
often and very often deprived from food and they live in households consdered by
operators poor or vVery poor).

One of the factorsthat negetively influence the state of health of the rroma
population, epecidly that of children from families with very low revenues, is
insufficent feeding both from the point of view of quantity and qudity, determining
lack of vitamins, manutrition, anaemia, dystrophy, rachitis and, in the mgority of
cases, adeficit in the weight and height of children, conditions that — according to
medica dbctorsinterviewed — affect an important segment of the rroma children.
Anather important category of diseasesis that ofentero-colitis and food poisoning.
From the point of view of feeding, institutionalised children arein a privileged
position, Snce their daily food needs are mostly covered. Unfortunately, this Situation
represents a timulating factor for child indtitutiondisation and, o, can prevent
efforts of un-inditutionaisation.

Another category of children who are advantaged from the feedng point of view is
breast-fed newborn, given the practice of rroma mothers to naturdly feed their
children. According to datistical datain 1992 “two thirds of the rroma mothers were
breast-feeding their children more than 9 months’3

Hedlth problems of the rroma population are complex, but do not have ethnic
determinants, but rather culturd (life style) and socio-economic (low living
sandards). And for solving this complex of problems, an inter-disciplinary approach

® Tiganii intreignorare s ingrijorare (Gypsies, between ignorance and concern)— coord. Elenaand
Catain Zamfir, Alternative, 1993, p. 153.
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IS needed, to offer more than a symptomatic treatment. Pragmatically speaking, in
order to respond to the hedth needs of the rroma population, it is necessary thet the
Minigtry of Hedlth, in collaboration with the locd Councils from the areas with an
important percentage of the rroma population, develop specid medicd assgiance,
prevention and sanitary education programs. Another possible solution, aready
experienced with postive results in many rroma communitiesis the employment of
rroma persons as community mediators on hedth issues. Thisinitiative of the rroma
civil society has been dready formadisad through a partnership with the Minigtry of
Hedlth and Family.

Formal education in the rroma population

In comparison with pre-school participation in the total population of Romania, the
participation of rroma children in pre-school education is dmaost four times smdler.
Regarding school, rroma participation is smaler with 15-25% than the participation
on thetotd population, in what regards primary school, and with dmost 30% in what
regards secondary school. With regard to attending high school, the increased number
of non-answers prevents us from determining exactly the level of participation of the
rromain this form of education. However, we can assume that this important number
of non-answers redlly reflects cases of non-participation. In this case, rroma
participation to high school education would be dmost 40% smadler than the total
population. In higher education, the presence of the rromais rather an exception, the
percentage of rroma people who attend Universty being indggnificant.

Although reduced, school participation of rroma children has improved in

comparison to the beginning of the 90s. The percentage of un-educated children has
diminished and the cases of school abandon have amost been reduced to hdlf. This
improvement of the school participation of the rromais an effect of conditioning the
provison of child dlowance to school frequency. Although a criticisable measure

from amord and socio-economic point of view, it has produced desirable effectsin
regard to the school participation of the rroma.
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Thefact that dmost 90% of the uneducated children come from poor families
demondrates how strongly conditioned is the access to education by the economic
resources of the family. Besides this aspect, a series of other factors could be
corrdaed to the lack of education: vicinity (culturd influence), language spoken in
the family, declared nationdity. Thus, in compact rroma communities, where the
romani language is preponderantly used in the family and community and where
rroma people declare their nationdity as such, school participation is more reduced.
We can assume that in such communities there is an increased lack of trust in school
or that another culturd pattern is present, but we cannot exclude the hypothesis of
geographica isolation of these communities Findly, systemic factors from insde the
school system are not to be ignored either.

The existence of schools with amgority of rroma pupilsis aredity, dthough until the
present there is no quantitative image of the phenomenon. It is supposed, however,
that given the role of the family in funding expenses rdaed to school (fund of the
classroom, specia notebooks, school books, Sationery, tutorids etc.) and in directly

or indirectly supporting school for children, such schools are endowed with much
lower financid resources than “norma” schools and, implicitly, inferior human

resources.

The andyss of the level of education on generaions of the rroma population show
thet, for al generations, the education cycles towards which mogt individuds orient
(primary and secondary) are under the required level for occupying aminimd
position in the labour market. The lowest education levels are to be found in the
“older” generation, including persons who got educated or could have attended school
before 1960. The highest leve of education isto be found in the “meature” generation,
whaose education could take place or took place between 1960 and 1980. Findly, with
the young generation, who should have been enralled in the education system
between 1980-1989 and the “trandtion” generation (1990-1998), it isto be noted an
increased leve of lack of education and in generd lower levels of education thanin
the “mature’ generation, as the improvement of the Situation in the last years
(following the conditioning of child alowance by school frequency) was insufficient
to correct the deficit in school attendance of the “transition” generation in comparison
with the “mature’ generation having been a school ages between the 60s and the 70s.
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One explanation of the differences in school education on generations consgtsin the
educationd and socid policies from the communist time (the reatively prosperous
period of the 60s and 70s) that encouraged schoal participation of the rroma

The stuation of illiteracy. The lowest incidence of illiteracy isto be found in the
mature generation, where around 30% of the subjects can be consdered illiterate
(read with difficulty or not a dl), while the highest incidence isin the older
generation. Thus, in the case of the “older” generation, over 45% of the subjects
declare that they read with difficulty or not at dl, and the high number of non-answers
probably aso represents undeclared cases of lliteracy, the refuse to answer being
determined by the negative image associated to it. If we are to aso consider nort
answers, it would mean that in the “older” generation, over 60% of the subjects are
illiterate. In wheat regards the “young” and “trangtion” generdions, it is noted that the
incidence of illiteracy isdightly higher than in the “mature’ generation.

If, in what regards the “older” generation, the percentage of illiterate women is much
higher than that of men, the difference between sexes with regard to illiteracy reduces
in the “mature’ generation and is no longer present in the case of “young” and

“trandtion” generdions.

Occupationsand professions of therroma

Professiond training represents an important indicator of the rroma participation to
socid and economic life of Romania. Depending on this, the rroma can more eesily
integrate into the labour market and can financidly support the families that they
come from. A little over haf of the moma people have no professon or practice
activities that do not require qudification in the forma system of professona
training. Thus, 33.5% of the rroma have no qudification, 14.3% work in agriculture
and 4.6% are day labourers. Modern qudifications are to be found in 37.3% of the
cases and traditional onesin 10.3% of cases.

We cannot speak of mgjor differences between the residence environments,
respectively rura and urban. However, men are qudified in abigger percentage than
women, and the percentage of women with no profession (37.1%) is significantly
bigger than that of men (15.3%).

Thetype of community in which rroma live have profound implications on their
qudification. Thus, for the rromaindividuas coming from compact and somehow
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isolated communities, the lack of qudlification or the existence of skillsfor traditiond
activities represent specificity. As they move away from such communities, the rroma
become more qudified, and usudly in modern professons.

The andyd's on generations suggests a change in the pattern of qudifications with the
rroma population. If for the grandparents the traditiond crafts were representing the
main occupation, their presence decreases gradudly with the generation of parents
and becomes very weak with the young population.

In the case of modern professons, the trend is just the opposite, as these are more
present with the young population, which is quite normd if we congder economic and
dructurd changesin the job market in the last 50-60 years.

It is very important and very serious at the same time that the number of young
persons with no profession overcomes that of the adults, which means that after 1990,
an important part of the young rroma did not qudify in any professon.

The rroma population has a different age structure than population at nationd leve. It
isvery young, around 1/3 of the totad being under 15, in comparison with the tota
population in which 1/5 of the totd are under 15. This Stuation shows that in the
following yearsan important number of rroma people will enter the labour market, the
lack of qudification determining most of them to choose “inferior” jobs from the

point of view of remuneration or socid datus.

Participation of therroma on the labour market. The degree of occupation of the
rroma population in Romaniais amdler than that of the population & netiond leve
(47% compared to 61.7%). The percentage of housewivesis over 4 times bigger with
the rromathat at the nationd level and shows the week participation of rromawomen
on the labour market.

Animportant part of the rroma has no occupeation (13.2%) and the rate of unemployed
persons benefiting from unemployment support registered in 1998 at the nationd

level was bigger than in the case of rroma (6.3% comparing to 0.5%). The percentage
of registered unemployed islow amongst the rroma, on the one hand due to the fact
that few of them had graduated vocationd schools or high schools or had been legaly
employed with alabour contract, and on the other hand due to the fact that few of the
rroma hed been employed as full time employees and logt ther jobs, becoming
unemployed. Moreover, many of them have long over-passed the period of the
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unemployment benfits, being what is caled long-term unemployed, asituation thet is
not mentioned in the officia gatigtics regarding unemployment.

Out of the total occupied rroma populaion, approximately 2/3 of them are men (65%)
and less than one third of them are full-time employees. These usualy come from
communities where the rroma live together with Romanians. This fact can indicate the
higher degree of integration of the rromawhen they adopt the behaviour of the

mgjority population.

The high percentage of day-labourers, 41.7% of the totd population, indicates that the
rromaare facing adifficult Stuaion regarding employment and, implicitly, provison

of minimum revenues necessary to cover the basic needs.

There are tight connections between the professons of the rroma and their
occupations, asther professon usudly determines their current occupation or lack of
occupation. The low professond training leads to the fact thet rroma have very few
qudifications meant to support their entrance on the labour market and that iswhy
mogt of them exploit margind resources for providing necessary revenues for daily

living,

Economic standard of therroma

The characterisation of the economic standard of the rroma household starts from the
andysis of declared revenues. For compensating the fragility of these data, additiond
information were dso taken into consderation, like types of activities undertaken,
types of revenues that enter the budget of the households aong one year, the source
considered as most important by household members, the revenue considered
minimum necessary to cover family needs, features of dwelling and endowment,
ubjective evauations regarding living conditions and main destinations of potentia
additiona revenues.

Regarding the sources of revenues, the main distinction considered the varigbility of
revenuesin time, by ddimiting permanent revenues that congtantly concur to the
formation of the household budget from non-permanent revenues. The high frequency
of the latter is a specificity of the Stuation of rroma: 53.4% of the households
declared non-permanent revenuesin their budgets of the previous month a the time
when the research was undertaken. Moreover, between 1992 and 1998, the permanent
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revenues have recorded a decreasing tendency with regard to their contribution to the
budget of households, equalling to an increased ingtability of the revenues of rroma.
Sdaries and revenues from socid transfers aso enter into the category of permanent
revenues. The non-permanent revenues vary from one moment in time to another,
both regarding size and source. We can distinguish among them: revenues from
activities undertaken on on€' s own (fredance), as aresult of practicing a certain
professon or undertaking a private business, and occasiond revenues, mainly
determined by circumsiances which are externd to individuas. In this latter sub-
category are to be included: revenues from day-labour activities, in kind revenues
received for various work undertaken, aswell as* occasiond” revenues from activities
like cutting wood, sde of various products, smdl trade (bottles, wild fruits), work
abroad, various unqudified works or activities that require a minimum degree of
qudification or illegd activities.

Themost frequent source of revenue is child dlowance, present in the budget of
households in 66.2% of the cases. Sdary revenues contribute to the formation of the
budget in dmost onethird of the cases, and retirement pensionsin 11.7%.
Unemployment benefits complete the budget of householdsin amost 1 out of 10
cases. llIness or disable pensons are present in 5.8%, respectively 4.7% of the
households

Along one year, the most frequent non-permanent source of revenues is the day [abour
activities, declared in hdf of the households Thisis followed by activities on one's
own, incdluding business and trade, then work of land and support from others, then
revenues from working abroad (4% of the household), exaggerated interest oans
(1.8%0), sae of property (1.7%), gambling (0.6%) and fortune telling (0.2%).

A hierarchy of the sources of revenues that the budget of households was based on
highlights that for 22.6% of the households the most important source of revenue
aong the previous year was represented by salaries, followed by day Iabour activities
(18.9%0), pensions (15.6%), child dlowances (13.3%). The scaeis continued with
revenues from activities on one' s own (8.7%), revenues from socid support or
unemployment benefits (5.9%), revenues from work of land or in kind revenuesin
products for the household (5.2%), revenues from occasiond activities or smdl trade
(4.5%), business or work abroad (2.6%), support from friends, rdaives, or begging
(1.6%0) and, on the last place, revenues from loans with exaggerated interests, other
interest rates and gambling (1.2%).
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Theaverage declared revenue per person in the rroma househol ds was of
goproximately 15% of the net average sdary on economy of that time. The residence
environment sgnificantly influencesthe leve of the gained revenues, the revenue
from rural aress representing haf of the revenues of those from urban aress. The
Stuation seems to have worsened from 1992, when this report was of 2/3.

Theleve of revenues varies over alarge scae of vaues, asthere are families whose
revenue in the previous month was null and families whose revenue per person has
been 7 times bigger than the net average sdary on economy. The revenue per person
of the richest 10% of the households was 50 times bigger than that of persons from
the poorest 10% of households. In red terms, the revenues had decreased between
1992 and 1998, which indicates a process of impoverishment of the rroma population
dong thistimeinterva. The biggest “losses’ in revenues are recorded on the segment
of therich, but these can dso be determined by under-declaring red revenues.

The gppreciation of the degree of covering daily needs of the households, based on
current revenues, confirms the difficult Stuation in which the mgority of the rroma
dwells: 86.1% of the households declare that their revenuesare in the best cases
covering their basic needs. The subjective eva uation of revenues confirms a decrease
in the vaue of revenues noted with the rroma population, based on recordings of
revenues.

Regarding the report between expectations and revenues, the richest 10% of the
households are the only ones for which gained revenues cover in an important degree
their expectations. For the others, the revenues gained represent on average less than
haf of what they consder to be aminimum revenue vaue, which would cover the
besic needs of the household.

The gtructure of revenuesis modified according to the level of gained revenues. The
group of the mosgt rich 10% of the householdsiis the only one in which permanent
revenues represent (on average) half of the tota revenues. On the other side of
digtribution (2nd decil€e) congtant revenues represent three quarters of the total
revenues, which isfar from positive, given that the household revenues are dmost
entirdly formed of child alowances.

Thegeneral tendenciesin the structure of tota revenues, in comparison to the growth
of revenues (from the 1<t to the 10th decile) are:
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- Decrease of the percentage covered by child alowances from 2/3 (d2) to
“disgppearance’.

- Increase of sdaries and retirement pensions, with the difference that the former
increase to a vaue of 30%, while the contribution of the latter stops at the vaue of
15%.

- Unemployment benefits— reach the maximum leve in the middle groups and
decrease towards the extremes, up to dimination, being a rather indgnificant source
of revenues.

- The group of other congtant revenues, including other types of pensons and
different forms of socid support, does not go beyond 2% of the totd revenues of
households

- Revenues from occasiona activities have asnusoidd trend, with maximd levels a
the extremes and the middle of the distribution, being mainly formed of revenues
from “occasond work”, and oscillate around the vaue of 9%.

- Revenues from activities on one' s own increase dowly, equaling in d10 the
percentage of revenues from sdaries, representing together 60% of the revenues of
these households.

- Socid support is present in the budget of households belonging to the poor segment,
being occasondly mentioned as the mogt important source of revenues of the
previous year. Out of the total number of persons who were recognised the right to
socid support, only 24% had benefited from it from the beginning of the year to the
moment of the research.

- Revenues from begging (4.8%) are present dmost in the entire segment of the
poorest 20%.

- Revenues from business are concentrated in the segment of the rich households.

- Non-permanent revenues increase their absolute vaue in pardld with the increase
of revenues per person, without recording significant flows, except for the group of
the richest 10%.

Househaolds from the poor segment are preponderantly living in therurd aress, in
homogenous rroma communities, in own houses, towards which they declared
themselves unsatisfied. Onthe contrary, rich households mainly come from the urban
aress, being the owners of gpartments in blocks of flats, living in heterogeneous
conditions, in communities mainly inhabited by other ethnic groups than the rroma.
The preponderant concentration of the rurd households in the poor segment and of
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the urban onesin the rich group is a Stuation maintained in time, Smilar to thet
recorded at nationd leve. The features of houses divide householdsin asimilar
manner to those of dwdlling. Inhabitancy in the urban areas brings dong the facilities
provided by living in blocks of flats the presence of kitchen, bathrooms, sawerage
and running water. The segment of the poor household isthe “reverseimage’ of the
rich segment.

Regarding property, the 2.6% of the households who have own working unitsin
which they practice various works on their own or in family associgtions are to be
mentioned. Regarding the endowment of households with tools for the work of land,
the Stuation has significantly improved between 1992 and 1998, the percentage of
those who declared that they owned such tools growing from 11.4% to 36.8%.
Besdesthese, only other 23% of households mention various mechinery and
equipment used in agriculture or as trangportation means (tractor, harrow, truck, land
car, saw-mill etc.).

The poor endowment of households and the scarce property on land (62.8% do not
owe land) indicate that the work of land does not congtitute a fundamentd source of
revenue for households. For 5% of the households, however, revenues from the work
of land have condtituted the mogt important source of revenues in the previous year.
The mgority of those who had such revenues are to be found amongst the poorest
20%, a segment that aso gathers the househol ds whose budget is formed of revenues
from day labour ectivities, partly congsting in agriculturd works.

The socio-economic features of households vary in a different manner dong with the
increase of revenues: the dimension of the family and the number of minor children
under care (persons under 14 inclusively) decrease, while the average age of the
household and the educationd capita increase. It can be said that the most numerous
and at the sametime “young” families, with the biggest number of minor children
under care and the lowest level of school education are to be found amongst the
poorest households.

The indicator of education record a congtant growth aong with the increase of the
revenue, reaching its maxima vauesin the same groups where sdary revenues are
sgnificant in the budget of households. Consequently, the increase of the educationa
level brings dong an increase of the permanent revenues, through facilitating the
entrance of individuals on the forma Iabour market.
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The materid difficulties that most of the rroma households face are confirmed by the
stated destination that additiond revenues would be given: acquisition / repairs of a
house (30% of households), acquisition of food necessary for the family (20.7%) and
provison of thedaly needs/ clothes/ endowment of households (15.4%). In an equa
number are those who declare that they would live better and those who would direct
towards establishment of an own business or savings (8.1% of the households).
Following them are the ones who would give to the others— to the poor or children/
nephews, nieces— 4.8%, who would buy land / animas or would buy food for animas
— 4.7%, who would teke care of their health, would go to resorts or do something dse
— 2.8% each, and 2.5% of them woud use the extramoney to pay back their debts or
their maintenance expenses.

It isinteresting to note the evolution in opposite directions of the current revenues
indicators, supported by subjective evauations, and respectively those rdlated to
accumulated wedth. Although the revenue indicators reflect aworsening of the
Stuation of rroma households between 1992 and 1998, from the perspective of the
indicators of accumulated wedlth, it can be said that the materid Stuation of the
rroma has improved. The Stuation is explainable if we refer to the context of the
Romanian economy of that period. On the one hand, the increase of the
unemployment rate indicates the loss of sdary revenues and, at the same time, the loss
of one source of revenues for the hudget of households. Unemployment has mostly
affected persons with low professond qudlifications and low levels of educetion,
which alows us to assume that the rroma population, corresponding to this
description, was strongly affected by restructuring processesin the economy. On the
other hand, massive migrations— especidly of the German origin populaion — left
severd of the rurd houses unoccupied, which were taken by the first-comers, their
endowment being over the average recorded at the rroma population. Last but not
least, second-hand products from abroad were good occasions for the improvement of
house endowments.

Situation of dwelling at the rroma population

Comparing to the mgority population, the rroma population in Romaniadwellsin
worse conditions. Regarding the average number of rooms/ house, the average
dimensions of rooms and the usable surface / house, the differences between the
rroma population and the Romanian population as awhole are not sgnificant. On the
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contrary, differences are extremely significant in what regards the average number of
persons/ house (dmost double for the rroma population), while the inhabited surface
per person is smdler with 33% and the average number of persons/ room istwo times
bigger a the rroma populaion. Approximately 80% of the rroma population benefits
from an average surface / person under the nationd average of 11.9 sg.m./person,
while a the levd of the entire population (including rroma) only 40% are under this
average. In 25.6% of the rroma households, there are in average 3.01 persons/ room,
while the corresponding percentage a the leve of the entire population is of 1.7%.
The rroma households in which the man from the subject couple (considered as head
of the household) has under 8 grades graduated registers an increased dengity of
persons / inhabited room that the households in which the man from the subject
couple has more than 8 grades (2.89 and respectively 2.38 persons/ room).

The determinant factors independently contributing to the explanation of the
vaidions in inhabitancy dengty (persons/ room) a the rroma populaion are the
residence environment, the level of education of the man from the subject couple
(under / over 8 grades), the type of community (homogenous/ dspersed), the tota
number of children in the household, the monthly revenue gained / person and the
average age of the subject couple.

Between 1992 and 1998, significant changes have occurred with regard to the density
of inhabitancy according to certain socio-demographic festures. The householdsin
which the heed of the family (man) had in 1998 a modern profession have recorded an
improvement in the dengity of inhabitancy comparing to 1992, the households leed by
aman with no profession maintained a a congtant leve, while the households lead by
men having atraditiona professon or working in agriculture recorded significant
declines.

According to the form of property, the most “crowded” (over 3.01 persons/ room) are
the persons living in a rented space or in the house of ardaive. Less“crowded” are

the ones who owe their houses, especidly those living in blocks of flats.

It has been noted that, the better the wefare level of the household is, the better are
the living conditions, especidly concerning density of inhabitancy. Households with
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low monthly revenues per family member have a higher density of persons/ room
than persons with a higher average monthly revenue.

Comparing to the situation recorded in 1992, it seems that the Stuation of dweling a
the rroma population has improved from the point of view of dengty of inhabitancy.
Thus if in 1992, only little over 1/10 of the rromawere recording dengties of up to
one inhabitant per room, in 1998 dmost 2/10 of them have such adengty.

The economic factor is an important determinant of the size of the house (under the
aspect of number of rooms): the bigger the revenues per person, the more the number
of rooms per house. In other words, many of the rroma househol ds have less spacious
houses, not necessarily due to their lack of interest towards an improved living space,
but mostly due to objective condraints of economic/ financid nature. It isdso true
that the life style of this population could be associated with this Stuation.

An extremdy interesting aspect is represented by the fact that 25.4% of the
interviewed persons who live in “yard house — property” declare thet they do not hold
any legd documents for the land on which the house is built. Out of 22 households
who gtate thet their house is built on public land, 21 declare thet they do not hold any
documents on the land corresponding to the congtruction.

With regard to the qudity and comfort of the rroma houses, only less than one third
have an gppropriate kitchen, only one house out of five has a bathroom, only 2 out of
10 houses have toilets with running weter ingde the house and one out of 10 houses
does not have atoilet at dl. Only 31.6% of the houses are endowed with running
water ingalations (1.8 times less than the average a nationd leve). Rroma
households benefiting from connection to dectricity sysems are with dmost 10% less
than the average a the nationd level, and those connected to the naturd gas and
sewerage systems are twice less than the nationa average.

The sdf-evauation of the quality of houses by the rroma population shows thet over
two fifths of them condder their houses “poor”, while other 35.5% appreciate that

their houses are modest.

The cdculation of an index reflecting endowment with utilities has again showed
huge discrepancies between the rroma populaion and the entire population. The
average index with the rroma population was of 0.326, while at the level of the entire

22



population its value was of 0.619. If only 0.4% of the Romanian population did not
have any of the utilities forming the index, at the level of the rroma population this
percentage is of 11.1%.

The correlaion between the house endowments index and the average monthly
revenue per person indicates that increased vaues of the index are to be found in the
superior deciles of revenue (especidly deciles 9 and 10), while in the inferior deciles
we mainly find houses that have amaximum of 3 utilities.

The endowment of households with long-term use goods is dso deficient at the rroma
population, in comparison with the entire population. The more frequent goods found
in rroma households included in the sample are cooking machines and refrigerators,
aswdl as audio equipment while other modern goods (vacuum cleaner, washing
meachine, freezer, car) are to be found in asignificantly more reduced number.
Theindex of the house endowment with long-term goods at the leve of the rroma
population represents only 21.8% of the maximum vaue of the index (endowment
with al the 7 goods considered) and is 2.85 times smdler than & the leve of the
entire population.

If we only congder 4 grictly necessary goods (cooking machine, refrigerator,
washing machine and TV/radio), goods considered to be necessary in any household,
we note that 3 households out of 10 do not even hold one of the four dementary
goods, comparing to one household out of 50 a the levd of the entire country.

In what regards satisfaction towards endowment with household goods, the big
mgority of the rromadeclare themsdves “unsatisfied” or “mog unsatisfied” (55.1%)
and only one quarter declare themsdves “very satisfied” and “ satisfied” (24.7%) with
the endowment of their own household.

The main condusion regarding dwelling and house endowments is that the rroma
population livesin worse conditions than the populaion asawhole. Thisisfirgly due
to the economic difficulties that this population faces and the lack of coherent
governmenta programs for fighting poverty, aswell as, secondly, to certain
specificity of thar life Syle.
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Migration and intention of migration at therroma population

Interna migration and intention of migration of the rroma, as andysed datareved,
have certain distinct features from the ones in the rest of the population. Although,
regarding volume, there are no significant Satistical differences, these gppear @ the
level of destination of migration and distance. Regarding the scope of the
phenomenon, it does not significantly differentiate the rroma from the rest of the
population. It cannot be stated that the rroma are more “likely” to migrate than the
other citizens of Romania and that they are willing to re-adopt the nomead life sylein
the context of transformation thet the Romanian society is going through. The
differences that gppear, namely the choice of rurd areas as dedtinations of the
migration and the intention of migration in short distances are determined by the
different types of resources thet this population has at disposa. Migrating to urban
areas supposes the possesson of better human resources (education and professond
training) than those required by the rura areas. Thus, when rroma people decide to
migrate, dueto materid congraintslike poor qudity of the dwelling space, increased
dendity of inhabitancy, increased dissatisfaction (probably determined by the
respective condraints), they chose to go towards an environment in which the
adaptation efforts are not too high and the opportunities of gains are more certain. We
can thus conclude that the differences recorded between rroma migration and the
migration of the rest of the population are not due to the practicing, in the past, of the
rromanomed life style, but to the type of resources owned by the rroma, in
comparison to the rest of the population.

The externd migration of the rroma represents a phenomenon whose dimension is
difficult to esimate. The departure of rroma people outside the borders of the country,
after 1989, does not condtitute aform of territorid mobility smilar to emigration.
Thisis Stuated somewhere between seasond nomadism, specific to the rromaiin the
past, and permanent emigration. Departures outsde the country represent a strategy
adopted by the rich segment of the populaion, which took advantage of the
opportunities offered by the freedom of movement brought by changes after 1989.

On differences: between tolerance and prejudices
In the trangition years, the prejudices of the mgority population towards the rroma
have significantly decreased. The society has moved from a consensus of negetive

atitude towards this minority to socid controversy. A sgnificant Satistical decrease
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of these prejudices between 1993 and 1999 can be noted. Following an increased level
of prgjudices towards this population in 1993, a decreasing trend of negetive attitudes
towards the rromaiis to be noted. If in 1993 72% of the Romanians did not want to
have gypses among their neighbours, in 1999 only 48% wanted a neighbourhood
without rroma. Those who approve different trestments towards the rroma, regarding
their access on the labour market, are usualy those with an increased degree of
intolerance towards “dterity”, with alow leve of education and of older ages. The
rroma population does not condder itsdlf discriminated with regard to treatment
received from public ingtitutions. However, thereisamode of controversy related to
this Situation. The controversy is generated by the important differences exiging in
this population. The features of the communitiesin which rroma people live have a
very big importance in tregting a Stugion as discrimingtory or non-discriminatory.
Factors like the type of resdentid area (compact or mixed), the presence of conflicts
between rroma and the mgority population, urban or rurd residence, integration in

the socid life of the community, are important in this context. Out of the individua
factors analysed, only the age of the person induces differences in wheat regards
perceived discrimination. It can be concluded thet, despite existing prejudices a the
level of the mgority population, the Romanian society is on agrowing peth of ethnic

tolerance and decrease of discrimination, at least towards the rroma population.

Social exclusion of therroma population in Romania

Starting from the theory of socid excluson, amulti-dimensional concept thet is not
only “fashionable’ in Europe, but dso extremdy useful for analyses and socid
policies, we have studied the types of exclusion of the rroma population, on the 4

components of the concept: democratic and legd system, labour market, welfare date
system and inter-persond relations.

The specificity of socid exclusion for the rroma population in Romania consgsin the
existence of exclusion sourcesthat do not exist a the leve of therest of the
population or abroad (or there are very rare cases), like for example the lack of
identity documents, determining a chain of other forms of excluson. Western people
cdll the absence of subjects from the labour market a* causing or faciliteting factor”
for socid excluson, asit determines chain reactions of excluson. In the case of the
rroma populaion in Romania, there are severd factors determining socid exclusion.

If we andyse their nature, we note that, excepting the presence on the labour market
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that can be determined by the conditions from the local community and in the
country, the causing factors have a preponderantly individud nature and in a certain
measure a cultura one (or even community-related, in the sense of cultura
communities), being thus cases of self -excuson, in an important degree.

Thefact that 3.1% of the rroma have no identity documents excludes gpproximately
47,000 persons (out of which hdf are children) from a therights of citizenship of the
Romanian state: education and free sanitary servicesto child alowance, emergency
support, other rights reated to socid assstance and socid insurance. They cannot be
educated, work legdly or beinsured. They cannot vote, become members of
organisations or be eected in leedership postions. They cannot even be legdly
married or have identity documentsissued for their children. The lack of interest for
forma action, the ignorance or lack of education can be important causes for this
gtuation; however, structurd causes should not be ignored, like for example the legd
and maerid difficulties thet persons with no identity documents would face if they
would want to solve this problem.

In the succession of forms of exclusion of the rroma, one of the causes generding
chain exduson is dso the non-attendance of schooal (at al) by amost 24% of persons
over 10 years old who have abandoned schoal.

Equdly seriousis the fact that 84% of the rroma persons over 14 who answered the
question (28% did not answer) werenot working on the basis of the legd contract,
meaning not only the absence of congtant revenues, but the lack of insurance for
unemployment and pensions of the mgority of the rroma

It is easy to note the huge dimensions that these basic, fundamenta types of excluson
have in the rroma population. Basically, to spesk about poverty or living sandards
with regard to individuas who do not have identity documents (birth certificate and /
or identity card) is usdess

Besidesthe main factor, which isof structurd nature, dthough the chances of some
individuds are dso diminished by causes related to persond decisons and sdif-
exdusion (like the ones mentioned above: lack of identity documents or non
atendance of schoal), we do not have to neglect the belonging to certain loca
communities and even the belonging to the ethnic minority, which become, with a
high probability, sources of socid exdusion. On the background of the lack of jobs
(and especidly those with no legd contract), to be part of apoor community, with no
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jobs, becomes an additiond source of socid excluson, the chancesto find
employment diminishing in asgnificant way.

An equdly serious Studtion isto be found at the gpproximate 21% of the rromaliving
in houses for which they have no property documents, a built house or (in morerare
cases) ahouseillegdly occupied. Besidesthe legd problemsthat thisissue raises (we
are gpesking about tens of thousands of rroma households), the risk of socid
exdugonisextremdy high, basicaly hundreds of thousand persons being in danger

of losing their houses, would the law be applied by the book.

It isobviousthat illiteracy is aprimary source of excluson quite significant for the
rroma population in Romania. The 39% illiterates and semi-illiterates have, in thefirst
place, minima chances of entering the labour market.

Theimportance that school has for rroma children isfundamental. Educationiis, in
many cases, the only way through which they could escape from the vicious circle of
socid exduson: poverty — non-attendance of schools— illiteracy — lack of professions
and salaries— poverty.

The measuresthat are most likely to be efficient in this sense are direct incentives,
like for example the state alowance and / or the introduction of free medsin schools
(for dl poor children, and not only rroma, as dso gipulated in the Government
Strategy concerning the rroma population). These could attract to schools many of the
rroma.children.

A compulsory preparatory year could be introduced in aress with an increased
percentage of rroma children, for al children who do not know the language very well
or have adaptation difficulties.

Excduded or sdf -excluded from the labour market, uncovered by the system of socid
insurance, 75% of the heads of rroma families consider that their familieswould be
entitled to / should recelve socid support.

But the effects of the types of exdusion presented above are dreedy visblein the
difference between the percentage of those who consder themsdves entitled and
decided to submit an gpplication for socid support and those who had actudly
submitted applications for socid support. Basically, only 14% of the rromafamilies
did not manage to submit their gpplication file because “they did not have the
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necessary documents’ (9%o) or their gpplication was not according (“corresponding” —
5%).

Congdering that dmost 50% of the population has submitted applications for

receiving socid support, and socid support goplications have been gpproved for one
quarter of families, we can say that the rroma populaion is, in an important degree,
dependent on the socid assigtance system, the State and the loca community.

Medls at the socia canteens represent yet another extreme solution for the poor. 3.6%
of the heads of households declare that persons from their household et at the socid
canteens. Although it seems rather inggnificant considering the huge number of

rroma people living in poverty, the percentage is quite important. It could how ever
grow if socid canteens were established in dl the communities and dl those entitled
were (could be) accepted in order to benefit from this protection measure.

Being too vulnerable to resist on the labour market, too many to be covered by
protection of a gate that is dready lacking in resources, many of the rromain
Romania are | eft with the only possible dternative to fulfil their basic needs: the
family and the community.

Passing from the life partner to the whole network of community support for an
individud, we have tried to see how it works in an extreme Stuation, but not very rare
in rroma communities: lack of food, imposshbility of satisfying it with own resources,
need for food. If the network of relatives and friends functions for haf of the rroma
people, when they are in need, it usudly functions as a source of loans, and very
rarely as a non-returnable loan (3.4% of the rroma). Concerning extreme solutions
like stedling, begging (4.3%0) or searching in trash (1.5%), but aso the solution of
darving (in total 11%), these are the proof of a desperate Stuation that an important
part of the rroma population faces.

In Romania, there are a series of excduded socid groups and obvious exdusion
processes. The part of the rroma ethnic minarity that, as we demondrated, suffers
from serious excluson processes, is only one of these socid segments, but probably
the worst affected.
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2. General presentation of someindicatorson therroma population

The following dimensions are followed:

- Ethnic Hf -identification

- Dimenson of household

- Fetility

- Mariage

- Studion of identity documents

- Education

- Professions and occupations

- Revenues

- Property on land and other goods

- Housng
Data are being presented compardtively for 1992 and 1998, in the measure in which
these indicators are to be found in both invedtigations Additiond comparisons have
been made on the following categories urban versus rurd, compact or isolaed
communities versus communities in which rroma people live dispersed, rroma ethnic
sdf -identification versus ethnic sdf -identification with other ethnic nationdities

To these data are to be added aspects relaed to reproductive hedth, ethnic tolerance
and mass-media image, taken over from other researches.

Ethnic self-identificaion of theinterviewed

Table 1 Ethnic bdonging of the respondents, 1992 (% of total respondents)

Total sample Compact Dispersed | Urban Rural
rromagroup | rroma

Rroma 78.67 80.92 74.29 77.63 79.35
Specified ther group of | 43.58 46.66 37.82 46.88 41.44
belongng
Did not specify their | 35.09 34.26 36.47 30.75 37.91
group of belonging
Other ethnic minority than | 17.36 15.55 22.65 18.17 16.83
rroma
No answer 3.97 353 3.06 419 382
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
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Table 2 Ethnic bdonging of the respondents, 1998 (% of tota respondents)

Tota Compact Dispersed | Urban Rura
sample rroma rroma
group
Romi 60.68 67.13 5814 55.91 63.96
Specified their group of belonging 19.04 21.84 1793 18.08 1969
Did not specify their group of
belonging 41.64 45.29 4021 37.83 44.26
Other ethnic minority than rroma 38.87 32.87 123 4325 35.85
No answer 045 0.00 0.63 0.83 0.19
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Dimension of households
Table 3 Average 9ze of households (number of individuashouseholds), 1992 and
1998
Tota SHf- Sdf-identified Compact Dispersed Urban | Rurd
sample | identifiedas | asother ethnic rroma rroma
rroma minority group
1992 6.84 592 6.6
investigation 6.67 6.79 6.19 6.66 8
1998 5.78 520 55
investigation 555 5.67 552 552 7
Fertility
Table 4. Average number of children born dong life, on ages of women, 1992
Total Urban Rurd Compact Dispersed Sdf- Other ethnic
sample communiti communiti identified as identification
es & rroma
1519 years 162 1.08 191 162 164 164 151
20-24 years 260 238 275 266 246 264 2.36
25-29 years 355 349( 360 371 335 353 363
30-34 years 477 4.80 474 485 4.09 481 4.08
35-39 years 5.03 469| 525 532 439 5.18 459
40-44 years 477 473 481 493 4.85 497 3.89

Note: Women included in the 1992 investigation and, consequently, inthisanays's, are married
women —with or without legal documents
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Table 5. Average number of children born dong life, on ages of women, 1998

Total Urban Rurd Compact Dispersed Sdf- Other ethnic
sample communities | communities identified identification
as rroma

1519 years 0,25 019 029 044 017 0,28 0,17
20-24 years 0,99 0,80 1,14 123 089 1,10 0,80
25-29 years 197 181 2,10 2,36 184 2,07 181
30-34 years 3,09 303 314 3,64 279 3,57 2,27
35-39 years 4,03 3% | 408 4,45 391 4,37 344
40-44 years 4,39 4,00 4,75 493 417 4,66 398

Note: The investigation in 1998 and this andlyss included both married women — with or without lega
documents—and unmarried women

Table 6. Average number of children born dong life by married women, on ages of

women, 1998
Total Urban | Rurd Compact Dispersed SHf- Other ethnic
sample communities | communities identified identification
asrroma
1519 years 0.72 0.57 0.82 107 055 0.73 0.68
20-24 years 138 129 144 148 134 143 128
25-29 years 218 2.00 232 252 207 224 2.08
30-34 years 331 331 332 372 309 3.69 262
3539 years 4.27 418 433 4.98 4,08 4.56 373
40-44 years 441 4.03 4.75 4.96 417 4.69 4.00
Table 7. Age a fird birth, 1992 and 1998
Total Urben | Rurd Compact Dispersed SAf- Other ethnic
sample communities | communities identified identification
asrroma
1992 1862 | 1873 1854 18.62 1867 1844 1941
investigation
1998 1926 | 1943| 19.15 18.70 1947 18.83 19.96
investigation
Table 8 Percentage of women who do not want any more children, on ages, 1992
Total Urban Rura Compact Dispersed Sdf- Other ethnic
sample communities | communities identified identification
asrroma
1819 years 555 224 75.9 62.1 337 594 438
20-24 years 57.2 485 63.6 56.7 60.8 55.5 55.8
25-29years 61.8 62.6 61.2 58.8 638 59.3 720
30-34 years 68.2 66.0 70.1 70.3 588 69.1 59.5
35-39 years 754 729 77.1 754 782 76.3 85.6
40-44 years 7.7 745 80.1 74.4 23 778 97.0
18-44 years 68.4 64.4 713 67.5 719 68.3 719

Table 9. Percentage of women who do not want any more children, on ages, 1998
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Total Urban | Rurd Compact Dispersed Sdf- Other ethnic
sample communities | communities identified identification
as rroma
1819 years 60.0 500| 625 49.3 714 50.0 75.0
20-24 years 702 722 69.0 727 638 80.0 52.9
25-29 years 79.3 744 833 87.0 776 80.8 771
30-34 years 83.8 848 829 86.7 833 90.2 741
35-39 years A4 9.8 929 85.0 984 922 974
40-44 years 932 972 892 84.2 1000 935 926
1844 years 84.8 864| 834 822 86.8 86.7 819
Marriage
Table 10. Average age & the first marriage
Total Urban | Rurd Compact Dispersed Sf- Other ethnic
sample communities | communities | identified  identification
asrroma
1992 17.07 1712 | 17.05 17.07 171 1690 17.79
investigation
1998 1796 | 1836 17.69 1754 1810 1755 1864
investigation
Table 11. Percentage of marriages without legal documents in the total number of
marriages, on age of wife, 1992
Total Urben Rurd Compact Dispersed Sdf- Other ethnic
sample communities | communities identified identification
asrroma
1819 years 782 711 822 778 785 75.0 875
20-24 years 54.0 49.7 573 547 494 59.8 341
25-29 years 439 399( 469 49.7 318 50.3 109
30-34 years 44.6 46| 447 46.1 418 47.1 355
35-39 years 431 420| 438 45.6 373 46.0 282
40-44 years 45.8 39.1( 509 436 490 46.9 265
Table 12. Percentage of marriages without legal documents in the total number of
marriages, an age of wife, 1998
Total Urban Rura Compact Dispersed Sdf- Other ethnic
sample communities | communities identified identification
asrroma
1819 years 5.7 723 78.3 75.0 76.0 81.0 60.7
20-24 years 53.2 510| 548 58.1 505 62.9 36.2
2529 years 428 419 434 40.2 445 47.1 352
30-34 years 36.2 295| 405 420 337 380 329
35-39 years 316 247 367 415 278 36.1 233
40-44 years 238 159 310 294 201 275 185
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Situation of identity documents

Table 13. Percentage d persons with and without identity documents, 1998

Type of document Do Do not No answer
have... have..

Birth certificate (for al members of the household) 91.8% 4.7% 35%
Identity card (for those aged over 14 at the moment of the study) 91.9% 3% 5.2%
Passport (for those aged over 14 at the moment of the study) 136% 81.2% 52%
Education
Table 14. Percentage of men who cannot read, 1992

Total Urban | Rura Compact Dispersed SAf- Other ethnic

sample communities | communities | identified identification

asrroma

1519 years 63.0 250( 833 484 933 64.3 66.7
20-24 years 36.8 19.2 486 379 313 41 104
25-29 years 189 102| 258 252 40 124 355
30-34 years 174 113 218 201 9.2 202 7.1
35-39 years 205 130 273 274 42 207 185
40-44 years 202 109| 252 260 105 218 8.6
4549 years 141 155 134 190 0.8 145 0.0
50-54 years 244 347 18.6 290 120 26.9 5.6
55-59 years 424 273 505 476 327 472 238
Over 60 345 327 353 374 157 364 289
years
Totd 238 165| 285 283 121 251 17.0
Table 15. Per centage of women who cannot read, 1992

Total Urban | Rura Compact Dispersed Sf- Other ethnic

sample communities | communities identified identification

asrroma

1519 years 539 209 715 57.2 46.6 62.2 20.0
20-24 years 376 244 47.2 114 264 37.7 333
25-29 years 325 26.2 372 3B1 214 b2 258
30-34 years 373 256 470 435 191 406 289
3539 years 431 322 50.3 500 280 456 295
40-44 years 341 254 404 374 304 355 373
4549 years 35.8 320 37.2 425 270 397 181
50-54 years 455 281 531 485 344 489 285
55-59 years 67.3 757 62.6 75.2 46.9 66.8 65.3
Over 60 68.4 74.6 64.7 710 58.9 728 56.6
years
Total 424 332 483 478 303 4.7 35.0




Table 16. Per centage of men who cannot read, 1998

Total Urban | Rurd Compact Dispersed SAf- Other ethnic
sample communities | communities | identified  identification
asrroma

1519 years 276 211 319 433 199 330 16.9
20-24 years 189 12.7 241 310 142 24 135
5-29 years 12.3 88 14.8 231 91 16.0 6.0
30-34 years 12.6 112 135 145 110 16.8 6.1
35-39 years 136 5.7 181 218 103 171 5.7
40-44 years 133 5.1 19.7 17.9 116 153 109
4549 years 9.6 101 92 17.8 66 117 6.5
50-54 years 203 175 29 321 168 278 115
5559 years 13.0 94 14.7 16.0 25 17.2 7.1
Over 60 298 187 357 315 283 40.2 178
years
Total 18.0 126 218 277 142 225 11.0
Table 17. Per centage of women who cannot read, 1993

Total Urban | Rurd Compact Dispersed Hf- Other ethnic

sample communities communities | identified  identification

asrroma

1519 years 265 252 274 316 247 327 145
20-24 years 20.1 165 231 331 158 237 144
25-29 years 211 135 270 29.0 184 26.6 121
30-34 years 225 159 27.2 238 217 30.1 9.1
35-39 years 229 207 24.7 343 188 310 9.0
40-44 years 192 132 24.8 316 147 233 133
4549 years 24.2 213 26.5 309 217 315 16.0
50-54 years 328 306 341 40.6 298 415 184
5559 years 430 278 50.7 52.0 416 56.5 244
Over 60 58.6 438 66.5 721 533 739 40.0
years
Total 276 214 321 36.2 245 343 17.0

Table 18. Pre-school Stuation of children aged between 37 years, 1993

Registeed 17.2%
Not registered 65.1%
No answer, do not know 17.7%

Table 19. School stuation of children aged between 718 years, 1998

Registered 534%
Interrupted school 15.3%
Were never regidered 16.9%
No answer, do not know 14.4%

Table 20. Last form of education graduated by persons over 10 years old who are not

going to school anymore, 1998

No grade 22.1% Vocationd school graduated 6.7%
4 gradesnot graduated 8.4% High school not graduated 5.9%
4 gradesgraduated 14.2% High school graduated 4.1%
8 grades not graduated 12.2% Post-high school educaion 0.6%
8gradesgraduated 17.1% Faculty 0.3%




Vocationd school not graduated 1.9% | No answer | 6.5% |
Mass-media consumption
Table 21. Frequency with which people use the main media channels, 1998

Often Sometimes Never No answer
Listen to radio 16.7% 3L6% 44.5% 7.2%
Read newspapers, magazines 7.4% 29.2% 55.6% 7.8%
Watch TV 34.7% 27.6% 3L.8% 5.9%
Professions and occupations
Table 22. Percentage of types of professonsin tota populaion over 16

1992 investigation 1998 invedtigation

Modern professions 15,75 % 37, 7%
Traditiond professons 7,14 % 10,3%
No profession 771% 52%

Note: In 1998, the incressed accuracy of the quettion referring to qudifications was much bigger, fact
that determines a dgnificant change in what regards modern type qudifications and lack of
qudification. Another explanation is to be found in the need of the rroma to undertake more secure

revenue-generating activitiesin the time interval between 1992 and 1998.

Table 23. Percentage of type of professions, on generations, 1992

Grandparents Parents Referencecouple
M odern professions 33% 11.7% 18.07 %
Traditiond professions 14.0% 5.8 % 5.86 %
No profession 82.7% 825% 76.07 %

Table 24. Percentage of type of professons, on generations, 1998

Grandparents Parents Referencecouple
Modern professions 333% 359% 40.14 %
Traditiona professions 83% 79% 1149 %
No profession 58. 4% 56.2% 48.37 %

Table 25. Occupationd datus of population over 16 years old, 1992 and 1998

1992 investigation 1998 investigdtion
Full-time employees 234% 129%
Business owners 0.8% 0.5%
Fredance activities 221 % 33.6 %
Retired 53% 71%
Nojob 46.8 % 40.7 %
In school 0.5 % 25%
Inprison 1.1 % Other Stuations 2.7 %
Table 26. Degree of qudification of employees
1992 invedtigation 1998 investigation
Unqudified workers 60.4 % Unqudified workers 45%
Quadlified workers 37.8% Qudified workers 51.4 %
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Mid and high level employess |  1.8% |

Table 27. Structure of population, on professond gatus, 1998

Employed 2715%
Business owner 0.8%
Fredance worker, out of which: 71.7%
Trade 101 %
Traditional crafts 6.4 %
Adgriculture 12%
Occasiond labour abroad 15%
Day labour 21.7%
Revenues

Table 28. Sources of revenue, in money or in kind, obtained for the household during

the previous year (1997), invedtigation in 1998

Clerk, supervisor, occupationsrequiring higher education

Type of revenuein money or in kind The household The household did No
obtainedthis not obtain this answer
type of revenue type of revenue

Revenues from day labour activities 50.9% 36.4% 12.8%

Revenues from work on land, own or concession 164% 70.8% 128%

Revenues from trade 7.9% 79.3% 12.8%

Revenues from fredance activities or other 224% 64.8% 128%

activities undertaken on on€s own (incduding

traditiond crafts)

Revenues from business 2.1% 85.1% 12.8%

Revenues from work abroad 2% 83.3% 128%

Revenues from sde of property (animds, land, 17% 85.5% 128%

shares)

Revenues from support granted by redtives, 105% 76.7% 128%

friends, other persons

Revenues from begging 4.8% 82.4% 12.8%

Revenues from gambling or other games 0.6% 86.7% 12.8%

Revenues from lending money with exaggeraed 17% 85.5% 12.8%

interest rates

Revenues from renting goods (cars, land, other 0.1% 87.2% 128%

mobile goods)

Revenues in money from socid support 16% 85.6% 12.8%

Revenues from the household / anima products 21% 85.1% 128%

Revenues in money or in kind from occasond 0.6% 86.7% 128%

activities undertaken for owners

Revenues from other activities than those 215% 65.8% 128%

mentioned
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Table 29. The most important source of revenue of the household in the year 1997,

investigation from 1998

SHay 21.3%
Day labour activities 18.1%
Pension 14.8%
Allowances 12.8%
Socid support 4.1%
Work on land, own or concession 4%
Smdll trade (sale of pigs, bottles) 3.8%
Fredance activities or other revenues from work on on€'s own 3%
(including traditional crafts)
Work abroad 1.4%
Unemployment benefits 1.4%
Revenues from business 1%
Support from relatives, friends, other persons 1%
Loanswith high interest rates, other interest rates 1%
Products from households, anima products 0.5%
Begging 0.5%
Occasond revenues 0.4%
Sdaries from restructuring processes 0.1%
Gambling 0.1%
No answer 5.2%

Table 3. Revenues from activities on one€ sown or in kind revenuesin goods or
services for work undertaken, in the month previous to investigation, 1998

Households that obtained revenues from activities on one'sown

35.7%

Households that obtained revenues in the form of goods or services for the work

undertaken (food, transportation, clothes, shoes, rent)

11.9%

Table 31. Subjective evauation of household revenues, 1992 and 1998

1992 invedtigation — “ Conddering al the revenues of
your family, can you say they are sufficient or not?’

1998 invedtigation — “Consdering al the
revenues of your family, what can you say
about them?’

They are not even enough for usto live 409% | Welivewith greet difficulties 68.0%
Only enough for surviving, without being able to| 44.8% | Wehardly cover our basic needs 18.2%
buy something better or to save money
We manage to save some money or to buy| 91% | Wemanage but we il lack many things 10.9%
something better, but with sacrifices

Wemanege pretty well 2.1%
They are quite enough for what we need 30% | Ingenerd, we havedl we need 0.6%
No answer 2.2% | Noanswer 0.3%

The situation of land property

Table R. Percentage of households that owe land, 1992 (%6)

Totd | Urban | Rurd Compact Dispersed Sdf-identified Other ethnic
rural rural as rroma, identification,
communities | communities fromrurd from rurd
aess aess
YES 154 33 232 215 289 155 59.2
NO 84.0 96.5 75.8 783 71.1 84.4 40.8
No answer 0.6 0.1 09 02 0.0 0.2 0.0
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Total | 1000| 1000| 1000] 1000 | 100.0| 100.0 100.0

Table 33. Percentage of households with yards, 1998 (%)

Tota | Urben | Rurd Compact Dispersed Sdf-identified Other ethnic
rural rural as rroma, identification,
communities | communities fromrurd fromrurd
aess aess

YES 314 16.8 414 28.2 515 404 432
NO 63.6 78.7 53.3 66.2 433 55.6 491
No answer 50 45 54 5.6 52 4.0 77
Total 1000| 100.0| 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Table 34. Percentage of households with agriculturd land, 1998 (%)

Totd | Urban | Rurd Compact Dispersed Sf-identified Other ethnic
rurd rurd asrroma, identification,
communities | communities fromrurd from rurd
aess aess

YES 155 33 238 17.0 289 211 28.6
NO 727 85.1 64.2 715 589 67.0 594
No answer 11.8 115 12.0 114 12.2 12.0 11.9
Total 1000| 100.0| 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Other goods in property
Table 3. Percentage of households that have in their property ...

1992 invedtigation 1998 investigetion
Working units 44% 2.6%
Agricultura tools and machinery
Manud tools 37.3%
Agriculturd  accessories  (plough, Not included in the 0.3%
harrow) questionnaire
Tractor 0.2%
Circular 0.1%
Means of transportation
Wagon 16.1% 9.6%
Car 7.9% 55%
Landcar Not included inthe 0.2%
questionnaire
Motorcycle 0.8% Not included inthe
questionnaire
Truck 2.1% 0.1%

Table 36. Endowment of householdswith long-term use goods, 1992 and 1998 (%)

Goods 1992 investigation 1998 invedtigation
Cooking machine 3L2% 42.1%
Refrigerator 18.1% 26.1%
Freezer 3% 2.8%
Washing mechine 14.3% 12.0%
Vacuum desner 13.3% 5.2%
Black and white TV set 285% 37.5%
Colour TV st 13% 19.0%
Radio 25.3% 31.9%




Tape player/Tape recorder/Record 3B55% -
player
Tape player/Tepe recorder/Record - 21.8%
player /CD
Telephone Not included in the 10.4%
questionnaire
Dwelling
Table 37. Type of house, 1992 and 1998
1992 invedtigation 1998 invedtigaion
78.7% House in propaty 74% Own house, out of which:
63,1% House with yard

10,9% Apartment in ablock of flats

17.2% House rented from the state

8.7% Apartment in ablock of flats rented from the state

17% House rented from privae
persons

6.6% Rented house with yard

1% Apartment in a block of flats rented from a private
person

32% House in the propety of a reaive (mother,
grandmother etc...)

1.3% No documents on the house built on public land

0.8% Hut, cottage, one room

0.2% Nationdised house

0.2% Inherited house

0.2% Drying room of the block / other places in a block
clandegtine

0.1% Deserted house

0.1% Improvisation, house abusively occupied

0.1% House from work place

0.6% Tent

1.7% No answer

3.5% No answer

Table 38. Average sze of houses and dendty of inhabitancy, 1992 and 1998

1992 invedtigation 1998investigation
Number of rooms per household 2.68 251
Number of persons per room 253 223
Inhabited surface per person (m2) Not included in the 6.15
quesionnaire

Note: in the total number of rooms, bedroom-kitchensareasoincluded

Table 39. Endowment of the house with dectricity, running water and bathroom, 1992 and

1998
1992 investigation 1998 invedtigation
% households connected to dectricity networks 87.8% 86.9%
% households with bathrooms 17.2% 20.8%
Water supply of houses (% of households)
Households with running water 29.0% 230% (in the house) + 7.4% (in
the yard)
Use fountains/ public pumps Not included in| 425%
Have their own fountain the questionnaire 22.8%
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Use water from springs

Use sources of water from neighbours

1.3%
0.7%

Table 40. Evduation of houses, 1992 and 1998

1992 1998
investigation investigation
Good 26.1% 20.5%
Modest 38.6% 35.2%
Bad 34.9% 43.3%
No answer 0.3% 1.0%
Migration
Table 41 — Intention of migration of the rromain comparison with the rest of the
population in 1998
Do you intend to move to another locdity ...? Research on the rroma Barometer of human
population resources®
YES 7.8% 7.3%
NO 90.6% 86.3%
NO ANSWER 15% 6.4%

Table 42 — Intention of migration depending on the resdentid environment of

departure and arrival in 1998

Environment of Departure — Research on the rroma Barometer of human
Environment of Arriva population resources
urban -- urban 7.7% 42.3%

urban - rurd 8.8% 16.9%
Rural-urban 29.7% 35.2%

Rural - rurd 53.8% 5.6%

Table 43 — Intention of migration depending on the distance of trave (within or

outside the county of residence)®

! Datais taken from the research “barometer of Human Resources’, undertaken by CURS at the request
of the Open Society Foundation, June 1998, on asample of 1212, representative for the Romanian
population over 18. The time frame that the question was envisaging, as well asthe referent, were
different in the two researches. In the research on rroma population, the question was referring to the
intention of migration for the following 1-2 years, having in view the entire family. In the “Barometer”,
the question was referring to the following 5 years and the intention of migration was measured only in
what regards the respondent. Although there are differencesin the manner the question has been
formulated, the answers can however be compared, subject to certain reservation, because the
migration of amarried adult would probably determine, in most of the cases, the consequent migration
of thefamily. It ishard to assume that an adult, member of anuclear family, will migrate alone,
without the other members of his nuclear family (wife, minor children). In what regards the time
horizon envisaged by the question, the existence of thisdifferenceis probably justifying the larger
number of nonresponses appearing in the case of the “Barometer”, where the question refersto a

longer period of time

? Figures from the table represent percentages from the total of persons who want to migrate and

indicate a detination
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Where would you like to Ressarch on the rroma populaion Barometer of human
move? resources
Village, same county 7.7% 42.3%
Town, same county 8.8% 16.9%
Village, another county 29.7% 35.2%
Town, another county 53.8% 5.6%

Do not know 31.6%

To another country 184%

Table44 — Arrivd in the locdity in the last 5 years (1998)

Has your family lived in the locdlity for lessthan 5 years? Research on the rroma population
YES 5.8%
NO 90.1%
NO ANSWER 4.1%

Table 45 — Previous migration depending on the residentia environment of departure
and arriva® in 1998

Environment of Departure— Environment of Research ontherromapopulation
Arriva

urban -- urban 6.3%

urban - rurd 13.5%

rura-urban 31.2%

rurd - rura 4%

Reproductive health

Table 46 — Rates of infantile and juvenile mortdity (deaths of children between 1-4
years from 1,000 new born dive) on ethnic belonging. Children born between July
1994 and June 1999

Infantilemortdity rﬁgte;lils Total

Totd Neo-natal Post-neonatal l-4yeas (0-4 years)
Romanian 27.1 185 8.6 11 28.2
Rroma 72.8 34.7 38.1 77 80.0

Source of data: Florina Serbanescu and others (2001) — “Sudy on reproductive health — Romania

1999 Final Report”, CDC, ARSPMS p. 118

Table 47 — Current use of modern and traditional methods of contraception on ethnic
belonging, for women between 15-44, part of couples

Any method Modern methods Traditiona methods
Romanian 64.8 30.3 A5
Rroma 453 16.3 290

Source of data: Florina Serbanescu and others (2001) — “Sudy on reproductive health — Romania

1999 Final Report”, CDC, ARSPMS p. 146

3 Figures from the table represent percentages from the total of persons who want to migrate and
indicate a destination
4 Figures from the table indicate percentages from the totd number of those declaring that they had
arived inthelocdity inthelast S years.
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Table 48 — Percentage of women who had at least one abortion and percentage
digribution of the number of abortions dong life, for women who had & least one
abortion, on ethnic bdonging

Percentage of womenwho Number of abortions for women who had a least one abortion
had at |east one abortion 1 2 3 45 6 Total
Romanian 35.7 36.7 237 17.3 115 10.8 100
Rroma 419 29.6 155 17.9 211 159 100

Source of data: Florina Serbanescu and others (2001) — “Sudy on reproductive health — Romania
1999— Final Report”, CDC, ARPPMS Annex A/11.
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Prejudices and inter-ethnic relations

Table 49 — Dynamics of prejudices ® towards the rroma 1993 - 1999°

% | 1993 | 1997 | 1999
Would not want to have gypsies as neighbours 71.8 59.7 485

Table 50 — Features that characterise the rroma, as most frequently mentioned by the

mgjority populaion

Thislist enumerates afew features. Please sdlect three out of them that could best Percentag
characterise the rroma people in Romani a’ e
Dirty 50%
Retarded 19%
Divided 20%
United 10%
Thieves 50%
Hypocrites 10%
Cadess 11%
Lazy 39%

Source of data: Barometer of inter -ethnic relations —carried out by Metro Media Translvania for the
Resource Centre for Ethno-cultural Diversity, November 2001, p.11.

Table 51 — Stereotypes promoted by the written media (monitoring undertaken

between 23.09-23.10 2001)
Stereotypes. %
Gypsies are poor 35.08
Traditions, customs 26.31
Gypsiesare crimina 20.17
Gypsy mdfia 6.14

Source of data: Catavencu Academy — Monitoring report — image of the Rroma ethnic minority in the
Romanian written press September 23-October 23, 2001

5 Datais taken from the researches Vaues of the World 1993, Vdues of the World 1997 and VValues of
the Europeans 1999. Values - 1993 —undertaken in 1993 by the Indtitute for Research of the Quality
of Lifeon asample of 1103 persons over 18 years old, sample on quotas, coordinated by Prof. Dr.
Catalin Zamfir. Values 1997 - undertaken by the Ingtitute for Research of the Quality of Lifein
collaboration with the Department of Sociology from the University of Bucharest, research financed by
CNCSU and coordinated by Prof. Dr. Dumitru Sandu. The probabilistic, multi-staged ssmple includes
1000 persons aged over 18 years old, being representative for the population with aright to votein
Romania. The research was undertaken in November 1997. Values 1999 —undertaken by the Ingtitute
for Research of the Quality of Lifein collaboration with the European Vaues Study Group and the
Department of Sociology from the University of Bucharest, coordinated by MainaVoicu and Lucian
Pop. The research was undertaken in July 1999, with financia support from CNCSU and the European
Values Study Group. The probabilistic, multi-staged sample includes 1146 persons over 18 yearsold,
being representative for the population with aright to vote in Romania.
® The same item has been used in the three researches: subjects were required to chose from aligt of
groups whose members they would not wish as their neighbours. The groups included in the list are:
personswith acrimind record, persons of different races, leftist extremists, dcohoalics, right-wing
extremigts, persons with numerous families, personswith psychic problems, Mudims, immigrants,
gammwith AIDS, drug addicts, homosexuas, Jews, gypsies.

Question with multiple answers. The table only includes the alternatives of answersthat cumulated
more than 10% of the options.



Table 52 — Attitude of journdigts towards the rroma ethnic minority, manifeted in
press articles (monitoring undertaken between 23.09-23.10 2001)

Attitude of thejournalist Percentege
Tendentioudy negetive 40%
Tendentioudy positive 6%

Source of data: Catavencu Academy — Monitoring report — image of the Rroma ethnic minority in the
Romanian written press September 23-October 23, 2001

3. Instrumentsfor the elaboration of community diagnoses
A. Questionnaire for households
I SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHICAL

1. How old areyou (full years)

2. Sex 1. Mde
2. Femde
3. Civil status
1. Married with papers 4. Divorced
2. Married without papers 5. Widow
3. Not married 6. Separated / Abandoned

4. Ageat thefirst marriage

5. Do you have children?
1 Yes 2.No

6. What isthe age of your children?

~N|o|a| s w| M|k
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7. (FORWOMEN ONLY) Age at thefirst birth (years):

8. (FOR WOMEN ONLY) How many children did she give birth to? (without
children born dead)



9. Last form of education:

1. None 7. Vocationd school graduated
2. 4 grades not graduated 8. High schoal not graduated
3. 4 grades graduated 9. High school graduated

4. 8 grades not graduated 10. Pogt high schodl education
5. 8 grades graduated 11. Faculty

6. Vocationd school not graduated 12. Post-Universty sudies

10. I n total, how many year s of school (grades) have you graduated?

11.What isyour current socio-economic status?

1. 1 work 4. Housewife / man
2. Student 5. Retired
3. Maternity leave 6. Nojob

7. Inactive from other ressons
12. (Only for persons active from the economic point of view) What is your

occupation?

[l. FEATURESOF THE HOUSEHOLD

14. How many memberslivein the household? (stay in this house)

1. Subject partner (__) 8. Grandchildren (how many? )
2. Husband' s parents (how many? ) 9. Brothers/ Sigters (how many? )
3. Wife' s parents (how many? ) 10.Sgers/ Brothersin law (how
4. Hushand' s grandparents (how many? many? )
11.Nephews/ nieces (how many?
5. Wifée s grandparents (how many? )
_ ) 12.Cthers* (how many?__ )
6. Children (how many? ) Induding those in the Army, Prison,
7. Daughter inlaw / Son in law (how Orphanage
many?__ )

15. Out of the household members
How many persons are between 0.3 years old
How many persons are between 3.7 years old
How many persons are between 7-16 years old
How many persons are over 16 yearsold
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16. How many of the household members do not have the following identity
documents:

1. Birth certificate 2. |dentity card
3. Passport

17. Isromani (gypsy) language spoken in your household?
1.Yes 2.No

[11. OCCUPATION/REVENUES

18. How many of your household membersare full-time employed?

19. What was the approximate amount that you have spent last
month on the following? (estimated amountsin L ei)

1.Food

2.Clothesand shoes

3.House (rent, maintenance and electricity)

4.Alcohodl

5.Cigarettes

6.Fud (induding ges)

7.Big articles (washing machine/ stereo sysem/ TV / car, €ic.)

20. Last year, in your household, revenuesin money or in kind have been
obtained from: (the amount is not important!)  (multiple codes)
1. Day labour activities
2. Work of land, own or concession
3. Trade
4. Fredance activities or other revenues from work on one' s own
(induding treditiond crafts)
5. Revenues from business (for business owners, family associations)
6. Work abroad
7. Revenues from sde of property (animds, land, shares)
8. Support from relatives, friends, other persons
9. Begging
10. Gambling (or other games)
11. Lending money with exaggeratedinterest rates
12. Renting (cars, land, houses, other mobile goods)
13. Others, which
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21. Along last year, what was the most important sour ce of revenue of your
household? (one source only)

22. Considering all the revenues of your family, what can you say about them?
1. Welive with great difficulties
2. We hardly cover our basic needs
3. We manage, but we il lack many things
4. We manage pretty well
5. In genera, we have al we need

23. What revenuesin money wer e obtained in your household last
month? Lei
(al the household members together, regardless of the source, without revenues, in

kind)

24. What revenuesin kind (in products) have been obtained in your household last
month?

Food / agriculturd products

House gppliances

Clothes, shoes

Others

AODNPE

25. What istheminimum revenuethat your household would need to cover basic
needs? lei

IV.EDUCATION AND FAMILY

26. Do you have any children:
1. Inachild house, orphanage,  how many
2. In ashdter-hospitad for handicapped, how many

3. In acorrection schoals, how many
4. Adopted by other persons, how many
5. Run away from home, how many

27. Would you like to have mor e children than you have now?
1. Yes. How many? 2. No, we do not want any more children

28. How many children do you believe a family should have?

29. Out of children of school age (7-18 yearsold check with question 6) how many
go to school?
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30. Out of children of school age (7-18 yearsold check with question 6) how many
haveinterrupted? In what grade?

Grade

~N|o|lols|lw|ln e
BIQ|E|B|© ®

N

31. Out of children over 7 yearsold, how many have never went to school (check
with question 6)?

32. What level of education do you think isenough for a child, so that he/she
succeedsin life? (chose one).

1. None 4. Vocationd school

2. 4 grades 5. Graduated High School

3.8 grades 6. Post-High School education
7. Faculty

8. Post-university studies

BWhat is the ethnic belonging of children from the school and classroom

attended by your children (chose one)

Their mgjority are Romanian

Their mgjority are Rroma

Their mgority are of other ethnic groups
Do not know / do not answer

E IS

34. How do you consider it would be better for your children to study?

1. Together with Romanian children and children from other ethnic
groups

2. Separatdly, in pecid rroma schools

3. Do not know / do not answer



V.HEALTH

35. How do you evaluate your state of health?
1. Very good
2. Good

3. Not good, nor bad
4. Bad
5. Very bad

36. How do you evaluate the state of health of your children?

1. Very good
2. Good

3. Not good, nor bad
4. Bad

5. Very bad

37. Do you have a family physician?

1.Yes 3. Do not know / do not answer
2. No

38. Do you have a medical insurance?
1. Yes 3. Do not know / do not answer
2. No

V.HOUSING

39. Your houseis
1. In ablock of flats, rented from the state
2. Inablock of flats, rented from a private owner
3. Inablock of flats, private property
4. House with yard, rented
5. House with yard, property (jump to 50)
6. Other Stuaion, which?

40. Doyou havedocumentsattesting property over theland on which your houseis
built?

1.Yes 2.No
41. Thehousewasbuilt in year

42. The main construction material is
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1. Reinforced concrete with built-up concrete
2. Brick, stone or subgtitutes

3. Wood (beams, logs etc)

4. Haf-timber, adobe or other amilar materids

43. How many rooms does your house have? (Induding bedroom-kitchens)

44. What is the surface of your house (without annexes and facilities Only the
inhabited rooms, induding bedroom-kitchens)? sg.m.

45. Do you have a kitchen (not improvised summer kitchens)
1. Kitchen as such 2. Bedroom-kitchen 3. No kitchen

46. Do you haveatoilet ?
1. Yes, in the house, with running water 3. No
2. Yes, intheyad

47. Do you have a bathroom? 1. Yes 2.No

48. The water supply is
1. Running water ingdlaion in the house 3. Own fountain in the yard
2. Running water inddlation in the yard 4. Public fountain / pump

49. Sewerage 1.Yes 2No

50. Electricity 1.Yes 2No
51. Connectiontonatural gassystem 1.Yes 2 No

52. House heating is

1. Centrd hesting 5. With wood, cod

2. With naturd ges 6. With vegetable waste, paper
3. Electric hesting 7. No hedting

4. With liquid fud 8. Something ese

53. How would you evaluate your house?
1. Good 2. Modest 3. Bad

54. How many familieslivein this house?

55. Which of the following goods do you have (functional)?

1. Cooking mechine 6. Black and white TV st
2. Refrigerator 7. Colour TV st
3. Freezer 8. Radio
4. Washing machine 9. Tape player/Tape recorder/Record player/CD
5. Vacuum deaner 10. Telephone
56. Do you raise animals or birds?
1. Yes. What? how many? 2.No
how many?
how many?
how many?




57. Do you haveland in property?
Yard 1. Yes how much? 2.No

Agriculturd land 1. Yes how much? 2.No
58. Do you cultivatetheagricultural land in your property? 1. Yes 2.No

59. Working units (limekiln, forge, brickyard, foundry, basketry etc.)
1. No 2. Yes, what?

60. Agricultural tools and machinery:

1. Manud tools 4. Circular
2. Agricultural accessories (plough, harrow) 5. Others
3. Tractor

61. Transportation means
1. Wagon 3. Land car 5. Other
2. Car 4. Truck

VI.PROBLEMSAND SOLUTIONS

62. What do you think is the most important in order to succeed in life? (one

answer only)
1. Have school education 4. Work hard 7. Family to support you
2. Have good luck 5. Have money 8. Other, what
3. Have aprofesson 6. Have connections 9. Do not know

How satisfied are you with

> B 3 T B g g >§5 B § %
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63. T he houseyou livein 1 2 3 4 5
64. The goodsin your house 1 2 3 4 5
65. Y our food 1 2 3 4 5
66. Your hedth 1 2 3 4 5
67. Y our revenues 1 2 3 4 5
68. Your life, in generd 1 2 3 4 5
69. Y our education 1 2 3 4 5

How do you think that the locl authoritiesbelow treat therroma, in comparison
with other ethnic minorities?

better same worse
70. School 1 2 3
71. Hospitals, medical units 1 2 3
72. Town Hall 1 2 3
73. Court, District Attorney 1 2 3
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[ 74. Police

2|

73. How doyou evaluate therelationsbetween rromaand the other inhabitants of

thelocality?

1. No problems 2. Smdl misunderstandings 3. Conflicts

74. Have you voted in the 2000 Elections?

1.Yes 2. No

75. What isthe most important problem of your family right now?

Which of thefollowing problems| Magor Itisa Itisnota
serioudly affectsyou and your problem | problem, but problem
household? Choseoneanswer for not serious
each aspect
76.Lack of ajob 1 2 3
77.Economic hardships 1 2 3
78.Discrimination in access to jobs 1 2 3
79.Crime 1 2 3
80.L ack of education opportunities 1 2 3
81.Weak family ties 1 2 3
82.Lack of respect for the elderly 1 2 3
83.Housing problems 1 2 3
84.Limited possibilities of free 1 2 3
movement
85.Limited access to social services 1 2 3
Who do you think could solve the problemsthat you face?
Inan Inasmdl | Notatdl
important mesasure
measure
86. Through own for ces 1 2 3
87. Presidency 1 2 3
88. Government 1 2 3
89. Par liament 1 2 3
90. Palitical parties 1 2 3
91. Non-gover nmental 1 2 3
organisations (Charities)
92. Rroma organisations 1 2 3
93. Local authorities 1 2 3
94. Eur opean Union 1 2 3
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95. What isyour nationality?
1. Romanian 4. German

2. Hungarian 5. Other nationality, which
3. Rroma/ Gypsy, Group

96. Profession of the grandfather from the father’sside

97. Profession of the father

98. Religion:
1. Orthodox 2. Cathdlic 3. Other, which

TOBE COMPLETED BY THE OPERATOR
99. In the close proximity of the household ( block, street from village etc.):
1. There are only rromafamilies
2. There are rromaand other ethnic groups living together
3. There are some rroma families, but the arealis mainly inhabited by other
ethnic minorities
4. There are no other rroma families
5. Cannot esimate

100. Cultivatetheir yard or not (if they have one) 1 Yes 2.No

101. How do you evaluate the material state of your household?

1. Veayrich 2. Rich

3. Average 4. Poor 5. Very poor
102. Arethere any symbol of traditions? (multiple answers)

1. Large kirts 5. Beard

2. Coinsin the hair 6. Twisted moustaches

3. Kerchiefs 7. Jewdlery on the hand and around necks

4. Hats 8. Black magic objects

(cowry shell, mirror, fortune-telling cards)

103. L ocality. 1. Town 2. Village
104. Address: Street: No.:

105. Operator:

106. Timewhen interview is concluded: /
107. Dur ation minutes
108. Date: / /




Ficheof thelocality
TOWN HALL /LOCAL COUNCIL

1. Please estimate the number of rroma people living in the locdlity (in your opinion,
not related to the census data):

2. Number of rroma households:

3. What types of rroma groups live in the locdity? 1.

2.
3.

4. What is the percentage of rroma amongst beneficiaries from socid support?

5. What are the main activities undertaken by the rroma people in the community?
1.

2.

3.

4.

6. What kind of living standard ensure these occupations to the respective categories?
(fill in the appropriate cel)

Living standard

Activity Very high | High Average Low Very low
1

2

3

4

7. In the locdity (chose the option or options thet describe the locd Stuation):
1. Rromalive in compact communities, isolated from the rest of the
community
2. Rromalive amongst the Romanians, dispersed aong the locdity

8. Isthere apossibility thet, in your locdlity, rromafamilies be given 1-2 hectares of
land in property?

9. Would you consider this an gppropriate solution to problems of the rroma?

10. What do you think are the problems related to the rroma community from your
locdity?

11. What solutions would you propose for solving these problems?




SCHOOL

1. Please edtimate the number of rromalliving in the locdity (in your opinion, not

related to the census data):

2. Number of rroma households:

3. What types of rroma groups livein the locdity?

2.

3.
4. Peasefill in the table below

Totd Rroma children

Number of pre-school
pupils
Number of pupils
School abandon

5. Please edtimate what is, on average, the school attendance frequency of the rroma
children, in comparison with other children? (fill in the right cell)

Grades| - IV

GradesV - VIII

Much lower

Lower

Same

Higher

QW[N]

Much higher

6. What do you think are the problems related to rroma children in your locdity?

7. What solutions would you propose to solve these problems?
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POLICE

1. Please edimate the number of rromaliving in the locdity (in your opinion, not
related to the census data):

2. Number of rroma households:

3. What types of rroma groups livein the locdity? 1

2.
3.

4. Whet do you think are the problems related to the rroma community from your
locality?

5. Wha solutions would you propose to solve these problems?
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MEDICAL UNIT

1. Please edimate the number of rromaliving in the locdity (in your opinion, not
related to the census data):

2. Number of rroma households;

3. What types of rroma groups live in the locdity? 1

2.
3.

4. What do you think are the hedlth problems rdated to the rroma community from
your locdity?

5. Wha solutions would you propose to solve these problems?
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